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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS 
COUNTY DEPARTMENT, CHANCERY DIVISION 

 

1050 WEST COLUMBIA CONDOMINIUM 

ASSOCIATION, an Illinois non-profit 

organization; RBB2, LLC, a California limited 

liability company; MJM VISIONS, LLC, a 

California limited liability company; and 

KAY-KAY REALTY, CORP., an Arizona 

corporation, individually and on behalf of all 

others similarly situated, 

 

    Plaintiffs, 

 

 v. 

 

CSC SERVICEWORKS, INC., a Delaware 

corporation, 

 

    Defendant. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Case No. 2019-CH-07319 

 

Calendar 14 

 

Honorable Sophia H. Hall 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DECLARATION OF BENJAMIN H. RICHMAN 

IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY APPROVAL 

OF AMENDED CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT 

 

Under penalties as provided by law pursuant to Section 1-109 of the Code of Civil 

Procedure, the undersigned certifies that the statements set forth in this instrument are true and 

correct, except as to matters therein stated to be on information and belief and as to such matters 

the undersigned certifies as aforesaid that he verily believes the same to be true. 

1. I am an attorney admitted to practice before the Supreme Court of the State of 

Illinois. I am entering this declaration in support of Plaintiffs’ Motion for Preliminary Approval 

of Amended Class Action Settlement. This declaration is based upon my personal knowledge 

except where expressly noted otherwise. If called upon to testify to the matters stated herein, I 

could and would competently do so. 

2. I am Managing Partner of Edelson PC’s Chicago office, which has been retained 

to represent the named Plaintiffs in this matter, along with the Law Offices of Michael R. 
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Karnuth, and Edward M. Burnes, Attorney at Law, and have acted as proposed Lead Class 

Counsel on behalf of the Settlement Class.1 

Underlying Discovery, Negotiations, and Settlement 

3. In December 2017, Edelson PC began actively litigating claims on behalf of

plaintiffs related to Defendant CSC ServiceWork Inc.’s (“CSC”) Administrative Fee, first filing 

the Kay-Kay Realty Corp. v. CSC ServiceWorks, Inc., No. 2:17-cv-07464-JMA-AKT (E.D.N.Y.) 

matter. Later, the firm pursued claims on behalf of the plaintiffs in the MJM Visions, LLC v. CSC 

ServiceWorks, Inc., No. 1:18-cv-04452 (E.D.N.Y), RBB2, LLC v. CSC ServiceWorks, Inc., No. 

1:18-cv-00915 (E.D. Cal.), and 1050 W. Columbia Condominium Association v. CSC 

ServiceWorks, Inc., No. 2019-CH-07319 (Cook Cty. Ill. Cir. Ct.) actions. 

4. In mid-2018, settlement discussions regarding the possibility of a global

resolution of all litigation regarding the Administrative Fee began in earnest. Up to then, and 

across all of the actions listed in Paragraph 3, CSC had consistently taken the position that it was 

not interested in resolving any claims on a class-wide basis or on a nationwide class basis, and 

instead that it would only engage in settlement discussions to resolve individual claims against it. 

5. In spite of CSC’s stated views, proposed Class Counsel took the initiative to draft

a settlement framework for a potential class-wide resolution, which it shared with CSC. After 

CSC reviewed this draft proposal, CSC began substantively engaging in global settlement 

discussions. This initial proposal served as the foundation of these discussions going forward 

over the next several months. As these discussions continued, and as additional discovery was 

shared, the Parties built upon this proposal. 

1 Except as otherwise indicated, all defined terms used in this Declaration shall have the same 

meanings ascribed to them in the Parties’ Stipulation of Amended Class Action Settlement (the 

“Amended Settlement”). 
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6. The Parties exchanged extensive discovery geared toward giving them the critical

information they needed to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of their competing settlement 

views. This included, for example, critical data regarding the Settlement Class’s size and 

composition (for example, that there were more than 85,000 leases entered into with more than 

70,000 landlords); the amount CSC collected in Administrative Fees, including across various 

segments of the Settlement Class based on number of laundry machines and amount of gross 

revenue (e.g., amount of Administrative Fees collected relative to the number of machines that 

they operated and the like);2 and the payment systems that CSC used to calculate the deductions 

and process payments to the Settlement Class Members. Technical specialists working with 

proposed Class Counsel investigated CSC’s payment processing system to evaluate whether and 

how Settlement Class Members could be repaid a portion of the disputed Administrative Fee that 

CSC collected from them. This discovery also involved the exploration of CSC’s claims against 

Settlement Class Members; in particular, how CSC valued those claims, including those based 

on deficits owed from leases that required a minimum base compensation be paid, or on 

outstanding expenses that CSC claimed were owed by Settlement Class Members. 

7. Significant formal discovery was taken in the RBB2 action in particular, including

over 12,000 leases comprising more than 60,000 pages, allowing proposed Class Counsel to 

review the overlap in lease terms, the provisions governing how any income and expenses were 

split between CSC and the lessors, and how those revenue sharing provisions could be 

interpreted to allow or disallow the Administrative Fee.3 In addition, CSC provided internal CSC 

2 For example, this showed that around 20% of all CSC accounts were charged absolutely nothing 

in Administrative fees, and another 21% were charged less than $250. It also showed that nearly 80% of 

CSC’s accounts included between one and 20 machines. 
3 This built upon the investigation performed as part of the Kay-Kay action, in which Plaintiff Kay-

Kay Realty provided counsel nearly a dozen examples of various leases from across several states, 
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materials related to the company’s decision to enact the Administrative Fee, website screenshots 

regarding the Administrative Fee, communications about the Administrative Fee that were sent 

to landlords, and what initiatives the Administrative Fee was purportedly funding. 

8. As this discovery was taken, the Parties engaged in in-person meetings between 

counsel for the Parties, and representatives from CSC’s leadership team, as well as dozens of 

telephonic meetings to discuss various aspects of the evolving framework. After months more of 

back-and-forth negotiations, the Parties reached a tentative agreement on the overall structure of 

a class-wide settlement but were unable to agree on certain key details, and could not sign off on 

any binding agreement.  

9. The Parties thus agreed to engage a respected third-party neutral, Hon. James F. 

Holderman (Ret.) of JAMS-Chicago to assist them. The Parties scheduled a private mediation 

session with Judge Holderman, and in advance provided a significant amount of information for 

him to review, including pleadings, briefing, docket sheets, and court orders from the actions 

listed in Paragraph 3. The Parties also shared with Judge Holderman a draft term sheet that 

included the Parties’ points of agreement and disagreement. One specific open item was the 

jurisdiction in which any potential settlement would be effectuated. Counsel for the Parties, both 

as a group and individually, then participated in several conference calls with Judge Holderman 

to discuss all of these materials in advance of the mediation. 

10. On July 10, 2019, the Parties met for an in-person mediation session with Judge 

Holderman. Throughout the course of the session, the Parties met with Judge Holderman both as 

a caucus and individually. By the conclusion of the in-person mediation session, the Parties 

 

 
allowing them to get an early understanding of how the leases could differ, and how that could affect the 

arguments in the cases moving forward. 
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ultimately reached agreement on a binding term sheet that contained the material points forming 

the basis of the settlement that would later be reached. Even so, negotiations continued for 

months afterward, as the Parties worked to finalize outstanding terms; these continued 

negotiations involved Judge Holderman at many points. 

11. In the course of working toward finalizing the settlement terms and reducing them 

to writing, counsel from Edelson PC reached out to other counsel involved in Administrative Fee 

related litigation to inform them that a potential resolution had been reached and to invite them to 

participate—in the settlement, generally, and in the process of reviewing and finalizing the 

proposed agreement, specifically. This was something that counsel for the Parties had discussed 

at the mediation. In particular, after the mediation, counsel from Edelson reached out to Mr. 

Michael Karnuth and Mr. Edward Burnes, whom they understood were representing 1050 West. 

1050 West and its counsel were provided information underlying the settlement proposal, 

including key formal discovery from the RBB2 action, and preliminary drafts of the agreement. 

1050 West’s counsel then took an active role in finalizing the initially proposed settlement, 

proposing edits and otherwise making suggestions on how to proceed with it. They ultimately 

decided to join that iteration of the settlement. 

12. One open item that was resolved during these negotiations was where the 

proposed settlement would be presented. Through the negotiations between the Parties and Judge 

Holderman, it was agreed that the settlement would move forward in Cook County. There were a 

number of factors that went into this decision, including access to a sophisticated judiciary well-

versed in overseeing and considering class action settlements, the comparative caseloads of the 

possible forums in which settlement could be effectuated, the caseloads of the appellate courts in 

those forums, and the convenience of the Parties. 
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13. After the Court granted preliminary approval to the initially proposed settlement 

of this case, proposed Class Counsel then complied with the terms of the original settlement, 

sending out notice, communicating with class members about it, preparing and filing their final 

approval papers, and defending the settlement from attack by objectors. 

14. Over the next year and a half, proposed Class Counsel attended a number of 

interim hearings in which the Court asked about various aspects of that settlement and expressed 

certain concerns. The Parties listened to these questions and determined to explore ways to 

improve upon the original settlement to allay any of the Court’s concerns. To that end, the 

Parties returned to negotiations with the goal of creating a simpler, even clearer settlement that 

added even more relief, removed any potentially complicated equations, eliminated the 

“elections” and different “options,” and otherwise clarified the notice to explain more plainly 

what class members stood to gain and to give up through the settlement. 

15. Once again, the Parties enlisted the help of Judge Holderman, who was 

instrumental in reaching the originally proposed settlement, to assist them in amending the 

settlement to address the areas the Court had identified. While Judge Holderman was familiar 

with the facts of the case from his prior involvement, the Parties nevertheless held conference 

calls with him and sent him transcripts of the hearings that had transpired over the last year, to 

bring him up to date on the current posture of the case, including discussing with him the 

questions that the Court raised regarding the initial settlement. They also shared with Judge 

Holderman draft edits to the settlement, including points of agreement and disagreement on how 

the settlement could be best updated. 

16. After this information was shared, counsel for the Parties, as well as a 

representative from CSC, met for two Zoom mediations with Judge Holderman. The first took 
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place on August 25, 2021, and the second took place on September 16, 2021.  During these 

mediations, and as with the initial mediation, Judge Holderman conducted shuttle diplomacy, 

moving between the Parties as well as hosting various caucus sessions. The Parties put forward 

competing proposals about how to amend the settlement, working through the feasibility of each 

with Judge Holderman. At the end of the August 25th session, CSC committed to look into the 

feasibility of Plaintiffs’ proposal to commit to settlement payments amounting to half of any 

given lessor’s share of the Administrative Fee, and to stop charging the Administrative Fee on 

any leases existing in May 2017—when CSC sent notice of the Administrative Fee to its 

customers—that were still in effect. In between the mediation sessions, counsel for the Parties 

continued to explore the contours of this proposal, which CSC eventually agreed to in principle. 

The Parties informed Judge Holderman of this development, but nevertheless requested to meet 

for a second mediation session on September 16th to discuss how to most clearly present the 

amended settlement relief to the settlement class members. Thus, at the September 16th 

mediation session, Judge Holderman worked with the Parties as they drafted language that 

clearly and concisely captures the benefits of the amended settlement. 

17. Following these mediation sessions, the Parties spent the next few weeks 

reviewing and finalizing the proposed documents that would become the final version of the 

Amended Settlement. As with the initial settlement, 1050 West and its counsel assisted in 

finalizing the Amended Settlement, reviewing and editing the draft documents, working to 

ensure the Court’s concerns were adequately addressed, and that all of the concessions that CSC 

could make were, in fact, made. 
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Qualifications and Opinion of Proposed Class Counsel 

18. Proposed Lead Class Counsel at Edelson PC have extensive experience litigating 

class actions of similar size, scope, and complexity to the instant action. We regularly engage in 

major complex litigation involving consumer protection, have the resources necessary to conduct 

litigation of this nature, and have frequently been appointed lead class counsel by state and 

federal courts in Illinois and throughout the country. 

19. Together in this case and the actions in Paragraph 3, proposed Lead Class Counsel 

have diligently investigated, prosecuted, and dedicated substantial resources to the claims at 

issue, and will continue to do so throughout the pendency of the litigation. Proposed Class 

Counsel has litigated this case, and all the other Administrative Fee cases, with the goal of 

achieving the best possible resolution, whether at trial or through a negotiated resolution for the 

broadest class of landlords. 

20. Through the years of adversarial litigation against CSC, and through the 

substantial formal and informal discovery exchanged, proposed Class Counsel were well-

prepared and well-informed about the case’s facts and the strengths and weaknesses of their 

position. For example, this allowed proposed Class Counsel to evaluate the consistencies and 

differences across leases, including that the contracts allowed CSC to deduct certain expenses, 

but that CSC and its predecessors did not use a single form contract, and that there were 

variations in the actual mechanisms of the revenue-sharing provisions (i.e., how much Parties to 

the laundry lease contracts were entitled to in payment), differences in the presence of choice-of-

law and choice-of-venue provisions, and differences in the notice-and-cure provisions that 

appeared. Furthermore, the Amended Settlement was only reached after an arm’s-length 

negotiation facilitated by a third-party mediator. Indeed, even after the Parties agreed in principle 
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to the Amended Settlement, it still took weeks of considerable back-and-forth negotiations to 

reach the final terms of the Amended Settlement now before the Court, including further edits 

and improvements by proposed Class Counsel. 

21. Based on their experience, including with respect to Administrative Fee litigation, 

proposed Lead Class Counsel firmly believes that the instant Amended Settlement—which 

allows Settlement Class Members to get back now half of what they could possibly recover at a 

trial years down the road, provides for the suspension of Administrative Fees for those who 

haven’t had a chance to renegotiate it, freezes the Administrative Fees at the same rate it 

currently is for the next two years, releases nearly $200 million in potential claims against the 

Settlement Class, and ensures that CSC is transparent regarding the Administrative Fee in all 

future contracts—is fair, reasonable, adequate, and deserving of preliminary approval. 

22. Proposed Lead Class Counsel reasonably expect that the Settlement Class 

Members will react positively to the Amended Settlement, as it improves upon the initial 

settlement in which 4.6% of the settlement class sent in claim forms, while only .25% requested 

to be excluded and only .0036% of the class objected. 

23. In addition, CSC has represented that it will be able to fully meet its obligations 

under the Settlement should the Court grant preliminary approval. 

24. Attached as Exhibit A to this declaration is a true and accurate copy of Edelson 

PC’s Firm Resume. 

*   *   * 

Under penalties as provided by law pursuant to Section 1-109 of the Code of Civil 

Procedure, I hereby certify that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
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Executed this 12th day of October 2021, at Chicago, Illinois. 

 

  /s/ Benjamin H. Richman  
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“National reputation as a maverick in [its] 
commitment to pursuing big-ticket . . . 

cases."

—Law360

★     ★     ★     ★     ★     ★     ★
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5edelson.com

   We hold records for the largest jury verdict in a privacy case ($925m), 
the largest consumer privacy settlement ($650m), and the largest TCPA 
settlement ($76m). We also secured one of the most important consumer 
privacy decisions in the U.S. Supreme Court (Robins v. Spokeo). Our class 
actions, brought against the national banks in the wake of the housing 
collapse, restored over $5 billion in home equity credit lines. We served 
as counsel to a member of the 11-person Tort Claimant’s Committee in the 
PG&E Bankruptcy, resulting in a historic $13.5 billion settlement. We are the 
only firm to have established that online apps can constitute illegal gambling 
under state law, resulting in settlements that are collectively worth $200 
million. We are co-lead counsel in the NCAA personal injury concussion 
cases, leading an MDL involving over 300 class action lawsuits. And we 
are representing, or have represented, regulators in cases involving the 
deceptive marketing of opioids, environmental cases, privacy cases against 
Facebook, Uber, Google and others, cases related to the marketing of 
e-cigarettes to children, and cases asserting claims that energy companies 
and for-profit hospitals abused the public trust. 

   We have testified before the United States Senate and state legislative 
and regulatory bodies on class action and consumer protection issues, 
cybersecurity and privacy (including election security, children’s privacy and 
surreptitious geotracking), sex abuse in children’s sports, and gambling, 
and have repeatedly been asked to work on federal, state, and municipal 
legislation involving a broad range of issues. We speak regularly at seminars 
on consumer protection and class action issues, and routinely lecture at law 
schools and other graduate programs. 

   We have a “one-of-a-kind” investigation team that sets us apart from others 
in the plaintiff's bar. Our dedicated “internal lab of computer forensic 
engineers and tech-savvy lawyers” investigate issues related to “fraudulent 
software and hardware, undisclosed tracking of online consumer activity 
and illegal data retention,” among numerous other technology related 
issues facing consumers. Cybersecurity & Privacy Practice Group of the 
Year, Law360 (January 2019). Instead of chasing the headlines, our case 
development team is leading the country in both identifying emerging 
privacy and technology issues, as well as crafting novel legal theories to 

EDELSON PC is a law firm concentrating on high stakes plaintiff’s work 
ranging from class and mass actions to public client investigations and 
prosecutions. The cases we have litigated  —as either lead counsel or as 
part of a broader leadership structure —have resulted in settlements and 
verdicts totalling over $20 billion.

Who We Are
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6edelson.com

Who We Are

match. Some examples of their groundbreaking accomplishments 
include: demonstrating that Microsoft and Apple were continuing 
to collect certain geolocation data even after consumers turned 
“location services” to “off”; filing multiple suits revealing mobile apps 
that “listen” through phone microphones without consent; filing 
a lawsuit stemming from personal data collection practices of an 
intimate IoT device; and filing suit against a data analytics company 
alleging that it had surreptitiously installed tracking software on 
consumer computers.

As the Hollywood 
Reporter explained, 
we are “accustomed 

to big cases that have 
lasting legacy.”
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8edelson.com

Representative cases and settlements include:

   Representing over 1,000 victims of the Northern California “Camp Fire,” allegedly caused 
by utility company Pacific Gas & Electric. Served as counsel to a member of the 11-person 
Tort Claimant’s Committee in the PG&E Bankruptcy, resulting in a historic $13.5 billion 
settlement. 

   Representing hundreds of victims of Oregon's 2020 "Beachie Creek" and "Holiday 
Farm" fires, allegedly caused by local utility companies. The Beachie Creek and Holiday 
Farm fires together burned approximately 400,000 acres, destroyed more than 2,000 
structures, and took the lives of at least six individuals.

   In re Nat’l Collegiate Athletic Ass’n Single School/Single Sport Concussion Litig., No. 16-
cv-8727, MDL No. 2492 (N.D. Ill.): Appointed co-lead counsel in MDL against the NCAA, its 
conferences and member institutions alleging personal injury claims on behalf of college 
football players resulting from repeated concussive and sub-concussive hits. 

   Representing numerous labor unions and health and welfare funds seeking to recover 
losses arising out of the opioid crisis. See, e.g., Illinois Public Risk Fund v. Purdue Pharma 
L.P., et al., No. 2019-CH-05847 (Cir. Ct. Cook Cty., Ill.); Int’l Union of Operating Eng’rs, Local 
150, et al. v. Purdue Pharma L.P., et al., No. 2019-CH-01548 (Cir. Ct. Cook Cty., Ill.); Village 
of Addison et al. v. Actavis LLC et al., No. 2020-CH-05181 (Cir. Ct. Cook Cty., Ill.). 

   Served as lead negotiators in representing dozens of family members who lost loved 
ones in the Boeing 737-Max plane crash in Indonesia. The cases settled for confidential 
amounts. Currently counsel for families who lost loved ones in the Boeing 737-Max plane 
crash in Ethiopia.

We currently represent, among others, labor unions seeking to recover 
losses arising out of the opioid crisis, classes of student athletes suffering 
from the long-term effects of concussive and sub-concussive injuries, 
hundreds of families suffering the ill-effects of air and water contamination in 
their communities, and individuals damaged by the “Camp Fire” in Northern 
California.

General Mass/Class Tort Litigation

Our Practice
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9edelson.com

We have been chosen by courts to handle some of the most complex and 
significant issues affecting our country today. We represent hundreds of 
families harmed by the damaging effects of ethylene oxide exposure in their 
communities, consumers and businesses whose local water supply was 
contaminated by a known toxic chemical, and property owners impacted 
by the flightpath of Navy fighter planes.  

Representative cases and settlements include:

   Representing hundreds of individuals around the country that are suffering the ill-
effects of ethylene oxide exposure —a gas commonly used in medical sterilization 
processes. We have brought over 100 personal injury and wrongful death cases 
against EtO emitters across the country, as well as numerous medical monitoring 
class actions. Brincks et al. v. Medline Indus., Inc., et al., No. 2020-L-008754 (Cir. 
Ct. Cook Cty., Ill.); Leslie v. Steris Isomedix Operations, Inc., et al., No. 20-cv-01654 
(N.D. Ill.); Jackson v. 3M Company, et al., No. 19-cv-00522 (D.S.C.).

   Representing hundreds of individuals who have been exposed through their 
own drinking water and otherwise to PFAS and related "forever chemical" used 
in various applications. This exposure has allegedly led to serious health issues, 
including cancer, as well as the devaluation of private property due to, among 
other things, the destruction of the water supply. In conjunction with our work in 
this space, we have been appointed to the Plaintiff's Executive Committee in In re: 
Aqueous Film-Forming Foams (AFFF) Prods. Liability Litig., 18-mn-2873-RMG, MDL 
No. 2873 (D.S.C.).

   Representing property owners on Whidbey Island, Washington, whose homes sit 
directly in the flightpath of dozens of Navy fighter planes. The Navy is alleged to 
have significantly increased the number of these planes at the bases at issue, as 
well as the frequency of their flights, to the determinant of our clients’ privacy and 
properties. Pickard v. USA, No. 19-1928L (Ct. Fed. Claims); Newkirk v. USA, No. 20-
628L (Ct. Fed. Claims).

   Our team has been designated as Panel Members on a State Attorney General’s 
Environmental Counsel Panel.

Plaintiff's Class and 
Mass Action Practice

Environmental Litigation
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10edelson.com

We were at the forefront of litigation arising in the aftermath of the federal 
bailouts of the banks. Our suits included claims that certain banks unlawfully 
suspended home credit lines based on pretextual reasons, and that certain 
banks failed to honor loan modification programs. We achieved the first 
federal appellate decision in the country recognizing the right of borrowers 
to enforce HAMP plans under state law. The court noted that “[p]rompt 
resolution of this matter is necessary not only for the good of the litigants 
but for the good of the Country.” Wigod v. Wells Fargo Bank, N.A., 673 F.3d 
547, 586 (7th Cir. 2012) (Ripple, J., concurring). Our settlements restored 
billions of dollars in home credit lines to people throughout the country.

Representative cases and settlements include:

   In re JP Morgan Chase Bank Home Equity Line of Credit Litig., No. 10-cv-3647 (N.D. 
Ill.): Co-lead counsel in nationwide putative class action alleging illegal suspensions 
of home credit lines. Settlement restored between $3.2 billion and $4.7 billion in 
credit to the class.

   Hamilton v. Wells Fargo Bank, N.A., No. 09-cv-04152-CW (N.D. Cal.): Lead counsel in 
class actions challenging Wells Fargo’s suspensions of home equity lines of credit. 
Nationwide settlement restored access to over $1 billion in credit and provides 
industry leading service enhancements and injunctive relief.

   In re Citibank HELOC Reduction Litig., No. 09-cv-0350-MMC (N.D. Cal.): Lead counsel 
in class actions challenging Citibank’s suspensions of home equity lines of credit. 
The settlement restored up to $653 million worth of credit to affected borrowers.

    Wigod v. Wells Fargo, No. 10-cv-2348 (N.D. Ill.): Obtained first appellate decision 
in the country recognizing the right of private litigants to sue to enforce HAMP 
plans. Settlement provided class members with permanent loan modifications and 
substantial cash payments.
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The New York Times has explained that our “cases read like a time capsule 
of the last decade, charting how computers have been steadfastly logging 
data about our searches, our friends, our bodies.” Courts have described 
our attorneys as “pioneers in the electronic privacy class action field, 
having litigated some of the largest consumer class actions in the country 
on this issue.” See In re Facebook Privacy Litig., No. 10-cv-02389 (N.D. 
Cal. Dec. 10, 2010) (order appointing us interim co-lead of privacy class 
action); see also In re Netflix Privacy Litig., No. 11-cv-00379 (N.D. Cal. Aug. 
12, 2011) (appointing us sole lead counsel due, in part, to our “significant and 
particularly specialized expertise in electronic privacy litigation and class 
actions”). In Barnes v. Aryzta, No. 17-cv-7358 (N.D. Ill. Jan. 22, 2019), the court 
endorsed an expert opinion finding that we “should ‘be counted among 
the elite of the profession generally and [in privacy litigation] specifically’ 
because of [our] expertise in the area.”

Representative cases and settlements include:

   In re Facebook Biometric Privacy Litig., No. 15-cv-03747 (N.D. 
Cal.): Filed the first of its kind class action against Facebook 
under the Illinois Biometric Information Privacy Act, alleging 
Facebook collected facial recognition data from its users without 
authorization. Appointed Class Counsel in securing adversarial 
certification of class of Illinois Facebook users. Case settled on the 
eve of trial for a record breaking $650 million.

   Wakefield v. Visalus, No. 15-cv-01857 (D. Ore. Apr. 12, 2019): Lead 
counsel in class action alleging that defendant violated federal law 
by making unsolicited telemarketing calls. Obtained jury verdict 
and judgment equating to more than $925 million in damages to 
the class. 
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   Spokeo, Inc. v. Robins, 136 S. Ct. 1540 (2016): Lead counsel in the 
landmark case affirming the ability of plaintiffs to bring statutory 
claims for relief in federal court. The United States Supreme Court 
rejected the argument that individuals must allege “real world” 
harm to have standing to sue in federal court; instead the court 
recognized that “intangible” harms and even the “risk of future 
harm” can establish “standing.” Commentators have called Spokeo 
the most significant consumer privacy case in recent years.

   Birchmeier v. Caribbean Cruise Line, Inc., et al., No. 12-cv-4069 
(N.D. Ill.): Co-lead counsel in class action alleging that defendant 
violated federal law by making unsolicited telemarketing calls. 
On the eve of trial, the case resulted in the largest Telephone 
Consumer Protection settlement to date, totaling $76 million.

   Satterfield v. Simon & Schuster, Inc., 569 F.3d 946 (9th Cir. 
2009): Won first ever federal decision finding that text messages 
constituted “calls” under the TCPA. In total, we have secured text 
message settlements worth over $100 million.

   Kusinski v. ADP LLC, No. 2017-CH-12364 (Cir. Ct. Cook Cty. Ill.): 
Secured key victories establishing the liability of time clock vendors 
under the Illinois Biometric Information Privacy Act and the largest-
ever BIPA settlement in the employment context with a time clock 
vendor for $25 million.  

   Dunstan v. comScore, Inc., No. 11-cv-5807 (N.D. Ill.): Lead counsel 
in certified class action accusing Internet analytics company of 
improper data collection practices. The case settled for $14 million.

   Doe v. Ann & Robert H. Lurie Children’s Hosp. of Chi., No. 2020-
CH-04123 (Cir. Ct. Cook Cty., Ill.): Lead counsel in a class action 
alleging breach of contract, breach of confidentiality, negligent 
supervision, and other claims against Lurie Children’s Hospital 
after employees allegedly accessed medical records without 
permission.
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   American Civil Liberties Union et al. v. Clearview AI, Inc., No. 2020-
CH-04353 (Cir. Ct. Cook Cty., Ill.): Representing the American Civil 
Liberties Union in lawsuit against Clearview AI for violating the 
Illinois Biometric Information Privacy Act through its collection and 
storage of Illinois residents’ faceprints. 

   Consumer Watchdog v. Zoom Video Commc'ns, Inc., No. 20-cv-
02526 (D.D.C): Representing advocacy group Consumer Watchdog 
in its lawsuit against Zoom Video Communications Inc, alleging the 
company falsely promised to protect communications through end-
to-end encryption.

   Mocek v. AllSaints USA Ltd., No. 2016-CH-10056 (Cir. Ct. Cook Cty, 
Ill.): Lead counsel in a class action alleging the clothing company 
AllSaints violated federal law by revealing consumer credit card 
numbers and expiration dates. Case settled for $8 million with class 
members receiving about $300 each. 

   Resnick v. Avmed, No. 10-cv-24513 (S.D. Fla.): Lead counsel in 
data breach case filed against a health insurance company. 
Obtained landmark appellate decision endorsing common law 
unjust enrichment theory, irrespective of whether identity theft 
occurred. Case also resulted in the first class action settlement in 
the country to provide data breach victims with monetary payments 
irrespective of whether they suffered identity theft.

   N.P. v. Standard Innovation (US), Corp., No. 1:16-cv-08655 (N.D. 
Ill.):  Brought and resolved first ever IoT privacy class action against 
adult-toy manufacturer accused of collecting and recording highly 
intimate and sensitive personal use data. Case resolved for $3.75 
million.

   Halaburda v. Bauer Publ’g Co., No. 12-cv-12831 (E.D. Mich.); Grenke 
v. Hearst Commc'ns, Inc., No. 12-cv-14221 (E.D. Mich.); Fox v. Time, 
Inc., No. 12-cv-14390 (E.D. Mich.): Lead counsel in consolidated 
actions brought under Michigan’s Preservation of Personal 
Privacy Act, alleging unlawful disclosure of subscribers’ personal 
information to data miners. In a ground-breaking decision, the 
court denied three motions to dismiss finding that the magazine 
publishers were covered by the act and that the illegal sale of 
personal information triggers an automatic $5,000 award to each 
aggrieved consumer. Secured a $30 million in cash settlement and 
industry-changing injunctive relief. 
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We have represented plaintiffs in consumer fraud cases in courts nationwide 
against companies alleged to have been peddling fraudulent software, 
engaging in online gambling businesses in violation of state law, selling 
defective products, or engaging in otherwise unlawful conduct. 

Representative cases and settlements include:

   Having secured a watershed Ninth Circuit victory for consumers 
in Kater v. Churchill Downs Inc., 886 F.3d 784 (9th Cir. 2018), we 
are now pursuing consumer claims against more than a dozen 
gambling companies for allegedly profiting off of illegal internet 
casinos. Settlements in several of these cases total $200 million.

   Prosecuted over 100 cases alleging that unauthorized charges for 
mobile content were placed on consumer cell phone bills. Cases 
collectively settled for over $100 million. See, e.g., McFerren v. 
AT&T Mobility LLC, No. 08-cv-151322 (Sup. Ct. Fulton Cty., Ga.); 
Paluzzi et al. v. mBlox, Inc., et al., No. 2007-CH-37213, (Cir. Ct. Cook 
Cty., Ill.); Williams et al. v. Motricity, Inc. et al., No. 2009-CH-19089 
(Cir. Ct. Cook Cty., Ill.). 

   Edelson PC v. Christopher Bandas, et al., No. 1:16-cv-11057 (N.D. 
Ill.): Filed groundbreaking lawsuit seeking to hold professional 
objectors and their law firms responsible for, among other things, 
alleged practice of objecting to class action settlements in order to 
extort payments for themselves, and the unauthorized practice of 
law. After several years of litigation and discovery, secured first of 
its kind permanent injunction against the objector and his law firm, 
which, inter alia, barred them from practicing in Illinois or asserting 
objections to class action settlements in any jurisdiction absent 
meeting certain criteria.

   Brought numerous cases alleging that defendants deceptively 
designed and marketed computer repair software. Cases 
collectively settled for over $45 million. Beaton v. SpeedyPC 
Software, 907 F.3d 1018 (7th Cir. 2018).
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   McCormick, et al. v. Adtalem Glob. Educ., Inc., et al., No. 2018-CH-
04872 (Cir. Ct. Cook Cty., Ill): After students at one of the country’s 
largest for-profit colleges, DeVry University, successfully advanced 
their claims that the school allegedly induced them to enroll and 
charged a premium based on inflated job placement statistics, 
the parties agreed to a $45 million settlement—the largest private 
settlement DeVry has entered into regarding the claims.  

   1050 W. Columbia Condo. Ass’n v. CSC ServiceWorks, Inc., No. 
2019-CH-07319 (Cir. Ct. Cook Cty., Ill): Representing a class of 
landlords in securing a multifaceted settlement—including a cash 
component of up to $30 million—with a laundry service provider 
over claims that the provider charged fees that were allegedly 
not permitted in the parties' contracts. The settlement's unique 
structure allows class members to choose repayment in the near 
term, or to lock in more favorable rates for the next decade.

   Dickey v. Advanced Micro Devices, Inc., No. 15-cv-4922 (N.D. Cal.): 
Lead counsel in a complex consumer class action alleging AMD 
falsely advertised computer chips to consumers as “eight-core” 
processors that were, in reality, disguised four-core processors. 
The case settled for $12.1 million.

   Barrett v. RC2 Corp., No. 2007 CH 20924 (Cir. Ct. Cook Cty., Ill.): 
Co-lead counsel in lead paint recall case involving Thomas the 
Tank toy trains. Settlement was valued at over $30 million and 
provided class with full cash refunds and reimbursement of certain 
costs related to blood testing.

   In re Pet Food Prods. Liability Litig., No. 07-cv-2867 (D.N.J.): Part 
of mediation team in class action involving largest pet food recall 
in United States history. Settlement provided $24 million common 
fund and $8 million in charge backs.
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We have successfully represented individuals and companies in a multitude 
of insurance related actions, including dozens of businesses whose business 
interruption insurance claims were denied by various insurers in the wake 
of the COVID-19 crisis. We successfully prosecuted and settled multi-million 
dollar suits against J.C. Penney Life Insurance for allegedly illegally denying 
life insurance benefits under an unenforceable policy exclusion and against 
a Wisconsin insurance company for terminating the health insurance policies 
of groups of self-insureds. 

Representative cases and settlements include:

   Biscuit Cafe Inc. et al. v. Society Ins., Inc., No. 20-cv-02514 (N.D. Ill.); 
America's Kids, LLC v. Zurich American Ins. Co., No. 20-cv-03520 
(N.D. Ill.); MAIA Salon Spa and Wellness Corp. et al. v. Sentinel Ins. 
Co., Ltd. et al., No. 20-cv-3805 (E.D.N.Y.); Badger Crossing, Inc. v. 
Society Ins., Inc., No. 2020CV000957 (Cir. Ct. Dane Cty., WI); and 
Sea Land Air Travel, Inc. v. Auto-Owners Inc. Co. et al., No. 20-
005872-CB (Cir. Ct. Wayne Cty., MI): In one of the most prominent 
areas for class action litigation related to the COVID-19 pandemic, 
we were among the first to file class action lawsuits against the 
insurance industry to recover insurance benefits for business 
owners whose businesses were shuttered by the pandemic. 
We represent an array of small and family-owned businesses—
including restaurants and eateries, movie theatres, salons, retail 
stores, healthcare providers, and travel agencies—in a labyrinthine 
legal dispute about whether commercial property insurance 
policies cover business income losses that occurred as a result 
of business interruptions related to the COVID-19 pandemic. With 
over 800 cases filed nationwide to date, we have played an active 
role in efforts to coordinate the work of plaintiffs' attorneys through 
the Insurance Law Section of the American Association for Justice 
(AAJ), including by leading various roundtables and workgroups 
as the State Co-Chairs for Illinois, Wisconsin, and Michigan of 
the Business Interruption Litigation Taskforce (BILT), a national 
collaborative of nearly 300 practitioners representing policyholders 
in insurance claims arising out of the COVID-19 pandemic.    
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   Holloway v. J.C. Penney, No. 97-cv-4555 (N.D. Ill.): One of the 
primary attorneys in a multi-state class action suit alleging that the 
defendant illegally denied life insurance benefits to the class. Case 
settled, resulting in a multi-million dollar cash award to the class.

   Ramlow v. Family Health Plan, 2000CV003886  (Wis. Cir. Ct.): Co-
lead counsel in a class action suit challenging defendant’s termination 
of health insurance to groups of self-insureds. The plaintiff won a 
temporary injunction, which was sustained on appeal, prohibiting 
such termination. Case eventually settled, ensuring that each class 
member would remain insured.

Insurance Matters
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We have been retained as outside counsel by states, cities, and other 
regulators to handle investigations and litigation relating to environmental 
issues, the marketing of opioids and e-cigarettes, privacy issues, and 
general consumer fraud. 

Representative cases and settlements include:

   State of Idaho v. Purdue Pharma L.P., et al., No. CV01-19-10061 (Cir. 
Ct. Ada Cty., Idaho): Representing the State of Idaho, and nearly 
50 other governmental entities— with a cumulative constituency 
of over three million Americans—in litigation against manufacturers 
and distributors of prescription opioids.

   District of Columbia v. Juul Labs, Inc., No. 2019 CA 07795 B 
(D.C. Super. Ct.): Representing the District of Columbia in a suit 
against e-cigarette giant Juul Labs, Inc. for alleged predatory and 
deceptive marketing.

   State of New Mexico, ex. rel. Hector Balderas v. Google, LLC, No. 
20-cv-00143 (D.N.M): Representing the State of New Mexico in a 
case against Google for violating the Children’s Online Privacy 
Protection Act by collecting data from children under the age of 13 
through its G-Suite for Education products and services.

   District of Columbia v. Facebook, Inc., No. 2018 CA 8715 B (D.C. 
Super. Ct.) and People of Illinois v. Facebook Inc., et al., No. 2018-
CH-03868 (Cir. Ct. Cook Cty., Ill.): Representing the District of 
Columbia as well as the People of the State of Illinois (through the 
Cook County State's Attorney) in lawsuits against the world's largest 
social network, Facebook, and Cambridge Analytica—a London-
based electioneering firm—for allegedly collecting (or allowing the 
collecting of) and misusing the private data of 50 million Facebook 
users.

   ComEd Bribery Litigation: Representing the Citizens Utility Board, 
the statutorily-designated representative of Illinois utility ratepayers, 
in pursuing Commonwealth Edison for its alleged role in a decade-
long bribery scheme. 
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   City of Cincinnati, et al. v. FirstEnergy, et al., No. 20CV007005 
(Ohio C.P.): Representing Columbus and Cincinnati in litigation 
against First Energy over the largest political corruption scandal in 
Ohio's history.

   Village of Melrose Park v. Pipeline Health Sys. LLC, et al., No. 
19-CH-03041 (Cir. Ct. Cook Cty., Ill.): Successfully represented 
the Village of Melrose Park in litigation arising from the closure 
of Westlake Hospital in what has been called “one of the most 
complicated hospital closure disputes in the state’s history.” 

   In re Marriott Int’l, Inc. Customer Data Security Breach Litig., 19-md-
02879, MDL 2879 (D. Md.): Representing the City of Chicago in the 
ongoing Marriott data breach litigation.

   In re Equifax, Inc., Customer Data Security Breach Litig., 17-md-
02800 (N.D. Ga.): Successfully represented the City of Chicago in 
the Equifax data breach litigation, securing a landmark seven-figure 
settlement under Chicago's City-specific ordinance. 

   City of Chicago, et al. v. Uber Techs., Inc., No. 17-CH- 15594 (Cir. 
Ct. Cook Cty., Ill.): Representing both the City of Chicago and the 
People of the State of Illinois (through the Cook County State's 
Attorney) in a lawsuit against tech giant Uber Technologies, 
stemming from a 2016 data breach at the company and an alleged 
cover-up that followed.
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Our attorneys have also handled a wide range 
of general commercial litigation matters, from 
partnership and business-to-business disputes 
to litigation involving corporate takeovers. We 
have handled cases involving tens of thousands of 
dollars to “bet the company” cases involving up to 
hundreds of millions of dollars. Our attorneys have 
collectively tried hundreds of cases, as well as scores 
of arbitrations. We have routinely been brought on 
to be “negotiation” counsel in various high-stakes or 
otherwise complex commercial disputes.

General Commercial
Litigation
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   Jay has received special recognition for his success in taking on Silicon Valley. The 
national press has dubbed Jay and the firm the “most feared” litigators in Silicon Valley 
and, according to the New York Times, tech’s “babyfaced … boogeyman.” Most recently, 
Chicago Lawyer Magazine dubbed Jay “Public Enemy No. 1 in Silicon Valley.” In the 
emerging area of privacy law, the international press has called Jay one of the world’s 
“profiliertesten (most prominent)” privacy class action attorneys. The National Law 
Journal has similarly recognized Jay as a “Cybersecurity Trailblazer”—one of only two 
plaintiff’s attorneys to win this recognition.

   Jay has taught seminars on class actions and negotiations at Chicago-Kent College 
of Law and privacy litigation at UC Berkeley School of Law. He has written a blog for 
Thomson Reuters, called Pardon the Disruption, where he focused on ideas necessary to 
reform and reinvent the legal industry and has contributed opinion pieces to TechCrunch, 
Quartz, the Chicago Tribune, Law360, and others. He also serves on Law360’s Privacy & 
Consumer Protection editorial advisory board. In recognition of the fact that his firm runs 
like a start-up that “just happens to be a law firm,” Jay was recently named to “Chicago’s 
Top Ten Startup Founders over 40” by Tech.co.

   Jay has been regularly appointed to lead complicated MDLs and other coordinated 
litigation, including those seeking justice for college football players suffering from the 
effects of concussions to homeowners whose HELOCs were improperly slashed after the 
2008 housing collapse to some of the largest privacy cases of the day.

   Jay recieved his JD from the University of Michigan Law School.

   For a more complete bio, see https://edelson.com/team/jay-edelson/

Our Team

Jay Edelson
Founder and CEO
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    Rafey’s class action practice also includes his work in the privacy sphere, and he has 
reached groundbreaking settlements with companies like Netflix, LinkedIn, Walgreens, 
and Nationstar. Rafey also served as lead counsel in the case of Dunstan, et al. 
v. comScore, Inc., No. 11-cv-5807 (N.D. Ill.), where he led the effort to secure class 
certification of what is believed to be the largest adversarial class to be certified in a 
privacy case in the history of U.S. jurisprudence.

    Rafey’s work in general complex commercial litigation includes representing clients 
ranging from “emerging technology” companies, real estate developers, hotels, 
insurance companies, lenders, shareholders and attorneys. He has successfully litigated 
numerous multi-million dollar cases, including several “bet the company” cases.

    Rafey is a frequent speaker on class and mass action issues, and has served as a guest 
lecturer on several occasions at UC Berkeley School of Law. Rafey also serves on the 
Executive Committee of the Antitrust, Unfair Competition and Privacy Section of the 
State Bar of California where he has been appointed Vice Chair of Privacy, as well as the 
Executive Committee of the Privacy and Cybersecurity Section of the Bar Association of 
San Francisco.

    Rafey received his J.D. from the DePaul University College of Law in 2005. A native 
of Colorado, Rafey received his B.A. in History, with distinction, from the University of 
Colorado – Boulder in 2002.

Rafey S. Balabanian
Global Managing Partner
Director of Nationwide Litigation
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   Ben is currently part of the team leading the In re National Collegiate Athletic Association 
Student-Athlete Concussion Injury Litigation – Single Sport/Single School (Football) 
multidistrict litigation, bringing personal injury lawsuits against the NCAA, athletic 
conferences, and its member institutions over concussion-related injuries. In addition, Ben 
has and is currently acting as lead counsel in numerous class actions involving alleged 
violations of class members’ common law and statutory rights (e.g., violations of Alaska’s 
Genetic Privacy Act, Illinois’ Biometric Information Privacy Act, the federal Telephone 
Consumer Protection Act, and others).

   Some of Ben’s notable achievements include acting as class counsel in litigating and 
securing a $45 million settlement of claims against for-profit DeVry University related 
to allegedly false reporting of job placement statistics. He has acted as lead counsel in 
securing settlements collectively worth $50 million in over a half-dozen nationwide class 
actions against software companies involving claims of fraudulent marketing and unfair 
business practices. He was part of the team that litigated over a half-dozen nationwide 
class actions involving claims of unauthorized charges on cellular telephones, which 
ultimately led to settlements collectively worth hundreds of millions of dollars. And he has 
been lead counsel in numerous multi-million dollar privacy settlements, including several 
that resulted in individual payments to class members reaching into the tens of thousands 
of dollars and another that—in addition to securing millions of dollars in monetary relief—
also led to a waiver by the defendants of their primary defenses to claims that were not 
otherwise being released. 

   Ben’s work in complex commercial matters includes successfully defending multiple 
actions against the largest medical marijuana producer in the State of Illinois related to 
the issuance of its cultivation licenses, and successfully defending one of the largest 
mortgage lenders in the country on claims of unjust enrichment, securing dismissals or 
settlements that ultimately amounted to a fraction of typical defense costs in such actions. 
Ben has also represented startups in various matters, including licensing, intellectual 
property, and mergers and acquisitions.

   Each year since 2015, Ben has been recognized by Super Lawyers as a Rising Star and 
Leading Lawyers as an Emerging Lawyer in both class action and mass tort litigation.

   Ben received his J.D. from the University of Illinois Chicago School of Law, where he was an 
Executive Editor of the Law Review and earned a Certificate in Trial Advocacy. While in law 
school, Ben served as a judicial extern to the late Honorable John W. Darrah of the United 
States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois. Ben has also routinely guest-lectures 
at various law schools on issues related to class actions, complex litigation and negotiation.

Our Team

Managing Partner, Chicago office

Benjamin H. Richman
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Wiretap Act against a company collecting highly sensitive personal information from 
consumers, in which she obtained a $5 million (CAD) settlement that afforded individual 
class members over one hundred dollars in relief.

   In addition to her government and privacy work, Eve has led over a dozen consumer 
fraud cases, against a variety of industries, including e-cigarette sellers, on-line gaming 
companies, and electronic and sport products distributors. She lead and resolved a case 
against a 24 Hour Fitness for misrepresenting its “lifetime memberships,” which resulted 
in over 25 million dollars of relief.

  Due to Eve’s knowledge and practice in the data privacy, technology and consumer 
protection space, Eve serves as the Chair of the San Francisco Bar Association’s 
Cybersecurity and Privacy Committee where she is responsible for hosting and speaking 
about a range of cutting-edge issues. She also speaks on various panels about cutting 
edge issues ranging from upcoming regulatory efforts, “issues to watch,” and litigation 
trends. 

 Eve is passionate about diversity and social justice. She is a Board Member of the 
Law Firm Antiracism Alliance, a coalition of more than 240 law firms that team up with 
organizations to amplify voices of communities impacted by systemic racism, promote 
racial equality in the law, and support the use of law that benefits communities of color. 
She also works with various organizations such as the Diverse Attorney Pipeline Program, 
where she helps her firm conduct over 20 mock interviews for women of color each year in 
effort to help expand their post graduate opportunities, and organizations like the East Bay 
Community Law Center and Berkeley’s Women of Color Collective. As a young attorney, 
Eve likewise devoted a significant amount of time to the Chicago Lawyers’ Committee for 
Civil Rights Under Law’s Settlement Assistance Project where she represented a number of 
pro bono clients for settlement purposes.

   From 2015-2019, Eve was selected as an Illinois Emerging Lawyer by Leading Lawyers.

   Eve received her J.D. from Loyola University of Chicago-School of Law, graduating 
cum laude, with a Certificate in Trial Advocacy. During law school, she was an Associate 
Editor of Loyola’s International Law Review and externed as a “711” at both the Cook 
County State’s Attorney’s Office and for Cook County Commissioner Larry Suffredin. Eve 
also clerked for both civil and criminal judges (The Honorable Judge Yvonne Lewis and 
Plummer Lott) in the Supreme Court of New York. Eve graduated from the University of 
Colorado, Boulder, with distinction and Phi Beta Kappa honors, receiving a B.A. in Political 
Science.

Our Team

Eve-Lynn Rapp
Partner
Co-Chair, Public Client team
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Exhibit 5

FILED
10/12/2021 10:38 PM
IRIS Y. MARTINEZ
CIRCUIT CLERK
COOK COUNTY, IL
2019CH07319

15176453
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Hearing Date: 10/25/2021 10:00 AM - 10:00 AM
Courtroom Number: 
Location: 
              



 

 1 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS 
COUNTY DEPARTMENT, CHANCERY DIVISION 

 

1050 WEST COLUMBIA CONDOMINIUM 

ASSOCIATION, an Illinois non-profit 

organization; RBB2, LLC, a California limited 

liability company; MJM VISIONS, LLC, a 

California limited liability company; and 

KAY-KAY REALTY, CORP., an Arizona 

corporation, individually and on behalf of all 

others similarly situated, 

 

    Plaintiffs, 

 

 v. 

 

CSC SERVICEWORKS, INC., a Delaware 

corporation, 

 

    Defendant. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Case No. 2019-CH-07319 

 

Calendar 14 

 

Honorable Sophia H. Hall 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DECLARATION OF MICHAEL R. KARNUTH 

IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY APPROVAL 

OF AMENDED CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT 

 

Under penalties as provided by law pursuant to Section 1-109 of the Code of Civil 

Procedure, the undersigned certifies that the statements set forth in this instrument are true and 

correct, except as to matters therein stated to be on information and belief and as to such matters 

the undersigned certifies as aforesaid that he verily believes the same to be true. 

1. I am an attorney admitted to practice before the Supreme Court of the State of 

Illinois, and principal of the Law Offices of Michael R. Karnuth. I am entering this Declaration 

in Support of Plaintiffs’ Motion for Preliminary Approval of the Amended Class Action 
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 2 

Settlement.1 This declaration is based upon my personal knowledge unless otherwise indicated. 

If called upon to testify as to the matters herein stated, I could and would competently do so. 

2. In June 2019, I, along with my co-counsel, Ed Burnes, filed a class action lawsuit 

in Cook County Circuit Court against Defendant CSC ServiceWorks, Inc. (“CSC”) on behalf of 

Plaintiff 1050 West Columbia Condominium Association (“1050 West”) and similarly situated 

persons and entities. The lawsuit alleged that CSC began collecting an “Administrative Fee” 

from Plaintiff 1050 West and other leaseholders that was not permitted under the parties’ laundry 

lease contracts. 

3. Throughout our initial investigation of 1050 West’s claims, the preparation of the 

complaint, and at the time we filed the complaint and filed a motion for class certification, Ed 

Burnes and I had neither contacted nor been contacted by any attorney from Edelson PC 

regarding this case, the allegations in the complaint, 1050 West, or CSC. When we first filed this 

case, Ed Burnes and I were unaware that Edelson PC was involved in settlement discussions of 

any kind with CSC regarding similar claims.  We have litigated, and continued to litigate, this 

action with the goal of achieving the best possible resolution, whether through trial or a 

negotiated resolution, for the broadest class of landlords affected by the Administrative Fee. 

4. Attorneys from Edelson PC contacted me and Mr. Burnes for the first time in July 

2019. Through a series of phone calls, we learned at that point that settlement negotiations to 

resolve claims against CSC regarding the Administrative Fee on a nationwide basis were 

ongoing. Counsel from Edelson PC informed us that the negotiations had been underway for 

nearly a year, and that a global settlement was in the process of being finalized. Counsel from 

 
1  Except as otherwise indicated, all defined terms used in this Declaration shall have the same 

meanings ascribed to them in the Parties’ Stipulation of Amended Class Action Settlement (the 

“Amended Settlement”). 
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 3 

Edelson PC invited us to take part in that process and to determine whether 1050 West wanted to 

participate in the proposed settlement. 

5. We accepted this offer to evaluate the terms of any proposed settlement. Counsel 

from Edelson PC provided me and Mr. Burnes a copy of the term sheet that contained the 

settlement’s material points, discovery materials underlying the settlement, and preliminary 

drafts of the original settlement and notice documents. Mr. Burnes and I diligently reviewed 

these materials, and followed up with Edelson PC throughout our review process to ask 

questions and obtain further detail about the discovery materials that were shared with us and 

other information. With all of this material in hand, Mr. Burnes and I provided substantive edits 

and additions to the original settlement, which were incorporated into the final document. 

6. Having participated in this process, Mr. Burnes and I were confident that the 

proposed Settlement would provide significant relief to the initially proposed settlement class. 

As such, we advised 1050 West to participate in the settlement. 1050 West agreed to act as a 

proposed class representative. Mr. Burnes and I agreed to act as proposed class counsel on behalf 

of the original settlement class. 

7. Since the Court preliminarily approved the initial settlement, I have continued to 

be actively involved in this case, attending interim hearings in which the Court has asked 

questions and expressed some concerns about certain aspects of the originally proposed 

settlement. I supported Edelson PC’s proposed plan to reengage Judge Holderman in additional 

mediations to work with the Parties to revise the settlement to allay the Court’s concerns, in 

particular the effort to create a simple, clearer settlement that added additional relief, and a notice 

plan that reduced any possible confusion to class members. 
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8. Edelson PC kept me informed of the progress being made at the mediation, and 

Mr. Burnes and I provided substantive input to these discussions, including by proposing ways to 

improve upon the original settlement to address the Court’s stated concerns and to extract 

additional concessions from CSC. 

9. Following these additional mediations, Mr. Burnes and I participated in finalizing 

the proposed Amended Settlement and its accompanying Supplemental Notice Documents, again 

providing substantive edits and additions that were incorporated into the final documents. 

Ultimately, once this process was complete, Mr. Burnes and I, along with our client, signed off 

on the proposed Amended Settlement and agreed to join it as proposed Class Counsel and 

proposed Class Representative, respectively. 

10. Based on our involvement in the Amended Settlement’s negotiation and 

finalization, as well as the work done assessing the data and discovery underlying the initial 

settlement, our evaluation of the strengths and weaknesses of the parties’ respective cases in 

absence of settlement, and in consideration of the considerable and additional relief that the 

Amended Settlement secures, we are of the opinion that it is fair, reasonable, adequate, and 

deserving of preliminary approval by the Court. 

*   *   * 

Under penalties as provided by law pursuant to Section 1-109 of the Code of Civil 

Procedure, I hereby certify that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 

 

Executed this 12th day of October, 2021, at Chicago, Illinois. 

 

 /s/ Michael R. Karnuth 

  Michael R. Karnuth 
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Exhibit 6

FILED
10/12/2021 10:38 PM
IRIS Y. MARTINEZ
CIRCUIT CLERK
COOK COUNTY, IL
2019CH07319

15176453
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Hearing Date: 10/25/2021 10:00 AM - 10:00 AM
Courtroom Number: 
Location: 
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