
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK  

 
Harry Gao and Roberta Socall, on behalf of 
themselves and all others similarly situated, 
 
    Plaintiffs,  
 
v.  
 
JP Morgan Chase & Co., and Chase Bank 
USA, N.A.,  
 
    Defendants.  

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

 
 

 
 
 

Docket No: 1:14-cv-4281 (PAC) 
 
 

 
DECLARATION OF KENNETH GRUNFELD IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFFS’ 

MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND SERVICE AWARDS, 
AND REIMBURSEMENT OF COSTS  

 
Kenneth Grunfeld, under penalty of perjury, submits this Declaration in support 

of Plaintiffs’ Motion for Attorneys’ Fees, Costs, and Plaintiffs’ Service Awards, and 

declares as follows: 

I. INTRODUCTION. 

1. Kenneth Grunfeld is a partner at Golomb & Honik, P.C. (“Class 

Counsel”). 

2. I am counsel to plaintiffs HARRY GAO and ROBERTA SOCALL 

(“Plaintiffs” or “Plaintiff Class Representatives”) and the Class in the above-captioned 

case (the “Action”). 

3. I submit this Declaration in support of Plaintiffs’ Motion for Attorneys’ 

Fees, Reimbursement of Expenses, and Service Awards, and have personal knowledge of 

the matters set forth below based on our active participation in all aspects of the 

prosecution and settlement of this litigation. 
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4. Class Counsel seek attorneys’ fees in the amount of $695,000.00, which is 

one-third of the Settlement Fund, reimbursement of $35,324.12 in litigation expenses, 

and Service Awards of $7,500 to each of the two (2) Plaintiff Class Representatives. 

 5. As further detailed herein and the accompanying memoranda, from the 

outset of the investigation and filing of the Action through the negotiation and drafting of 

the Settlement now before the Court, Class Counsel have vigorously represented the 

interests of the Class to obtain the best possible resolution and have achieved a high level 

of success.  As a result of Class Counsel’s efforts, Plaintiffs were able to obtain a 

Settlement that provides significant benefit to the Class and globally resolves this Action.   

II. SUMMARY OF THE LITIGATION TO DATE. 

 6. The court is respectfully referred to the Grunfeld Declaration in Support of 

Plaintiffs’ Motion for Preliminary Approval of the Class Action Settlement (Grunfeld PA 

Declaration), at D.E. # 70, ¶¶ 7-32, for a description of the investigation and background 

of the litigation, the procedural history of the litigation, the settlement negotiations, and 

the terms of the settlement. 

 7. In its amended order preliminarily approving the Settlement (the 

“Amended Preliminary Approval Order”) at D.E. # 72, the Court, among other things, 

conditionally certified the Class for settlement purposes, and directed that notice be 

disseminated to the Class. 

8. Pursuant the Settlement Agreement, a complete report on the notice 

program, including the claims received, will be provided by the Claims Administrator 

and filed in conjunction with the anticipated motion for final approval of the class action 

settlement.    
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II. CLASS COUNSEL BELIEVE THE REQUESTED ATTORNEY’S FEES 
MERIT APPROVAL 

 
9. Class Counsel seeks attorneys’ fees of one-third of the Settlement Fund, 

amounting to $695,000.00.  After reaching an agreement on all other material terms of 

the Settlement, the Parties agreed that Chase would not oppose this request.  See 

Settlement Agreement [D.E. 70-1] at ¶ 84; Grunfeld PA Declaration at 31.  Class Counsel 

has not been paid anything for efforts undertaken to date.  Based on a review of 

applicable factors, Class Counsel believes the requested fees are reasonable and merit 

approval. 

 10. Class Counsel accepted this case on a contingency fee basis, and thus 

assumed significant risk in prosecuting this matter.  See Grunfeld PA Declaration at ¶¶ 

35-37.  Class Counsel has not been paid anything to date for work performed in this 

matter or for money it has paid in the course of the litigation.  Given the requirements of 

this action, along with the financial risk, Class Counsel was compelled to forego 

opportunities for other cases during the pendency of this action. 

11. Since this Action’s inception, Class Counsel has spent significant time and 

effort in prosecuting the class claims against the Defendants, including but not limited to: 

 Extensive pre-filing investigation of the claims against Chase, 
including numerous interviews with current and prospective clients 
concerning their experiences with Chase; 

 Conducting legal research regarding various procedural and 
substantive issues; 

 Researching, drafting, and amending the various class action 
complaints and amendments thereto; 

 Interviewing numerous consultants and potential liability and 
damages experts; 

 Opposing Chase’s motion to dismiss; 
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 Negotiating the scope of discovery, through numerous Rule 37 
meet-and-confer conferences, including extensive negotiation 
about the parameters and protocols for electronic document and 
data discovery; 

 Propounding formal written discovery on Chase; 

 Responding to formal written discovery, including document 
production, propounded by Chase on behalf of both Class 
Representative Plaintiffs; 

 Reviewing documents produced by Chase;  

 Preparing for and conducting the depositions of Chase corporate 
personnel; 

 Preparing for and defending the depositions of the Class 
Representative Plaintiffs in Ohio and Florida; 

 Requesting, collecting and analyzing data in anticipation of and in 
preparation for mediation 

 Participating in mediation and reaching an agreement in principal 
with Chase; 

 Drafting and negotiating settlement documents, including the 
lengthy settlement agreement, class notice, and notice and 
settlement administration plan, and overseeing efforts by the 
Settlement Administrator in collecting claims to ultimately 
distribute funds; 

 Responding to Class Member inquiries and addressing issues 
raised by potential opt-out and objectors; and 

 Preparing the preliminary and final approval pleadings. 

12. Class Counsel seeks compensation for over 1,118 hours spent in this 

action.  See Attorneys’ Fee Chart, attached hereto as Exhibit 1.  The information was 

compiled from contemporaneous time records maintained by each attorney, paralegal, 

and support staff participating in the case.  These hours were actually and necessarily 

incurred by Class Counsel and are entirely reasonable given the nature of the work 

performed to prosecute the action and the substantial benefits achieved for the Class.   
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13. Class Counsel has incurred $485,076.00 in total lodestar.  Ex. 1.  This 

amount includes an additional and conservatively estimated forty (40) more total hours 

from January through the conclusion of this case, which includes filing a Final Approval 

Motion, replies to briefs as needed, responding to potential objectors, and presenting 

Final Approval to the Court. 

14. The hourly rates billed by Class Counsel are consistent with the skill and 

experience of the attorneys in this case and the amounts charged by attorneys engaged in 

comparable complex litigation.  See, e.g., Loretz v. Regal Stone, Ltd., 756 F.Supp.2d 

1203, 1211 (N.D. Cal. 2010) (in class action, $775-$900 for partners, $350 for associate, 

and $225 for paralegal, was reasonable).  The range of rates is between $750 and $450 

per hour for partners, between $350 and $267.37 per hour for associates and $125 per 

hour for paralegals.  The overall blended rate is approximately $433 per hour, which 

includes no contract attorneys or document reviewers.   

15. Both G&H and T&O are relatively small plaintiffs’ side consumer class 

action law firms, and each uses a small team of attorneys and staff in order to minimize 

duplication of efforts and maximize billing judgment.  Almost all tasks were performed 

by a single attorney with knowledge of the case to avoid duplication and perform work as 

efficiently as possible.  Moreover, the requested fee is not based solely on time and effort 

already expended; rather, it is also meant to compensate Class Counsel for time Class 

Counsel will be required to spend administering the settlement in the future.  In Class 

Counsel’s experience, administering class settlements of this nature and size requires a 

substantial and ongoing commitment.  For example, many of the Class Members who 

have received the Notice have had questions regarding the settlement. In fact, since the 
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Notice was sent out to the class members, Class Counsel (and staff) have expended 

dozens of hours responding to questions about the case and will continue to do so as the 

settlement administration continues.  

16. Further, these are the same rates normally paid by clients and the 

requested fee award is consistent with the standard contingent fee percentage in this legal 

market for comparable litigation.   See Arbor Hill, 522 F.3d at 184 (in setting the 

reasonable hourly rate, the district court should consider “what a reasonable, paying 

client would be willing to pay”); Meriwether v. Coughlin, 727 F. Supp. 823, 831 

(S.D.N.Y. 1989); Rozell v. Ross-Holst, 576 F. Supp. 2d 527, 544 (S.D.N.Y. 2008) 

(finding that actual rates charged to clients is “strong evidence of what the market will 

bear”); Reiter v. Metro. Transp. Auth. of New York, No. 01 Civ. 2762, 2004 WL 

2072369, at *5 (S.D.N.Y. Sept. 10, 2004) (noting that “the amount actually paid to 

counsel by paying clients is compelling evidence of a reasonable market rate”).  Equally 

important, the Settlement Fund is non-reversionary, and thus will not be diminished 

based on the participation rate of Class Members.  See Settlement Agreement, ¶ 40. 

17. Class Counsel firms are nationally recognized law firms that specialize in 

complex litigation, with specific experience in class actions and consumer cases.  They 

are highly qualified, with each firm having a proven track record of successful 

prosecution of significant class actions.  See Grunfeld PA Decl. at ¶ 41.  The respective 

firm resumes are attached hereto as Exhibits 2 and 3.   

18.  Each of the twelve Johnson factors in judging attorney fee lodestar 

support the award requested here.  Most of these factors are addressed throughout Class 

Counsel’s brief and Declaration.  Listed below are other considerations that weigh in 
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favor of these factors. 

a. The time and labor required.  Class Counsel expended a reasonable 
amount of time and made strategic choices to prosecute the case in 
a way that would minimize fees and maximize results.  

b. Class Counsel should be compensated even in the instances that 
they were not entirely successful.  Plaintiffs ultimately prevailed, 
and “[l]osing is part of winning.”  Cabrales v. Cnty. of Los 
Angeles, 935 F.2d 1050, 1053 (9th Cir. 1991).  A plaintiffs’ fee 
award “does not depend on her success at interim stages of the 
litigation, but rather depends on the ultimate outcome of the 
litigation.”  Gierliner v. Gleason, 160 F.3d 858, 880 (2d Cir. 
1998). 

c. Market rates awarded in similar cases support the requested rates.  
The rates requested are in line with attorneys’ fee awards in the 
Southern District of New York.  Velez v. Novartis Pharm. Corp., 
No. 04 Civ. 09194, 2010 WL 2010 4877852, at *22 (Nov. 30, 
2010) (accepting hourly rates of $400 to $750 per hour for lodestar 
crosscheck); In re Telik, Inc. Sec. Litig., 576 F. Supp. 2d 570, 589 
(S.D.N.Y. 2008) (partner hourly rates of $700 to $750);  Amaprop 
Ltd. v. Indiabulls Fin. Servs. Ltd., No. 10-cv-1853, 2011 WL 
1002439, at *6 (S.D.N.Y. Mar. 16, 2011) ($761 for senior partner; 
$616 for partner; $392 for an associate); Marsh ERISA Litig., 265 
F.R.D. at 146 ($775 per hour rates for senior lawyers); In re 
Merrill Lynch & Co., Inc. Research Reports Sec. Litig., No. 02- 
md-1484, 2007 WL 313474, at *22 (S.D.N.Y. Feb. 1, 2007) 
(hourly rates of $650-$850 for partners and $515 for senior 
associate).   

d. Class Counsels’ adversaries charge high rates.  Class Counsel 
faced defense counsel that was likewise sophisticated and 
experienced litigators.  The rates Plaintiffs seek fall below the rates 
charged by their adversaries in the defense bar.  See In re Telik, 
Inc. Sec. Litig., 576 F. Supp. 2d at 589; Billing Rates Across the 
Country, National Law J., Jan. 13, 2014, 
http://www.nationallawjournal.com/id=1202636785489/Billing-
Rates-Across-the-Country?slreturn=20170017162748 (for 2014, 
Wilmer average partner rate $905 per hour; the national average 
partner rate $604 per hour) (attached here to as Exhibit 4). 

e. Current rates are appropriate.  The Supreme Court and Second 
Circuit have both approved the use of current rates, rather than 
historic rates, in the lodestar calculation.  See Missouri v. Jenkins, 
491 U.S. 274, 284 (1989); Gierlinger v. Gleason, 160 F.3d 858, 
882 (2d Cir. 1998); Konits v. Valley Stream Cent. High Sch. Dist., 
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350 F. App'x 501, 505 n.2 (2d Cir. 2009).  Using current rates 
helps “compensate for the delay in receiving compensation, 
inflationary losses, and the loss of interest.”  In re Union Carbide 
Corp. Consumer Prods. Bus. Sec. Litig., 724 F. Supp. 160, 163 
(S.D.N.Y. 1989). 

19. Lastly, the requested fee award represents a multiplier of approximately 

1.4.  Consequently, Class Counsel submits that the time and labor expended by counsel 

and the attendant lodestar/multiplier cross-check fully support the requested attorneys’ 

fee as fair and reasonable.     

20. In sum, and as more fully set forth in Plaintiffs’ Memorandum of Law in 

Support of Motion for Approval of Attorneys’ Fee Award, Reimbursement of Expenses, 

and Payment of Service Awards to Plaintiffs, Class Counsel believe that the fee request 

here is reasonable given the benefit obtained for the Class, the risks and complexity of the 

litigation and the time and effort expended by Class Counsel.    

III. CLASS COUNSEL’S COSTS ARE REASONABLE AND WARRANT 
APPROVAL 

21. After reaching an agreement on all other material terms of the Settlement, 

the Parties agreed that Chase would not oppose a request of fees of up to $75,000.  See 

Settlement Agreement [D.E. 70-1] at ¶ 84; Grunfeld PA Declaration at 31.  Class Counsel 

now seeks reimbursement of out-of-pocket litigation expenses of $35,324.12, less than 

half what was estimated.   

22. The expenses incurred are reflected on the books and records maintained 

by Counsel and are prepared from expense vouchers, check records, credit card 

statements, and other source materials, and are an accurate record of the expenses 

incurred.  See Expense Chart, at Exhibit 5.    These out-of-pocket costs are reasonable in 

amount and were necessarily incurred for the successful prosecution of this Action.   
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23. Further, these are the types of costs normally charged to and paid by 

clients.  They include court fees, online research, photocopying, postage, court reporter 

fees and travel.1   

24. Class Counsel believe that the request for combined, un-reimbursed out-

of-pocket litigation expenses of $35,324.12 should be approved.   

VI. PLAINTIFFS SHOULD BE AWARDED SERVICE AWARDS 
 

25. On behalf of the two Plaintiff Class Representatives Harry Gao and 

Roberta Socall, Class Counsel seeks Service Awards of $7,500 for each of them.   After 

reaching an agreement on all other material terms of the Settlement, the Parties agreed 

that Chase would not oppose a request of Service Awards of up to $7,500 for each of 

them.  See Settlement Agreement [D.E. 70-1] at ¶ 87; Grunfeld PA Declaration at 30.  

This amounts to .36% of the amount of the Settlement for each of them, .72% total, less 

than 1% total. 

26.  Both Mr. Gao and Ms. Socall undertook the following time-consuming 

                                                           
1 See Rozell, 576 F. Supp. 2d at 547 (awarding computerized legal research costs); Arbor 
Hill Concerned Citizens Neighborhood Ass 'n v. Cnty. of Albany, 369 F.3d 91, 98 (2d Cir. 
2004), superseded and amended on other grounds by 522 F.3d 182 (2d Cir. 2008) (online 
research); LeBlanc-Sternberg, 143 F.3d at 763 (photocopying, telephone and 
computerized legal research); Lewis v. Triborough Bridge & Tunnel Auth., No. 97 Civ. 
0607, 2001 WL 1898318, at *10 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 6, 2001) (hotel and meal costs and court 
reporter fees); Visa Check/Mastermoney, 297 F. Supp. 2d at 525 (document imaging and 
copying, deposition costs, online legal research, and travel expenses); Marsh & 
McLennan, 2009 WL 5178546, at *20 (electronic document hosting, legal research, 
photocopying, deposition expenses and travel); Merrill Lynch & Co.,2007 WL 313474, at 
*24 (computer research, reproduction/duplication, phone/fax/postage, 
messenger/overnight delivery, local transportation, meals and filing fees”); Veeco, 2007 
WL 4115808, at *10 (photocopying of documents, mediation fees, court filing fees, 
deposition transcripts, on-line research, postage and next day delivery, long distance and 
facsimile expenses, transportation and travel); In re Global Crossing Sec. & ERISA Litig., 
225 F.R.D. 436, 468 (S.D.N.Y. 2004) (filing fees, travel, legal research, and document 
production and review are typical expenses for which “the paying, arms’ length market 
reimburses attorneys”). 
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and challenging tasks to assist Class Counsel and absent Class Members, and ultimately 

in achieving significant benefits for the Class: 

 Discussing with Class Counsel what happened to them, the facts of the case, and 
how they were impacted in order to formulate theories of law in the case;  

 Conferring regarding the language and claims made in the Complaints and 
amendments thereto;  

 Meeting with Class Counsel on the phone and in person to meet extensive 
discovery demands, formulate discovery responses, and compile and produce 
responsive documents; 

 Preparing for and sitting for lengthy depositions.  For Mr. Gao, that meant 
meeting with Class Counsel for hours on the phone and in person before the 
deposition, and then sitting for his deposition for over 7 total hours.  For Ms. 
Socall that meant meeting with Class Counsel in a hotel lobby for many hours 
before the deposition to prepare, and then sitting for her deposition in a Fort 
Lauderdale law firm conference room for approximately six hours.  Both Plaintiff 
Class representatives then read and re-read their depositions to identify mistakes, 
inconsistencies and to mark confidential information that they did not wish to be 
made public; and 

 Working with Class Counsel during the settlement negotiations to understand the 
proposed structure of the case resolution, make sure that the interests of Class 
Members were being met, and execute the lengthy Settlement Agreement. 

Their diligent efforts assisted Class Counsel in reaching a favorable resolution to this 

litigation for the benefit of the Class.   

 27. Each of the Plaintiffs undertook personal risks in agreeing to litigate and 

serve as Class Representatives in this case, as follows. 

Harry Gao 

Mr. Gao faced a particular risk in challenging Chase because he and his family 

rely heavily on commercial credit and on rewards.  He testified that he applied for many 

credits cards from Chase and other companies, often based on the value of points offered, 

and that obtaining and redeeming points was an important part of how he managed his 

budget.  Had undertaking this duty as a class representative had an adverse impact on his 
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credit score or “blacklisted” him further from obtaining credit with other banks, that limit 

of access to credit would have adversely affected his and his family’s day-to-day life. 

Roberta Socall  
 

Ms. Socall is an example of someone who believed her credit card accounts were 

terminated for no legitimate or comprehensible reason.  When her cards were cancelled, 

she was travelling, and restricting her access to credit caused considerable problems and 

consternation.  Ms. Socall knew first hand the challenges of dealing with Chase, and by 

agreeing to serve as a class representative here, she knew that she was potentially taking 

on additional risks.  Nevertheless, she undertook that burden, not just for herself, but also 

to try to obtain a remedy for others like her.  

 28. Each of the Plaintiffs went above and beyond what is normally and 

typically required of a Class Representative, and do so not for themselves, but rather for 

members of the class they had never met. 

Harry Gao 

Many consumer class actions begin as the brain child of creative and 

entrepreneurial class actions lawyers.  Or as an offshoot of investigative journalism.  Or 

piggybacked from a non-profit, academic, or government investigation.  This case began 

because Mr. Gao (and his family members) decided they had been wronged and he was 

willing to fight for what was right.  Mr. Gao is not a lawyer, but he knew that Chase had 

taken his points without compensating him and believed that this action violated the law.  

He pressed hard to find a lawyer to take his case and presented the facts to many lawyers 

before finding Class Counsel.  Given that, $7,500, a mere .36% of the total Settlement 
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Fund can hardly be considered an “enhanced” a Service Award, and warranted in the face 

of the kind of diligence and selflessness that Mr. Gao displayed in bringing this action. 

Roberta Socall 

Ms. Socall resides in Chicago for part of the year and Florida for the other part.  

When Defendants sought documents responsive to requests from Ms. Socall, she was in 

Florida for the winter and therefore was required to travel back to Chicago – where her 

records are maintained, to collect and review responsive materials and provide them to 

Class Counsel in a timely fashion.  Ultimately, she produced 420 pages of responsive 

material, a good portion of which she was confronted with at her deposition (taken in 

Florida) shortly thereafter.  Ms. Socall’s unhesitating willingness to travel back to 

Chicago to obtain her records went above and beyond the call of duty of a class 

representative because she knew that what Chase did, not only to her, but to thousands of 

Class Members like her, deserved redress, and it was her responsibility to make that 

happen, which she ultimately did.  Accordingly, Class Counsel was proud to negotiate a 

$7,500 Service Award on her behalf, and we’ve promised her that we would seek that 

amount for her in light of what she did for this case and all the Class Members in the 

Settlement. 

29. Based on the above efforts, Class Counsel personally told these Class 

Representatives that it would seek a fair and just Service Award on their behalves.  A 

Service Award of $7,500 to each of these named Plaintiffs is reasonable. 
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V. CONCLUSION 

 30. Based on Class Counsel’s collective experience, and taking into 

consideration the risks of continued litigation versus the certain and substantial relief 

afforded by the Settlement, it is our view that, in light of the time and costs expended by 

Class Counsel, the legal standards governing the award of fees and costs in class actions, 

and the results obtained, the fees and costs requested by Class Counsel are well-

warranted and that the Class Representative Plaintiffs’ valuable contributions to this 

litigation warrant the Service Awards requested.  Further, we believe that the Settlement 

is fair, adequate and reasonable, in the best interests of the Class, and merits final 

approval.   

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct and that 

this declaration was executed on this 25th day of January, 2017. 

DATED:  January 25, 2017 

 
 Kenneth J. Grunfeld 

Golomb & Honik, P.C.  
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I, Kenneth J. Grunfeld, Esquire, hereby certify that on this 25th day of January, 2017, I caused a 

true and correct copy of the foregoing Declaration of Kenneth J. Grunfeld in Support of Plaintiffs’ 

Motion for Approval of Attorneys’ Fees and Service Awards and Reimbursement of Costs, to be filed 

and served via the Court’s CM/ECF filing system on all counsel of record.  

 
  

       /s/ Kenneth J. Grunfeld 
Date:   January 25, 2017 KENNETH J. GRUNFELD, ESQUIRE   
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Timekeeper Hours Rate Amount 
Richard M. Golomb 61.20 $750.00 $45,900.00
Ruben Honik 0.50 $750.00 $375.00
Kenneth J. Grunfeld 590.80 $450.00 $265,860.00
Steven D. Resnick 141.50 $400.00 $56,600.00
Ben Isser 33.00 $350.00 $11,550.00
Elizabeth C. Malloy 20.70 $125.00 $2,587.50

TOTAL: 847.70 $382,872.50

Timekeeper Hours Rate Amount 
Ted Trief 15.70 $665.61 $10,450.00
Caitlin Duffy 187.00 $350.00 $65,450.00
Stanislav Gutgarts 23.80 $267.37 $6,363.50
Shelly L. Friedland 36.60 $450.00 $16,470.00
Paralegal 2.80 $125.00 $350.00
Barbara E. Olk 5.20 $600.00 $3,120.00
TOTAL 271.10 $102,203.50

GRAND TOTALS: 1118.80 $485,076.00

GOLOMB & HONIK, P.C. LODESTAR 
GAO, ET AL. V. JP MORGAN CHASE, ET AL. 

GAO, ET AL. V. JP MORGAN CHASE, ET AL. 
TRIEF & OLK LODESTAR 
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Golomb & Honik, P.C. is a boutique Philadelphia law firm that is nationally recognized 
as having the intellect, persistence, experience, and resources to succeed in the most 
challenging cases. We serve clients nationwide in the following practice areas:  

 Class Action Litigation 
 Commercial/Consumer Litigation  
 Toxic, Environmental, and Pharmaceutical Litigation 
 Mass Torts 
 Personal Injury 

Success In The Most Difficult Cases 
 

Over the last 25 years, Golomb & Honik has established an unmatched reputation for 
successfully representing those victimized by medical or other professional negligence, 
insurance or corporate wrongdoing, complex consumer and commercial transactions, 
and significant highway and construction accidents. Many of our greatest successes 
have come from cases that other firms declined to handle because of the complexity or 
expense. With experience ranging from challenging environmental cases involving 
chemicals and other toxins, to the most difficult class action and medical cases, our 
team has the intellect, persistence, experience, and resources to produce unmatched 
results.  

Other lawyers turn to Golomb & Honik with their most important cases.  Referrals are a 
pillar of our practice. Leading attorneys across the nation refer their complex personal 
injury, commercial, and toxic exposure cases to us—particularly those with a class 
action or multi-plaintiff component. 

A Focused Team 

At Golomb & Honik we take an entrepreneurial approach. Every representation 
undertaken by the firm receives the highest degree of attention, resources, and skill. 
Our boutique size means that we are selective in what we accept and that every client 
receives the hands-on attention of a senior partner. 

The lawyers at Golomb & Honik are very active in professional and charitable 
organizations; our partners have earned leadership positions in regional and national 
trial bars and professional associations. We regularly instruct other professionals 
through continuing legal education, and undertake pro bono work ranging from the 
representation of 9/11 victims to assisting local underprivileged clients through 
Volunteers for the Indigent Program. 

 

Case 1:14-cv-04281-PAC   Document 76-2   Filed 01/25/17   Page 2 of 10



 

Partner Profiles 

Richard M. Golomb 

Mr. Golomb is managing shareholder and a founding partner of Golomb & Honik, P.C.  
He has more than twenty-five years experience representing the catastrophically injured 
as a result of medical negligence, defective products and pharmaceuticals, construction 
accidents and other personal injury claims.  For the past fifteen years he has 
represented victims of environmental exposures and wronged consumers in class 
action litigation.  

Early in his career, Mr. Golomb was an associate, and then shareholder, with a 
Philadelphia personal injury firm for eleven years before striking out on his own in 1996.  
Since 1998, Mr. Golomb has been a shareholder in Golomb & Honik, P.C. where he has 
served as lead or co-counsel in many cases which resulted in million and multi-million 
dollar verdicts and settlements for clients in individual and class action claims.  

An active member of the bar, Mr. Golomb has served as President of the Philadelphia 
Trial Lawyers Association; currently sits on the Board of Governors of the Pennsylvania 
Trial Lawyers Association; and served as an officer of the American Association for 
Justice (formerly ATLA) for three years.  As a governor for the American Association for 
Justice, Mr. Golomb has twice been recognized with the "Distinguished Service Award", 
and was awarded with the “Citation of Excellence” by the American Association for 
Justice for his pro bono service representing families victimized by the events of 
September 11, 2001.  Mr. Golomb also serves as a trustee of the Civil Justice 
Foundation, fellow of the Roscoe Pound Institute, and serves as the American 
Association for Justice Delegate to the Civil Justice Round Table.  Additionally, he 
served as an elected member of the Board of Governors of the Philadelphia Bar 
Association; as Chair of that body’s State Civil Committee; has served two terms as a 
hearing officer for the Pennsylvania Supreme Court Disciplinary Board; and sat for four 
years on the Judicial Selection and Retention Committee.   

Mr. Golomb is a frequent lecturer and author who addresses trial advocacy subjects for 
the plaintiffs’ and defense bar in areas such as expert witness preparation, evidence, 
cross-examination and ethics. 

Ruben Honik 

Ruben Honik has nearly a quarter century of experience as a civil trial lawyer 
representing plaintiffs across a broad range of tort cases. A founding partner of Greitzer 
& Honik, Mr. Honik merged his practice with that of Richard Golomb (declared among 
the Top 10 lateral moves for the year by the Legal Intelligencer) in 1998 to form Golomb 
& Honik. While at the firm, and for many years before that, Mr. Honik has litigated cases 
involving defective products, medical and other professional negligence, civil rights 
violations, and vehicle and highway design defects. In the more recent past, Mr. Honik 
has developed a national practice representing victims of environmental harm, 
particularly those exposed to the toxin beryllium in residential and workplace settings.  

Case 1:14-cv-04281-PAC   Document 76-2   Filed 01/25/17   Page 3 of 10



 

In 2001, Mr. Honik was co-lead counsel in Cullen v. Whitman Education Group, a 
federal RICO class action certified in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania; it resulted in 
the largest settlement of its kind against a publicly traded national chain of trade 
schools. More recently, in Whisnant, et al. v. General Chemical Corp., Mr. Honik 
represented thousands of chemically exposed oil refinery workers in connection with 
individual and class claims certified for settlement in Delaware County, Pennsylvania.  

A past president of the Philadelphia Trial Lawyers’ Association and the Pennsylvania 
Trial Lawyers’ Association, Mr. Honik is a frequent lecturer. In addition, he was the long-
time editor of The Verdict, the monthly newsletter of the Philadelphia Trial Lawyers' 
Association. 

Kenneth J. Grunfeld 
 

Ken joined Golomb & Honik in January, 2010 after many years defending 
pharmaceutical manufacturers, national railroads, asbestos companies and corporate 
clients in consumer protection, products liability, insurance coverage and other complex 
commercial disputes while working at one of Philadelphia’s largest and most prestigious 
defense firms.  He brings with him a unique perspective and a wealth of trial and 
appellate work experience in both state and federal courts in cases brought by injured 
people, shareholders, State Attorneys General and the U.S. Attorney General’s Office.  
In one important personal injury case defending a major pharmaceutical company’s 
blockbuster medication, he successfully argued a summary judgment motion before the 
esteemed Hon. Jack B. Weinstein in the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of 
New York, securing an early victory for his client and eliminating the need for a trial. 
 
Today his practice focuses on representing consumers and payors in class actions 
against pharmaceutical manufacturers, financial institutions like banks, credits card 
companies and insurers, consumer electronics companies and other national corporate 
defendants.   
 
Ken received his undergraduate degree in 1996 from the University of Michigan and his 
J.D. in 1999 from the Villanova University School of Law.  He was a member of the 
Villanova Law Review and graduated Order of the Coif.   
 
Attorney Profiles 

 Steven D. Resnick 

Mr. Resnick joined Golomb & Honik in January 2012.  Prior to joining the firm, Mr. 
Resnick was an associate at Kessler Topaz Meltzer & Check, LLP, where his practice 
was concentrated in securities fraud and consumer class action litigation, as well as 
mass tort litigation. 
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Previously, Mr. Resnick was an associate at a Philadelphia law firm where he focused 
on general civil litigation, medical malpractice, products liability and premises liability 
claims. Mr. Resnick has also worked as a senior consultant for a class action claims 
administration company, where he provided advice and counsel to dozens of class 
action law firms regarding the resolution of class action cases and settlement 
administration programs. 

Mr. Resnick received his law degree from The Pennsylvania State University - 
Dickinson School of Law, and he earned his undergraduate degree cum laude from 
West Chester University. During law school, Mr. Resnick received the CALI Award for 
the highest grade point average in Immigration Law. Mr. Resnick is a member of the 
American Association for Justice and has served on the Board of Governors of the New 
Lawyers Division. Recently, Mr. Resnick was honored as a Rising Star by Pennsylvania 
Super Lawyers magazine. 

 Tammi Markowitz 

Ms. Markowitz has extensive experience handling complex litigation matters, particularly 
mass torts, product liability, and class action litigation for an array of corporate clients. 
 Prior to joining Golomb & Honik in 2012, Ms. Markowitz was an associate at Hoyle, 
Fickler, Herschel & Mathes LLP where she played an integral role in litigating products 
liability matters, coordinated discovery efforts on behalf of large class action defendants, 
and briefed significant issues of law at the trial and appellate level. Earlier in her career 
Ms. Markowitz represented pharmaceutical defendants at one of the country’s largest 
and most prestigious law firms. 

Ms. Markowitz graduated cum laude from Temple University School of Law and 
received her undergraduate degree summa cum laude from the University of South 
Florida.  She sits on the Hearing Committee for the Disciplinary Board of the Supreme 
Court of Pennsylvania and is a member of the Philadelphia and Pennsylvania Bar 
Associations. 

 David Stanoch 

David Stanoch focuses his practice on class actions and mass torts.  He has extensive 
experience representing clients in complicated matters involving antitrust, consumer 
fraud, product liability, and white collar issues. 
 
Mr. Stanoch has developed significant expertise in conducting all aspects of discovery 
and substantive briefing.  He has taken lead roles in deposing corporate and individual 
witnesses in federal litigations, expert preparation and depositions, and negotiating with 
government investigators.  He has extensively briefed discovery and merits issues from 
the pretrial stage forward, and has made substantial contributions towards posturing 
cases for favorable settlements. 
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Prior to Golomb & Honik, Mr. Stanoch clerked for a federal district court judge, the Hon. 
James F. McClure, Jr. (dec.) (M.D. Pa.).  He also practiced at Dechert LLP for nearly 
ten years.  While there, he advised Fortune 50, 100, and 200 clients on matters 
pertinent to complex and multi-district litigation, federal and state government 
investigations, and regulatory matters.  He has represented individuals and companies 
in many industries, including:  banking and consumer finance, biologics, chemicals, food 
& agriculture, forest products, healthcare, mortgages, pharmaceuticals, and steel.  Mr. 
Stanoch now brings his substantial industry and legal knowledge to bear on behalf of 
individuals who are fighting to vindicate there rights and interests. 
 
David graduated magna cum laude from Temple University School of Law, and received 
his undergraduate degree cum laude and general university honors from La Salle 
University.  He is licensed to practice in Pennsylvania and New Jersey, and is admitted 
to practice before the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit, the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the Sixth Circuit, the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of 
Pennsylvania, the U.S. District Court for the Middle District of Pennsylvania, and the 
U.S. District Court for the District of New Jersey. 
 

Benjamin Isser 
 
Ben Isser is an associate with Golomb & Honik, P.C. Prior to joining the firm, Mr. Isser 
served as a law clerk at Kline & Specter, P.C., where he worked extensively on mass 
tort litigation and personal injury claims. 
 
Mr. Isser earned his law degree from Drexel University’s Thomas R. Kline School of 
Law, where he served as an associate editor of the Drexel Law Review. While on law 
review, Mr. Isser co-authored an article examining the current state of work product 
protection between attorneys and experts in light of the Pennsylvania Supreme Court’s 
decision in Barrick v. Holy Spirit Hospital. Mr. Isser also received the CALI award for 
highest grade point average in his first year torts class and was subsequently selected 
to serve as a Dean’s Scholar, where he provided supplemental instruction to first year 
torts students.  Mr. Isser is currently licensed to practice law in Pennsylvania and New 
Jersey. 
 
Staff  

We have a dedicated and experienced support staff here at Golomb & Honik.  While our 
clients always get hands-on attention from attorneys, we understand that it takes a 
motivated and cohesive team to manage complex cases.  A number of our clerks, 
paralegals and administrative assistants have over 20 years of legal experience, 
specializing in the areas of class action, mass tort, and personal injury litigation.   
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Representative Cases, Settlements, And Reported Decisions 

Bank Overdraft Litigation  
 
Golomb & Honik has brought a number of class action complaints filed in state and 
federal courts against state and national banks that have wrongfully employed unfair 
and illegal business practices in charging overdraft fees to dramatically increase the 
likelihood customers using debit, ATM, or check cards will overdraw their accounts and 
be assessed fees.  We are also proud to serve as one of only a handful of firms to serve 
on the Plaintiffs’ Executive Committee in In Re: Checking Account Overdraft Litigation, 
MDL No. 2036, a coordinated, nationwide effort to bring to these banks to justice on 
behalf of millions of Americans that have paid billions of dollars in overdraft fees to 
banks.  In the first overdraft case litigated, a judge ordered Wells Fargo to pay over 
$200 million to a class of injured California bank customers.  Bank of America alone has 
agreed to settle with a nationwide class of plaintiffs for $410 Million, and the total 
recovery for consumers in the MDL is now over $1 Billion.     
 

Federal Express Class Action 
 
Golomb & Honik sued Federal Express in the United States District Court for the Middle 
District of Florida on behalf of over 200 truckers over wrongfully-terminated hauling 
contracts.  Despite an express clause in the contracts, Federal Express failed to provide 
the truckers with proper notice of termination.   
 
 In Re: Budeprion XL Marketing & Sales Litigation, MDL No. 2107 
 
Golomb & Honik has brought a number of class action complaints filed in federal courts 
against the manufacturer and distributor of a generic version of a popular anti-
depressant medication under the Consumer Protection Laws of California and other 
states.  We also serve as liaison counsel in an MDL proceeding in the United States 
District Court for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania.  After United States District Judge 
Berle Schiller denied defendants’ Motion to Dismiss based on the preemption defense 
and after plaintiffs fully briefed class certification, the parties reached a favorable 
settlement on behalf of the proposed class.   

 
Credit Card Payment Protection 

 
Golomb & Honik leads a collaboration of firms bringing dozens of class action 
complaints filed in federal courts across the country against over ten credit card 
companies regarding “Payment Protection plans”, an add-on product of virtually no 
value wrongfully marketed and sold to unsuspecting credit card holders.  Nationwide 
settlements have been reached in actions against at least five credit card companies 
resulting in over $100 million in settlements for class members.  Golomb & Honik also 
serves as Deputy Attorney General to a number of state’s Attorneys General bringing 
actions on behalf of their citizens against credit card companies regarding Payment 
Protection and other protection-type products. 
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 Refund Anticipation Loan Litigation 
 
Golomb & Honik serves as co-lead counsel in litigation against national tax preparation 
companies regarding their marketing and selling various illegal loan products secured 
by individual’s tax refunds.  These loans were sold in direct violation of a number of 
states’ laws specifically enacted to regulate this type of practice and to protect the rights 
of taxpayers.   
 
 Ford Windstar Class Action 

Golomb & Honik represents a national consumer class of owners of approximately one 
million Ford Windstars.  Ford designed, developed and installed defective rear axles for 
these vehicles, using an inexpensive, stamped metal product.  Consumers purchased a 
vehicle that would literally fall apart before its normal useful lifetime.  Indeed, there 
exists a real possibility that these axles could break while these vehicles, marketed 
specifically to families, are operated at highway speed, causing serious injury or 
fatalities.  After Golomb and Honik filed this lawsuit, Ford instigated a recall of these 
vehicles to fix or replace the defective rear axles. 

Mattel Lead Paint Class Action  
 
Golomb & Honik successfully represented plaintiffs in nationwide class action litigation 
against a toy manufacturer distributing dangerous products to consumers.  We served 
on the Plaintiffs’ Executive Committee and helped to negotiate a favorable settlement in 
plaintiffs’ actions seeking medical monitoring.    

Suzuki GSX-R1000 Motorcycle Class Action Settlement  

Golomb & Honik negotiated a confidential settlement on behalf of a class of more than 
26,000 members for damages allegedly caused from a design defect in the 2005 and 
2006 models of the "sport bike" motorcycles.  After this lawsuit was brought, Suzuki 
initiated a voluntary safety recall to enhance the frame strength and safety.   The United 
States District Court for the Southern District of Florida -- Miami Division approved the 
settlement. 

In Re Sterling Financial Corporation Securities Class Action  

Golomb & Honik facilitated settlement of a multimillion dollar matter on behalf of 
thousands of investors who were injured as a result of alleged violations of federal law. 
In the summer of 2009, the United States District Court for the Eastern District of 
Pennsylvania created a $10.25 million settlement fund for the benefit of those investors 
who acquired stock from 2004 through 2007 at allegedly inflated prices.  It was 
estimated that $13.5 million shares were damaged as a result of fraud.  
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Cullen, et al. v. Whitman Medical Corporation d/b/a Whitman Education Group, 
Inc., et al., 197 F.R.D. 136 (E.D. Pa. 2000) 

Golomb & Honik represented current and former students who sued a national 
vocational school, alleging that they had been fraudulently misled as to the education 
they would receive. Golomb & Honik served as co-lead counsel in this groundbreaking 
consumer class action in which plaintiffs and absent national class members sought 
education from a publicly traded corporation in the field of diagnostic medical 
sonography. Golomb & Honik succeeded in demonstrating the chain of schools 
fraudulently misrepresented the nature of the ultrasound program and otherwise failed 
to provide the education represented. Students received federally guaranteed student 
loans but were largely unable to obtain promised jobs in their area of study. The school 
had no meaningful admissions criteria and often hired unqualified administrative and 
educational personnel. Field placements did not materialize, and students were 
unprepared to take qualifying exams. Students were stuck with loan repayments for 
which they received little or nothing in return. In approving certification of the class, and 
later the class settlement, the United States District Court said of counsel representing 
plaintiffs that “[t]he skill of each of these attorneys is reflected both in settlement and in 
the aggressive manner in which they pursued this litigation from start to finish.” Cullen, 
197 F.R.D. at 149. The Court noted in conclusion, “the highly skilled class counsel 
provided excellent representation both for named plaintiffs and absent class members.” 
Id. The class settlement of $7.3 million was the largest common fund of its kind. 

Whisnant, et al. v. General Chemical Corp., et al., No. 99-12286, Court of 
Common Please of Delaware County, Pa. 

Golomb & Honik successfully represented dozens of individual workers—and a class of 
more than 1,000 additional workers—in a case arising from ongoing occupational 
exposure to sulfur dioxide and sulfur trioxide in Delaware County, Pennsylvania. For 
more than a decade, workers at an oil processing facility were exposed to emissions of 
sulfur dioxide and sulfur trioxide gasses from a neighboring plant. Those emissions 
caused reactive airways disease and occupational asthma in many workers. In addition, 
many others were exposed and require medical monitoring to detect the potential onset 
of pulmonary disease. Following years of protracted litigation, and the bankruptcy of the 
defendant polluter, Golomb & Honik achieved a multi-million dollar settlement against 
the bankrupt polluter, instead of the pennies on the dollar that many other creditors 
received. 

 Debiec v. Cabot Corp., et al., 352 F.3d 117 (3d Cir. 2003) 

Golomb & Honik represented the plaintiffs in this seminal decision on the discovery rule 
and the statute of limitations in latent disease cases involving beryllium exposure.  
Summary judgment was overturned resulting in multi-million dollar settlements for 
estates of victims, the first of numerous cases for this affected community of exposed 
persons.   
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$1.5 Million for Estate of 9/11 Victim  

On September 11, 2001, a motivational speaker giving a speech in the World Trade 
Center was one of the thousands who lost his life after airplanes struck the twin towers 
in a terrorist attack. In response to that tragic day, the Association of Trial Lawyers of 
America created Trial Lawyers Care (TLC). TLC was a group of more than 2,000 
lawyers from across the country who, on a pro bono basis, represented the victims of 
9/11 and their families as they negotiated a complicated compensation system 
established by Congress. Golomb & Honik lawyers had the privilege of representing the 
motivational speaker’s family in this process—compiling hundreds of pages of 
documents, completing the extensive forms necessary to obtain an “award” through the 
compensation system, hiring economic experts, and attending a hearing in New York. 
His family received more than $1.5 million. 

 Additionally, Golomb & Honik has received more than 50 verdicts or 
settlements in excess of $1 million for their clients in individual cases. 
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Date Firm Decription Amount 
6/13/2014 Trief & Olk USDC for the SDNY- Complaint filing $400.00
6/19/2014 Golomb& Honik Supreme Court of PA - Certs of Good Standing $25.00
6/19/2014 Golomb& Honik NJ Board of Bar Examiners - Cert of Good Standing $10.00
8/8/2014 Golomb& Honik Pro Hac Vice Application Fees $200.00

3/31/2016 Golomb& Honik Marks ADR - Mediation Fees $13,575.00
Total: $14,210.00

Date Firm Decription Amount 
6/30/2014 Golomb & Honik Lexis Nexis $304.34
7/31/2014 Golomb & Honik Lexis Nexis $9.59
11/30/2014 Golomb & Honik Lexis Nexis $200.18
12/31/2014 Golomb & Honik Lexis Nexis $15.55
1/7/2015 Golomb & Honik Pacer Service Center $3.40
7/7/2015 Golomb & Honik Pacer Service Center $0.10

8/31/2015 Golomb & Honik Lexis Nexis $36.19
9/30/2015 Golomb & Honik Lexis Nexis $122.95
11/30/2015 Golomb & Honik Lexis Nexis $175.82
12/31/2015 Golomb & Honik Lexis Nexis $46.39
1/7/2016 Golomb & Honik Pacer Service Center $20.00

1/31/2016 Golomb & Honik Lexis Nexis $23.96
2/29/2016 Golomb & Honik Lexis Nexis $0.58
4/7/2016 Golomb & Honik Pacer Service Center $6.80

4/30/2016 Golomb & Honik Lexis Nexis $234.90

ON-LINE RESEARCH 

COURT FEES 

GAO, ET AL. V. JP MORGAN CHASE, ET AL.,
CHASE REWARD POINTS 

EXPENSE REPORT FOR GOLOMB & HONIK, P.C. AND TRIEF & OLK 
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5/31/2016 Golomb & Honik Lexis Nexis $544.56
7/5/2016 Golomb & Honik Pacer Service Center $3.20

9/30/2016 Golomb & Honik Lexis Nexis $38.99
12/5/2016 Trief & OlK Pacer Service Center $12.36

Total: $1,799.86

Date Firm Description Amount 
7/8/2014 Golomb & Honik In-House Photocopying $17.00

12/4/2014 Golomb & Honik In-House Photocopying $20.75
8/21/2015 Golomb & Honik In-House Photocopying $30.00
12/22/2015 Golomb & Honik In-House Photocopying $48.25
1/20/2016 Golomb & Honik In-House Photocopying $186.25
5/26/2016 Golomb & Honik In-House Photocopying $112.75
9/28/2016 Golomb & Honik In-House Photocopying $1.00
10/19/2016 Golomb & Honik In-House Photocopying $24.50
1/11/2017 Golomb & Honik In-House Photocopying $29.00

Total: $469.50

Date Firm Decription Amount 
7/18/2014 Golomb & Honik Postage $9.59
8/7/2014 Trief & Olk FedEx $20.20
9/4/2014 Trief & Olk FedEx $22.67
1/9/2015 Trief & Olk FedEx $21.94

12/30/2015 Golomb & Honik Postage $1.64
1/19/2016 Golomb & Honik Postage $0.71
9/7/2016 Golomb & Honik FedEx $17.40

10/7/2016 Golomb & Honik FedEx $146.58
Total: $240.73

PHOTOCOPYING FEES

POSTAGE FEES
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Date Firm Decription Amount 
12/24/2015 Golomb & Honik Veritext - Socall Deposition Transcript $848.25
12/29/2015 Golomb & Honik U.S. Legal - Jay Adelberg Deposition Transcript $1,408.90
12/31/2015 Golomb & Honik Spectrum Reporting - Harry Gao Deposition Transcript $694.95
1/7/2016 Golomb & Honik US Legal - Jeffrey M. Lipman Deposition Transcript $404.10

1/29/2016 Golomb & Honik US Legal - Timothy Ferriter Deposition Transcript $999.95
2/1/2016 Golomb & Honik US Legal - Hector Beas Deposition Transcript $1,008.95

Total: $5,365.10

Date Firm Decription Amount 
1/8/2015 Trief & Olk Travel/Taxi - Caitlin Duffy $49.80
8/5/2015 Golomb & Honik Travel - KJG (Pretrial Conference) $720.33

12/7/2015 Golomb & Honik Travel Reimbursement to Client Socall $5,000.00
12/18/2015 Golomb & Honik Travel - KJG (Deposition) $1,796.57
1/11/2016 Golomb & Honik Travel - KJG (Deposition) $1,078.40
1/14/2016 Golomb & Honik Travel - KJG (Deposition) $322.62

2/5/2016 Golomb & Honik Travel - SDR (Deposition) 120.11
5/16/2016 Golomb & Honik Travel - RMG $400.00
5/20/2016 Golomb & Honik Travel - KJG $336.53
6/7/2016 Golomb & Honik Travel - RMG $1,226.46
2/5/2016 Golomb & Honik Travel - SDR (Deposition) $120.11

1/24/2017 Golomb & Honik Travel - KJG (Post Preliminary Approval) $2,068.00
Total: $13,238.93

Total Expenses: $35,324.12

TRANSCRIPTS 

TRAVEL EXPENSES
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	6. The court is respectfully referred to the Grunfeld Declaration in Support of Plaintiffs’ Motion for Preliminary Approval of the Class Action Settlement (Grunfeld PA Declaration), at D.E. # 70, ¶¶ 7-32, for a description of the investigation and background of the litigation, the procedural history of the litigation, the settlement negotiations, and the terms of the settlement.
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