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Plaintiff Heather Venerus files this Motion for Approval of Attorneys’ Fees, 

Costs, and Service Award.  

I. CONCISE STATEMENT OF THE REQUESTED RELIEF  
 

Plaintiff requests that the Court approve attorneys’ fees and costs of 

$8,925,000.00 to the law firms Normand PLLC and Christopher J. Lynch, P.A. 

(“Class Counsel”), and s service award of $25,000.00 to Ms. Venerus for litigating 

this case and protecting the interests of absent Class Members. The requested fees, 

costs, and service awards were negotiated at arm’s length after all other terms of 

the proposed Settlement were reached. Exh. A at ¶ 2. The fees sought by Plaintiff 

and Class Counsel were reached pursuant to arm’s length negotiations, were 

agreed to by Defendants as part of the Settlement, and are reasonable under the 

“percentage of the benefit” method prescribed by the Eleventh Circuit in Camden 

I Condominium Ass’n, Inc. v.  Dunkle, 946 F.2d 768 (11th Cir. 1991).  

II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
 

Plaintiff respectfully refers the Court to the Declarations of Jacob Phillips 

(Exh. A and Dkt. No. 509-2) and of Ed Normand and Chris Lynch (Exhibits B and 

C), which provide extensive descriptions of the case, risks, and efforts of Class 

Counsel and Ms. Venerus. Plaintiff provides here an abbreviated description of 

these efforts. This case involves allegations that Defendants breached rental car 

contracts with international-inbound renters by promising to purchase a $1 

million supplemental liability insurance policy (“SLI”) from Ace American 

Insurance Co. on behalf of the renters and failing to do so.  See Dkt. No. 32.  Rather 
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than using a portion of the rental proceeds to pay the premiums necessary to 

purchase the SLI Policy, however, Defendant pocketed the proceeds and purported 

to directly insure the Class Members through what Defendants called “contractual 

self-insurance.” Dkt. No. 509-2 at ¶¶ 8, 14. Plaintiff brought claims stemming from 

two separate theories: (1) that the failure to purchase the ACE Policy constituted a 

breach of contract and (2) that by purportedly directly covering the Class 

Members, Defendants were illegally acting as an insurer without a license, which 

violates Florida law and voids the contract. Id. at ¶ 8.  

A. Litigation and Discovery History 

This case has been hotly contested and extensively litigated at every stage.  

Motion practice included multiple motions to dismiss, multiple motions to strike 

pleadings, eight motions to strike expert testimony, two separate cross-motions 

(and subsequent briefing) for summary judgment, numerous motions to compel, 

two motions for class certification, a motion to bifurcate trial, two motions for 

reconsideration of summary judgment, three motions to decertify the class, a 

motion for relief from judgment, briefing in the Eleventh Circuit regarding a Rule 

23(f) petition, a motion for reconsideration of the order certifying the class and 

denying relief from judgment and to certify for interlocutory appeal, and an appeal 

from final judgment and of the order denying the motion for class certification. 

The case went to the eve of trial on three separate occasions—and all three times, 

the Parties filed the requisite pretrial statement, deposition designations, exhibit 

lists, motions in limine, jury instructions, and so forth. Id. at ¶¶ 10, 15-30.  
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The parties took 21 depositions, including class representatives, corporate 

representatives, and expert witnesses.  Plaintiff reviewed over 75,000 pages of 

documents, spreadsheets, and rate filings produced by Avis Budget or third 

parties, served seven sets of interrogatories, five sets of document requests, 

requests for admission, and multiple third party requests. Id. at ¶¶ 11-14.  Plaintiff 

also analyzed millions of lines of data involving well over 200,000 claimants. Id. 

at ¶ 12.  Class Notice was provided on two separate occasions following Orders 

granting class certification—and now Notice has been provided for a third time, 

this time informing the Class of the proposed Settlement. Id. at ¶ 26. 

B. The proposed Settlement Agreement provides 
significant benefits to Class Members. 
 

It is worth noting at the outset that the Settlement is highly beneficial to 

Class Members. Defendants agree to (1) pay up to $33,956,613.00 in benefits to 

Settlement Class Members, such that (2) members of the Settlement Class who 

submit a valid claim, as set forth in the Notice provisions of the Settlement 

Agreement, will receive at least $6.51 per rental day, plus prejudgment interest, in 

damages, and up to $7.46 per rental day, plus prejudgment interest, depending on 

whether (and in what amount) there are unclaimed funds following submission of 

claims. Id. at ¶¶ 38-40. As explained in the Motion for Preliminary Approval, this 

constitutes more than 100% of the restitution damages and 52.3-59.9% of the 

expectation damages that could have been recovered at trial. Dkt. No. 509 at 16-

17.  
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Beyond the substantive benefits, the procedural aspects of the Agreement 

are beneficial to the Class and protects their due process rights. First, the release 

of claims as part of the Agreement are narrowly tailored to the precise allegations 

in this case, i.e., claims emanating specifically from the tour voucher rental 

contracts at issue. Dkt. No. 509-1 at ¶ 45; Dkt. No. 509-1 at ¶ II(cc).  Second, the 

Notice provided to the Class was robust and substantive, including direct, 

individualized notice (either by post or email) and social media notice to ensure 

the best possibility that even Class members whose contact information is outdated 

would receive notice. Id. at ¶¶ 41-43. Third, the claims’ process is streamlined and 

simple. The claim forms were pre-filled based on Defendants’ records and Class 

Members need merely select whether to receive payment in the form of (1) a 

physical check, (2) an electronic gift card, or (3) direct electronic deposit and 

providing the information to facilitate payment for the selected option. No other 

documentation is required other than an attestation that the information is correct 

to the best of their knowledge and affirming that the Settlement Class member is 

the person identified on the claim form.  Id. at ¶¶42-43; Dkt. No. 509-1 at ¶¶36-37.  

As such, the Settlement is extremely favorable to the Class. This is further 

seen in that 250,000 members received Notice of the terms (including the 

provisions for attorneys’ fees and service award) and, thus far, not a single 

objection has been lodged. Exh. F at ¶ 18.1     

 
1 That the proposed Settlement provides such significant benefits to the Class is particularly 
impressive given the risk of no recovery at all in this case of first impression had the case 
proceeded to trial and appeal. See Dkt. No. 509 at 6-7.  
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III. ARGUMENT AND CITATION OF AUTHORITY 
 
A. The Court should give great weight to the Parties’ 

agreement. 
 
Although this Court is not bound by the parties’ agreement on attorneys’ 

fees and costs, it is nevertheless entitled to great weight because it resulted from 

adversarial negotiations after first reaching agreement on all other Settlement 

terms. See, e.g., Strube v. Am. Equity Inv. Life Ins. Co., 2006 WL 1232816, at *2 

(M.D. Fla. May 5, 2006); Ingram v. Coca-Cola Co., 200 F.R.D. 685,695 (N.D. Ga. 

2001).  As has been noted: 

The Court finds that the fee negotiations were conducted at arm’s 
length, only after the parties had reached agreement on all terms of 
the Settlement. There is no evidence in this case that the 
Settlement, or the fee and expense agreement, was in any way 
collusive. Under these circumstances, the Court gives great weight 
to the negotiated fee. 
 
Such agreements between plaintiffs and defendants in class actions 
are encouraged, particularly where the attorneys’ fees are 
negotiated separately and only after all terms of the settlement have 
been agreed to between the parties. 
 

Manners v. Am. Gen. Life Ins. Co., 1999 WL 33581944 at *28 (M.D. Tenn. Aug. 11, 

1999) (cleaned up); see also, e.g., Johnson v. Georgia Highway Express, Inc., 488 

F.2d 714, 720 (5th Cir. 1974) (“[W]e encourage counsel on both sides to utilize their 

best efforts to…arrive at a settlement as to attorney's fees.”) This Court has 

explained that so long as there is no concern of fraud or collusion, “the parties’ 

agreement” as to the amount of attorneys’ fees “is entitled to substantial weight.” 

James D. Hinson Elec. Contracting Co., Inc. v. BellSouth Telecomm. Inc., 3:07-
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CV-598-TJC-MCR, 2012 WL 12952592, at *2 (M.D. Fla. July 30, 2012) (collecting 

cases). 

Many reasons support deferring to the parties’ agreement.  First, there is no 

one “reasonable fee” mandated by applicable law. The notion of reasonableness 

encompasses a range of numbers about which there can be a legitimate difference 

of opinion. So long as the requested fee is within the range of reasonableness, it 

should be approved.  Second, the agreement reflects the economic realities of the 

marketplace, one in which Avis Budget wanted to pay as little as possible while 

Class Counsel had an incentive to obtain a larger award. The competing pressures 

on the parties served as a substitute for the incentives that normally drive private 

fee negotiations, ensuring that the agreed upon fee did not constitute a windfall. 

See generally In re Continental Illinois Sec. Lit., 962 F.2d 566, 572-73 (7th Cir. 

1992) (the court’s objective is to award a fee providing the lawyers what they would 

have achieved through arm’s length bargaining with a paying client). Third, the 

fees and costs are being paid by Avis Budget and will not reduce the benefits Class 

Members will receive upon submission of a claim. Exh. A at ¶ 3; see also Foreman 

v. Solera Holdings, Inc., No: 6:17-cv-2002-Orl-37DCI, 2019 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 

71874, at *5 (M.D. Fla. Apr. 11, 2019) (noting that “many courts have given 

substantial weight to the parties’ agreement…especially where the agreement as to 

attorney fees and costs was made separately from the class settlement and does not 

diminish the benefits due the class”); Champs Sports Bar & Grill Co. v. Mercury 

Payment Sys., LLC, 275 F. Supp. 3d 1350, 1356 (N.D. Ga.) (same). Fourth, 
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reducing the agreed fee would discourage competent attorneys from handling class 

actions and agreeing to compromise their fee claims through settlement. Finally, 

class members received notice that class counsel would make the fee application 

for the requested amounts and, thus far, there has not been a single objection. Exh. 

F at ¶ 18.  

B. The requested fees are reasonable under the common-
fund  doctrine. 

 
Under the common fund doctrine, attorneys who create a recovery 

benefitting a group of people may be awarded fees and costs based on the amount 

recovered. See, e.g., Boeing Co. v. Van Gemert, 444 U.S. 472, 478 (1980). The 

Eleventh Circuit has directed that the fee amount be based upon a percentage 

of the class benefit. Camden I, 946 F.2d at 774-75. Courts have significant 

discretion in choosing the proper percentage: “There is no hard and fast rule . 

. .  because the amount of any fee must be determined upon the facts of each 

case.” Id. at 774. The court can look at such factors as whether there are any 

substantial objections, the economics of a class action, the Johnson factors, 

and any other “unique” circumstances. Id. at 775. The Eleventh Circuit 

recognized that an award of 50% of the benefit is the upper limit; that the 

majority of fee awards fall between 20 and 30%; and that 25% serves as the 

“benchmark” unless the circumstances suggest a more appropriate percentage. 

Id. at 774-75.  
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The benefit to the class in this case equals $33,956,613.00, which is the 

amount Avis Budget agreed to pay to resolve the claims at issue here. Class 

Counsel incurred over $400,000.00 in costs, meaning the requested amount 

in fees is $8,525,000.00. As such, the fees requested by Plaintiff is 25.1% percent 

of the value of the class benefits. This almost exactly matches the benchmark 

established by the Eleventh Circuit. See Camden I, 946 F.2d at 774-75. It is 

certainly well within the reasonableness range in this Circuit. See, e.g., In re 

Checking Account Overdraft Litig., 830 F. Supp. 2d 1330, 1367 (S.D. Fla. 2011) 

(collecting cases and noting that courts “repeatedly awarded fees of 30 percent 

or higher in” complex class litigation); Wolff v. Cash 4 Titles, No. 03-22778-

civ-COHN/TORRES, 2012 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 153786, at *5 (S.D. Fla. Sept. 26, 

2012) (average percentage award in the Eleventh Circuit for class actions is 

“roughly one-third”) (collecting cases).  

Notably, the Eleventh Circuit is clear that attorneys’ fees are calculated 

on the benefits made available, even if not all Class Members submit claims 

and receive the payment to which they are entitled. See, e.g., Waters v. Int'l 

Precious Metals Corp, 190 F.3d 1291, 1295 (11th Cir. 1999) (approving fee of 33 

1/3% of total fund and rejecting argument that fees should have been calculated 

based on actual payout); Giancola v. Lincare Holdings, Inc., No. 8:17-cv-2427-T-

33AEP, 2018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 206631, at *7 (M.D. Fla. Dec. 7, 2018) (“In the 

Eleventh Circuit, fee awards…are calculated as a reasonable percentage of the total 

value of the settlement benefits made available to the class, rather than the claims 
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rate or the actual payout.”).  

Because Plaintiff is not seeking fees above the 25% benchmark, this 

Court is not required to consider the Johnson factors in its reasonableness 

determination. See generally Faught v. Am. Home Shield Corp., 668 F.3d 

1233, 1242 (11th Cir. 2011) (“Where the requested fee exceeds 25%, the 

court is instructed to” consider the Johnson factors) (emphasis added); Arkin 

v. Pressman, 2022 U.S. App. LEXIS 18205, at *n.3 (11th Cir. Jun. 30, 2022) 

(“Since awards of up to 25% of the common fund are presumptively 

reasonable, courts must apply the Johnson factors before approving a 

greater award to class counsel”) (cleaned up). But in any event, as set forth 

below, if the Johnson factors are considered, they strongly support the 

reasonableness of the attorneys’ fees and costs, as explained by Melvin Wright, a 

complex litigation practitioner in Orlando, FL (Exh. D (“Wright Decl.”))—indeed, 

they would support a far higher fee. 

C. The percentage sought is easily justified when 
considering the Johnson factors. 

 
Although not required to do so given that Class Counsel are not seeking fees 

beyond the 25% benchmark, the Court can consider Johnson factors “in evaluating, 

setting, and reviewing” the percentage awarded. Camden I, 946 F.2d at 775. An 

analysis of these specific factors, id. at 772, n.3, demonstrates that the requested 

fee is fair and reasonable. This conclusion is supported by Mr. Wright, who opines 

that the relevant factors support the $8.525 million fee to class counsel in this case, 
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and “would have justified a higher amount” had Class Counsel sought one. Wright 

Decl. at ¶24.  

1. Time and Labor Required and Preclusion of 
Employment 
 

The first and forth factors—time and labor required and preclusion of other 

employment—are inherently linked: A case that requires substantial investment of 

time and energy necessarily lessens the number of other cases an attorney can take. 

Substantial time and labor were required to investigate and litigate this case for 

over a decade. Class Counsel have invested approximately 11,021 hours having a 

value of over $8 million. Exh. A at ¶¶ 4-7; Exh. B at ¶ 15; Exh. C at ¶ 12. This 

consolidated class action has been contested at every stage. See supra Sec. II(a) 

(citing Dkt. No. 509-2 at ¶¶10-30). The Court has witnessed firsthand the extensive 

litigation and complex issues of fact and law, all of which required substantial 

investment of time, especially given Class Counsel originated the theory of 

recovery after substantial investigation in this first-impression case. See Exh. B at 

¶ 7. 

This time and labor precluded Class Counsel from accepting numerous other 

employment possibilities. When the case was filed, both Mr. Normand and Mr. 

Lynch were solo practitioners—and both turned down numerous other potential 

profit-generating opportunities. Indeed, Mr. Normand dropped virtually the 

entirety of his practice and focused exclusively on this case from 2013-2016—even 

after hiring two additional attorneys in 2015. Exh. B at ¶¶ 9-10; Exh. C at ¶ 8 Exh. 
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A at ¶ 9. The work was justified in view of the issues and how the case was 

defended. This factor supports the requested fee. Wright Decl. at ¶23(a), (f). 

2. Novelty and Difficulty and Skill Requisite 
 

The second and third factors—the novelty and difficulty of the questions 

involved and the skill requisite to successfully litigate the case—are also 

inherently connected, and both strongly support the requested fees here. As set 

forth above, Class Counsel were the first in the country to discover that and 

bring to light the practice here—that Avis Budget was promising to purchase 

an ACE Policy but failing to do so, and then was providing affidavits to 

claimants falsely attesting that it had indeed bought the promised ACE Policy. 

Exh. B at ¶¶ 4-8. This case was the first of its kind: There was no guidance from 

previous case law, no templates for discovery or motion practice that Class 

Counsel could borrow, and so forth.  

Moreover, the issues of fact and of law raised in this case of first 

impression were complex and (inherently) novel, ranging from regulatory law, 

forensic accounting, actuarial analysis, principles of economics, international 

law on res judicata and class litigation, Article III standing, and more. This 

complexity and difficulty can be seen in this Court’s detailed and extensive 

Orders on summary judgment and class certification, as well as the fact that 

Class Counsel litigated the case to final judgment, secured a reversal of the 

denial of class certification on appeal, and then litigated the class claims to the 

eve of trial. As Johnson itself noted, “[c]ases of first impression generally 
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require more time and effort on the attorney’s part…[they] should be 

appropriately compensated for accepting the challenge.” 488 F.2d at 718. The 

difficulty and novelty of the case and the skill required to bring it to successful 

resolution strongly support the requested fee award. See Wright Decl. at 

¶23(b), (c).   

3. Customary Fee and Awards in Similar Cases 

The usual fee range for common fund cases is 20% to 30%, with 50% at the 

upper limit.  Camden I, 946 F.2d at 774, 775.  The fee requested here is comfortably 

within this customary range—as such, the fifth and twelfth factors both support the 

requested attorneys’ fees. Id.; see also Wright Decl. at ¶23(g), (h). Indeed, given 

the complexity and novelty of the issues involved, this case would justify a fee 

award above the 30% range. Id. at ¶¶ 23(h), 24; see also In re Rayonier Secs. Litig., 

No. 3:14-cv-1395-J-32JBT, 2017 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 167510 (M.D. Fla. Oct. 5, 2017) 

(given complexity and risk in a case and the “exceptional results,” upwardly 

adjusting to 30% notwithstanding that “the case settled after two and a half years 

of litigation, before a ruling on the motion for class certification, and without a 

trial”); Thorpe v. Walter Inv. Mgmt. Corp., 2016 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 144133 (S.D. 

Fla. Oct. 14, 2016) (skill displayed and results obtained justified upward 

adjustment to 33 1/3% where settlement was for 5.5% of damages and occurred 

immediately after certification was granted); see also Columbus Drywall & 

Insulation, Inc.  v.  Masco Corp., 2012  WL 12540344 at *2 (N.D. Ga. Oct. 26, 2012)  
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(awarding fee of 33 1/3% and listing other cases awarding fees based on similar or 

higher percentages).  

4. Fixed or Contingent Fee 

This action was prosecuted on a contingent fee basis. Exh. B at ¶ 8. If 

unsuccessful, Class Counsel would have received nothing and suffered a direct 

out-of-pocket loss given they advanced all expenses of the litigation. Id. 

Numerous courts have recognized that such risk deserves extra compensation 

and is a critical factor in determining the reasonableness of a fee. See, e.g., In 

re Dun & Bradstreet Credit Svcs. Cons. Lit., 130 F.R.D. 366, 373 (S.D. Ohio 

1990); Behrens v. Wometco Enterprises., Inc., 118 F.R.D. 534, 548 (S.D. Fla. 

1988), aff'd, 889 F.2d 21 (11th Cir. 1990); Thorpe, 2016 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 144133, 

at *30-31 (“T]he risk of receiving little or no recovery is a major factor in 

determining the award of fees, and that skilled counsel should be encouraged to 

undertake this risk.”). Here, Class Counsel expended over $400,000.00 in hard 

costs—which does not even count payment of other attorneys and staff—and risked 

losing it all in this case. This strongly supports the requested fee here. See also 

Wright Decl. at ¶¶ 25-26.  

5. The Amount Involved and Results Obtained 
 

 “[C]lass counsel obtained a very substantial recovery for the class under 

difficult circumstances.  Wright Decl. at ¶24(e).  This is notable given the 

results obtained is characterized as the most critical factor when evaluating the 

reasonableness of attorneys’ fees. See, e.g., Hensley v. Eckerhart, 461 U.S. 424, 
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436 (1983) (“most critical factor is the degree of success obtained”). The case 

law is consistent with Mr. Wright’s testimony that the substantial results obtained 

here—over $33 million, representing 100% of most likely damages measure and 

52.3-59.9% of best-case scenario—supports the requested fee here, particularly 

given the significant difficulties and risk in this case of first impression. See 

Thorpe, 2016 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 144133, at *30-31 (settlement for 10% of “most 

likely damages scenario” and 5.5% of best possible damages supported attorneys’ 

fees of 33 1/3% of fund); Monroe Cty. Emples.' Sys. v. Southern Co., 2021 U.S. 

Dist. LEXIS 21785, at *11-12 (N.D. Ga. Feb. 4, 2021) (settlement for 16-28% of total 

possible damages supported attorneys’ fees of 27.5% of total fund).     

6. The Experience, Reputation, and Ability of the 
Attorneys. 
 

The lawyers who represent the class have considerable experience, skill, 

and reputation in complex civil litigation and class actions. “I believe the members 

of the class counsel team had a very high level of expertise and skill, and that their 

excellent reputations are well-earned.” Wright Decl. at ¶24(d).  

7. Other Factors 

The economics of class actions require that counsel be adequately 

compensated. As one court observed: 

Courts have acknowledged the economic reality that in order to 
encourage private attorney general-type class actions brought on 
behalf of persons with small individual losses, a financial incentive 
is necessary to entice capable attorneys, who otherwise could be 
paid by hourly-rate clients to devote their time to complex, time-
consuming cases for which they may never be paid.  
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Mashburn v. Nat'l Healthcare, Inc., 684 F. Supp. 679, 687 (M.D. Ala. 1988) 

(cleaned up); see also, e.g. In re Checking Account Overdraft Litig. 2014 WL 

11370115 at *17 and 18 (if counsel is not awarded a bonus, “very few lawyers 

could take on the representation of a class client given the investment of 

substantial time, effort, and money, especially in light of the risks of recovering 

nothing”) (quoting Behrens, 118 F.R.D. at 548). “Without a premium incentive, 

it simply would make no economic sense for counsel to undertake a case like 

this one.” Wright Decl. at ¶32. Other factors support the fee requested here. Id. 

at ¶¶25-27.2 

D. The Requested Fee is Reasonable under the Lodestar 
Approach. 
 

While requiring use of the percentage of the benefit method in cases such as 

this one, the Eleventh Circuit has authorized—but does not require—courts to use 

the lodestar method to cross-check the reasonableness of a requested fee. Waters, 

190 F.3d 1291 at 1298. The requested fee here is reasonable whether or not this 

Court conducts a lodestar cross-check. Class Counsel’s lodestar in this case is over 

$8,000,000.00. Exh. A at ¶¶ 4-8; Wright Decl. at ¶ 30; see also Loranger v. 

Stierheim, 10 F.3d 776, 781 (11th Cir. 1994) (“The starting point in fashioning an 

award of attorney's fees is to multiply the number of hours reasonably expended 

 
2 The three remaining factors are the “undesirability” of the case, time limitations imposed by the 
client or circumstances, and the nature of the relationship with the client. Plaintiff believes these 
factors are likely neutral—this case was “undesirable” in that it requires substantial time and effort 
at a high risk, but it was not the type of case that can lessen an attorneys’ reputation in the 
community; and Class Counsel’s relationship do not have an ongoing relationship with Plaintiff 
(which can lead to a lesser fee in light of the consistent and ongoing work), but that is normal in 
class litigation. Certainly, they do not counsel in favor of reducing the fee.   
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by a reasonable hourly rate.”).3 All timekeepers exercised billing judgment and did 

not count time that was arguably duplicative or unnecessary. Exh. A at ¶ 18. 

According to Mr. Wright, the hours expended and rates utilized are reasonable 

given the nature of this case. Wright Decl. at ¶¶30-31.4  

From this initial amount, the Eleventh Circuit permits a multiplier ranging 

“from less than 2 to more than 5 times the time value of the hourly charges.” Wright 

Decl. at ¶ 30.  A $8.525 million award to Class Counsel equates to a multiplier of, 

at most, 1.065, which is eminently reasonable—indeed, Mr. Wright opines that a 

multiplier of 2.5-3.5 or higher would have been justified. Id. at ¶¶ 30, 32. Indeed, 

this is lower than the multiplier in many class actions. See, e.g., Ingram, 200 

F.R.D. at 696 (noting that multipliers range up to five times the reasonable hourly 

charges); Manners, 1999 WL 33581944, at *31 (finding a 3.8 multiplier was 

justified, noting that multipliers in similar litigation have ranged up to 4, and 

collecting  relevant cases);  Behrens, 118 F.R.D. at 549 (noting that multipliers 

range from 2.26 to 4.5 with “three appear[ing] to be the average”); Kuhnlein v. 

Dept. of Revenue, 662 So. 2d 309, 315 (Fla. 1995) (multiplier of 5 is permitted in 

 
3 Class Counsel utilized rates recently approved for each timekeeper in other class litigation. 
Phillips Decl. at ¶ 7. 
4 Typically, because fees are based upon a percentage of the recovery, courts do not find it 
necessary to scrutinize the lodestar or undertake a review of individual billing records. See, e.g., 
In re Checking Account Overdraft Litig., 2014 WL 11370115 at *15. Accordingly, although the 
information relating to hours, rates, and expenses are summarized in Class Counsel’s 
declarations, Class Counsel are not submitting their detailed billing records because the records 
are not redacted, contain work product, and might reveal information to opposing counsel that 
would adversely impact the Class’s position if the Settlement is not approved. Nonetheless, if this 
Court wishes to review the individual time entries, Class Counsel will provide them. If so, however, 
Class Counsel request that the review be done in camera. 
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class actions to alleviate contingency risk factor and attract high level counsel). 

As such, the requested fees of $8,525,00.00 and costs of $400,000.00 are 

eminently reasonable and, respectfully, should be approved.5 

E. The Court should approve the service award to Ms. 
Venerus. 

 
In seeking preliminary approval, Plaintiff noted that Avis Budget agreed to 

pay her a $25,000.00 service award. Dkt. No. 509 at 9-10. Judge Baker 

recommended that “the Court may wish to defer ruling on the validity of the 

incentive payment” while Johnson v. NPAS Solutions, LLC, 975 F.3d 1244, 1260 

(11th Cir. 2020) was pending a decision on rehearing en banc. After the Eleventh 

Circuit denied rehearing, Judge Baker instructed the parties to file a statement 

and/or motion concerning the implications on the requested service award. Dkt. 

No. 521. Plaintiff did so. Dkt. No. 522.  

Without regurgitating the response to Judge Baker’s Order, Plaintiff 

highlights a few key points from Dkt. No. 522. First, Johnson I addressed a cause 

of action arising under federal law and did not address Florida law on service 

awards. 975 F.3d at 1249 (noting that the class settlement arose under the federal 

 
5 Mr. Wright has reviewed Class Counsel’s cost ledger—which contain the expenses for, inter alia, 
providing two rounds of notice, paying three experts, two of whom submitted multiple reports, 
traveling to depose out-of-state witnesses, and so forth—and testifies that they are very 
reasonable. Wright Decl. at ¶ 28; see also Exh. C at ¶ 13 and Exh B at ¶ 20. Indeed, Mr. Lynch’s 
and Mr. Normand’s declarations show that actual costs exceed $500,000.00. In an abundance of 
caution, however, Class Counsel is only attributing $400,000.00 out of the requested amount to 
costs. In any event, the costs incurred is consistent with amounts often deemed reasonable in class 
litigation. See Dear v. Q Club Hotel, LLC, 2018 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 42787, at *13 (S.D. Fla. Mar. 14, 
2018) (finding costs exceeding $300,000.00 to be reasonable); Roth v. Geico Gen. Ins. Co., 2021 
U.S. Dist. LEXIS 23105, at *37-38 (S.D. Fla. Feb. 8, 2021) (costs of $350,000.00 were reasonable).  
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statute 47 U.S.C. § 227). When the Court denied rehearing, nothing substantively 

was added to the panel’s opinion—meaning the Court remains silent on the 

question of whether, under the Erie analysis, state substantive law would apply 

had the case arisen under a state law cause of action.  

There is no question that if state law applies, the service award is proper—

Florida not only permits, but encourages approving service awards. See Altamonte 

Springs Imaging, L.C. v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 12 So. 3d 850, 857 (Fla. 

3rd DCA 2009) (affirming $10,000.00 service award because “[t]he position as 

fiduciary for the class is less an honor than a headache”). Critically, every case 

Plaintiff has found to analyze this issue agreed state law applies where the cause of 

action arises under state law—indeed, the Tenth Circuit found it “clear” that “Erie 

requires us to apply Oklahoma law” to determine whether a service award is 

generally permitted. Chieftain Royalty Co. v. Enervest Energy Institutional Fund 

XIII-A, L.P., 861 F.3d 1182 (10th Cir. 2017); see also, e.g., Haas v. Burlington Cty., 

No. 08-1102 (NLH/JS), 2019 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 16071, at *10 (D.N.J. Jan. 31, 2019) 

(“Since this case has been resolved pursuant to state law claims, this Court must 

look to New Jersey law to determine whether the incentive awards…are 

appropriate”); Freebird, Inc. v. Merit Energy Co., No. 10-1154-KHV, 2013 U.S. 

Dist. LEXIS 37626, at *5 (D.Kan. Mar. 19, 2013) (applying Kansas law to question 

of whether incentive award should be approved); Du v. Blackford, 2018 U.S. Dist. 

LEXIS 211796, at *9 (D.Del. Dec. 18, 2018) (approving service award 

notwithstanding that it may have been “questionable” under federal law because 
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the issue is “a matter of state law”); In re Nassau County Strip Search Cases, 12 F. 

Supp. 3d 485, 503 (E.D. N.Y. 2014) (“[S]tate law on service awards controls.”).6 

Notably, the Middle District recently addressed this question under an 

identical posture. Judge Kidd initially indicated he believed Johnson I applied even 

in the context of state causes of action and (like Judge Baker) suggested the Court 

defer ruling until the Eleventh Circuit made its en banc decision. Junior v. Infinity 

Ins. Co., 2021 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 58354, at *13-14 (M.D. Fla. Mar. 25, 2021). But 

after the denial of en banc and with the benefit of a fulsome Erie analysis, Judge 

Kidd changed course:  

Upon review, the undersigned agrees with Plaintiff. Johnson I 
examined federal common law, based on a federal cause of action, to 
arrive at its decision. There is nothing in Johnson I to suggest that it 
is applicable to cases arising under state law. Accordingly, I find that 
an Erie analysis is appropriate to address the immediate question of 
Plaintiff's entitlement to a service award. 
  
Under Erie, federal courts sitting in diversity apply state substantive 
law and federal procedural law. The two aims of Erie are the 
discouragement of forum shopping and the avoidance of inequitable 
administration of the laws, i.e., the likelihood that the applicability of 
particular substantive rights and duties would turn on the forum in 
which the action is brought. Thus, the state rule should apply when 
the failure to apply it would significantly affect the outcome of the 
litigation, encourage forum shopping, or result in inequitable 
administration of the laws.  

 
Other federal courts that have examined this question have held that 

 
6 This makes sense: Irrespective of whether an issue can be deemed procedural in some contexts, 
Erie requires application of state law where “the litigation would come out one way in the federal 
court and another way in the state court if the federal court failed to apply a particular rule.” Byrd 
v. Blue Ridge Rural Elec. Coop., 356 U.S. 525, 536-37 (1958). Assuming the rule in Florida is that 
service awards are generally allowable, the failure to apply that rule by federal courts would 
necessarily mean the question would be answered one way in (Florida) state court and another 
way in federal court, notwithstanding that the federal court is merely sitting in diversity and 
ostensibly applying Florida law. 
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the issue of whether a service award is appropriate is governed by 
state law. Upon consideration of the Erie factors, the undersigned 
reaches the same conclusion. 
 
-Junior v. Infinity Ins. Co., No: 6:18-cv-1598-WWB-EJK, 2022 U.S. Dist. 

LEXIS 154082, at *3-5 (M.D. Fla. Aug. 26, 2022) (cleaned up).7 Similarly, the 

Southern District agreed Florida state law applies where the underlying cause of 

action arises under Florida law. Roth v. Geico Gen. Ins. Co., NO. 16-cv-62942-

WPD, 2021 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 23105, at *37 (S.D. Fla. Feb. 8, 2021) (agreeing 

Johnson is inapplicable because, under Erie, Florida law applies). 

Nothing in Johnson I requires otherwise: Because it arose under a federal 

cause of action, there was no need to conduct an Erie analysis, and no indication 

that if the Eleventh Circuit were to conduct such an analysis, it would find that 

federal common law controls. If Florida law applies, then the logic of Johnson I is 

irrelevant. Plaintiff acknowledges that Judge Baker indicated, as a preliminary 

matter, that he believes the logic of Johnson I is the same irrespective of whether 

the cause of action arises under federal or state law. Dkt. No. 511 at 18. That is 

perhaps true, but, respectfully, it is also irrelevant.8 Whether the logic of Johnson 

 
7 Plaintiff notes that were this Court to come out the other way, whether a representative can 
receive a service award under Florida causes of action will depend not only on whether the case 
proceeds in state or federal court, but also which judges are assigned in the Middle District. 
Respectfully, this type of inconsistency is precisely what Erie meant to preclude.  
8 In other words, if Florida law was completely silent on the question and the Eleventh Circuit 
operating from a blank slate, it would be relevant whether the logic of Johnson I is the same as 
applied to a state law cause of action—although the relevant question would still be whether the 
Florida Supreme Court was likely to agree. Here, however, the slate is not blank. See Altamonte 
Springs Imaging, 12 So. 3d at 857. So unless there is a compelling reason to believe the Florida 
Supreme Court would overrule Florida intermediate appellate courts, a service award is permitted 
here. See Bravo v. United States, 577 F.3d 1324, 1329 (11th Cir. 2009) (“[F]ederal courts are 
bound by decisions of a state’s intermediate appellate courts unless there is persuasive evidence 
that the highest state court would rule otherwise.”). No such persuasive evidence exists. See Dkt. 
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I is the same for state law causes of action is only relevant if, under Erie, federal 

law (and thus Johnson I) governs. If Erie requires that Florida law governs, then 

Florida law governs. As set forth above, every court to consider the question has 

agreed that state substantive law governs the question of service awards. 

Respectfully, there is no reason to deviate from this universal agreement.  

Because Florida law applies, and because it encourages approval of service 

awards, Plaintiff respectfully submits this Court should approve the service award 

of $25,000.00, which Defendant agreed to pay. Ms. Venerus has litigated for ten 

years, sat for deposition, answered extensive discovery, responded to requests for 

production and located numerous documents, prepared for and participated in 

four mediations, for a total of approximately 40 hours, provided input during (and 

after) mediations, consistently followed up on major issues, sought to understand 

legal and factual issues, traveled from Scotland for deposition, critical hearings, 

and to prepare for trial. Dkt. No. 509-2 at ¶ 47; Exh. A at ¶ 15. Moreover, she has 

taken off work and lost income due to the foregoing, so as to zealously advocate for 

the Class. Exh. E (Venerus Decl.) at ¶¶ 4-6. In these circumstances, a $25,000.00 

award is eminently reasonable. See generally Ingram v. Coca-Cola Co., 200 F.R.D. 

685, 694 (N.D. Ga. 2001) ($300,000.00 award to each representative); Flo & 

Eddie, Inc. v. Sirius XM Radio, Inc., 2017 WL 4685536, at *11 (C.D. Cal. May 8, 

2017) ($25,000.00); McGaffin v. Argos USA, LLC, 2020 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 112553, 

at *32-33 (S.D. Ga. Jun. 26, 2020) ($25,000.00 award and collecting cases 

No. 522 at 10-11. 

approving awards of up to $50,000.00). 

Case 6:13-cv-00921-CEM-DAB   Document 524   Filed 10/21/22   Page 22 of 25 PageID 12257



23 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons set forth in this application, Plaintiff and Class Counsel 

request the Court approve fees of $8,525,000.00 and expenses of 

$400,000.00 to Class Counsel, and approve a service award of $25,000.00 to 

Plaintiff Heather Venerus.  

Dated: October 21, 2022. 
Respectfully submitted, 

__________________ 
Jacob Phillips, Esq. 
Florida Bar No.: 0120130 
Edmund A. Normand, Esq. 
Florida Bar No.: 0865590 
Amy L. Judkins, Esq. 
Florida Bar No.: 0125046 
NORMAND PLLC  
3165 McCrory Place, Ste. 175  
Orlando, FL 32803 
jacob.phillips@normandpllc.com 
ed@ednormand.com 
amy.judkins@normandpllc.com 

Christopher J. Lynch, Esq. 
Florida Bar No.: 331041 
CHRISTOPHER J. LYNCH, P.A. 
6915 Red Road, Suite 208 
Coral Gables, FL 33143 
clynch@hunterlynchlaw.com 
lmartinez@hunterlynchlaw.com 

Attorneys for Plaintiff, Heather Venerus 
& the Class 

/s/ Jake Phillips
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 21st day of October, 2022, a true and correct 

copy of the foregoing has been served via e-mail upon all counsel on the attached 

Service List. 

__________________ 
Jacob Phillips, Esq. 
Attorney for Plaintiff 

/s/ Jake Phillips
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SERVICE LIST 
 

Robert T. Wright, Jr., Esq.     
Irene Oria, Esq. 
FISHERBROYLES, LLP 
199 E. Flagler St., #550 
Miami, Florida 33131 
E-mail: robert.wright@fisherbroyles.com 
E-mail: irene.oria@fisherbroyles.com 
 
Philip E. Glatzer, Esq. 
MARLOW ADLER ABRAMS 
NEWMAN & LEWIS 
4000 Ponce de Leon Blvd., Suite 570 
Coral Gables, Florida 33146 
E-mail: pglatzer@marlowadler.com 
 
William P. Donovan, Jr. (admitted pro hac vice) 
MCDERMOTT WILL & EMERY LLP 
2049 Century Park East, Suite 3200 
Los Angeles, CA 90067-3206 
Tel: (310) 788-4121 
Fax: (310) 317 7218 
wdonovan@mwe.com 
 
Counsel for Defendants 
Avis Budget Car Rental, LLC and 
Budget Rent A Car System, Inc. 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
IN THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

ORLANDO DIVISION 
 

CASE NO. 6:13-CV-921-CEM-GJK 
 

HEATHER VENERUS, individually 
and on behalf of all others similarly 
situated, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 
AVIS BUDGET CAR RENTAL, LLC 
and BUDGET RENT-A-CAR SYSTEM, INC., 
 

Defendants. 
 

 

 
DECLARATION OF JACOB PHILLIPS 

1. My name is Jacob Phillips. I am one of the attorneys of record for Plaintiffs 

in this matter. I make this declaration freely, voluntarily, and based on my 

personal knowledge of the facts discussed herein.  

2. I was primarily responsible for final negotiations of the settlement terms and 

finalizing and drafting the settlement agreement and provisions, along with Mr. 

William Donovan, who was representing Avis Budget during these negotiations. 

The Parties did not begin discussing or negotiating attorneys’ fees until after all 

other substantive terms were agreed to, including the cash payments, Notice 

content and form, scope of the release, and so forth.  

3. The amount of cash benefits Avis Budget agreed to make available is 

inclusive of attorneys’ fees and costs and the service award. However, we agreed 

to that amount because it constitutes the amount such that, if the 
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$8,925,000.00 in fees and costs and $25,000.00 are approved, the remaining 

funds are sufficient to cover full damages without any reduction even if virtually 

every Class Member submits valid claims. Because it is not the case that 

virtually every Class Member will submit a valid claim, none of the damages to 

which Class Members who do submit a valid claim are entitled will be reduced 

or impacted in any way by approval of the requested amount for attorneys’ fees 

and costs and service award.  

4. I have expended approximately 2,266 hours in this litigation, for a lodestar 

of $1,359,600.00. I have exercised billing judgment and, thus, this amount does 

not include time expended that was even arguably duplicative or unnecessary, 

such as: (i) approximately 35 hours preparing for and attending depositions 

where I was not lead counsel taking the deposition; (ii) approximately 20 hours 

interacting with and communicating with the Florida Department of Insurance; 

(iii) approximately 55 hours spent on internal communications that were 

arguably duplicative; (iv) approximately 30 hours spent on drafting briefs or 

motions that were not ultimately filed.  

5. As set forth in their declarations, Mr. Edmund Normand expended 3,500 

hours for a total lodestar of $2,975,000.00 and Mr. Lynch expended 3,700 

hours for a total lodestar of $3,145,000.00. Mr. Alex Couch expended 905 

hours for a total lodestar of $429,875.00. Ms. Amy Judkins has expended over 

73 hours for a total lodestar of $40,315.00.  
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6. As for paralegals, Ms. Michelle Montecalvo has expended over 315 hours for 

a total lodestar of $61,651.50 and Ms. Janna Sherwood has expended 262 hours 

for a total lodestar of $51,590.00.  

7. These lodestars are calculated using rates recently approved for class 

litigation in Florida for each timekeeper: $850.00 for Mr. Normand and Mr. 

Lynch, $600.00 for myself, $550.00 for Ms. Judkins, $475.00 for Mr. Couch, 

and $195.00 for Ms. Montecalvo and Ms. Sherwood. 

8. As such, the total hours are at least 11,021 and the total lodestar is at least 

$8,063,031.00.1 

9. Due to this case, I have turned down or forgone other profit-generating 

opportunities. For example, I specialize in class action litigation and appellate 

litigation. In November-December 2021, as I was preparing this case for trial, I 

turned down the opportunity to handle two appeals for a flat fee because of the 

time commitments necessary to prepare for trial.  

10. I graduated with a B.A. in History from the University of Central Florida and 

graduated cum laude with a J.D. from the University of Florida Levin School of 

Law. I specialize in class action litigation and appellate litigation. I have 

handled dozens of appeals in Florida District Courts of Appeal, Ohio and Illinois 

 
1 The actual lodestar is significantly higher, as this amount does not include most hours expended 
by Mr. Normand in 2012 and 2013 because his timekeeping records did not carry over from 
Wooten Kimbrough Normand to Normand PLLC. Moreover, for most of 2015, myself and Mr. 
Couch did not record our hours and are not attempting to re-create them—this likely constitutes 
close to 200 hours that are not being included in this calculation.  
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state courts, and the Third, Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, Eleventh and D.C. Courts of 

Appeal.  

11. I also have been appointed class counsel in number cases, including Roth v.

GEICO, Case No. 16-cv-62942-WPD (S.D. Fla., filed 2016), a case in which final 

judgment was entered in favor of a certified class of 3,677 members, and which 

was the first total-loss case concerning leased vehicles asserting similar claims 

as the present case, and the first one to one to claim that the failure to pay title 

transfer fees was a breach of contract; Sos v. State Farm Mutual Insurance 

Company, Case No. 6:17-cv-890-orl-18KRS (M.D. Fla., filed 2017) (Byron, J.), 

in which a class of approximately 3,000 insureds was certified and summary 

judgment entered in favor of the named plaintiff (final judgment is yet to be 

filed), and which also concerned leased-vehicle total-loss insureds claiming 

failure to pay sales tax and title transfer fees; and Jones v. Geico, Case No.: 6:17-

cv-891-Orl-40KRS (M.D. Fla., filed 2017) (Byron, J.), in which summary

judgment was entered in favor of a certified class of over 220,000 total-loss 

insureds for GEICO’s failure to pay title and tag transfer fees after a total-loss.  

12. Other cases include Paris v. Progressive Am. Ins. Co., No. 19-21761-CIV

(S.D. Fla.), where we secured summary judgment in favor of a certified class, 

Angell v. GEICO Advantage Ins. Co., No. 4:20-CV-0799 (S.D. Tex.), and Davis 

v. Geico Cas. Co., (S.D. Oh.).

Further the declarant sayeth naught. 

Dated: October 21, 2022 
/s/ Jake Phillips
Jacob Phillips, Esq. 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
IN THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

 
CASE NO. 6:13-CV-921-CEM-GJK 

 
HEATHER VENERUS, individually 
and on behalf of all others similarly situated, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 
AVIS BUDGET CAR RENTAL, LLC 
and BUDGET RENT-A-CAR SYSTEM, INC. 
 

Defendants. 
_______________________________________/ 
 

DECLARATION OF EDMUND A. NORMAND, ESQ., IN SUPPORT OF 
AWARD FOR ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS 

 
I, Edmund A. Normand, declare: 

1. I am the founder of Normand PLLC, one of the two law firms appointed as 

class counsel for Plaintiff and the Class in this action. 

2. I submit this declaration in support of Plaintiff's application for attorney fees 

and costs. 

3. I've worked on this matter and its predecessor litigation, Venerus v. ACE 

American Insurance Company, M.D. Case No. 6:12-cv-01204-GAP-GJK 

since 2010. In early 2010 I was contacted by Heather Venerus related to a 

crash she had in Orlando, Florida, while driving a Budget Rent-A-Car 

(Budget) rental car.   Ms. Venerus asked me to inquire about the insurance 

available to her with the rental.  I contacted Budget and Ace American 

Insurance Company, and I was informed by them that Mr. Venerus had no 
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supplemental liability insurance coverage (SLI) included with her rental. 

Ms. Venerus was adamant that she indeed had purchased the SLI coverage 

with the rental. I then began my investigation.  Ms. Venerus was not at fault 

in the accident and so we initially investigated if she had any 

Uninsured/Underinsured coverage (UM) with the SLI policy she purchased.  

In the investigation I learned that the rental agreement showed she 

“accepted SLI.” I also reviewed her rental voucher documents from her car 

rental broker in the United Kingdom. The voucher confirmed that her rental 

price included in one bundled price a fee for the car rental as well as SLI, 

which was promised with limits of one million dollars. I again contacted ACE 

and Budget and I was again told that there was no insurance policy and that 

she had no UM insurance. Ms. Venerus was concerned that she and other 

similarly situated Budget renters from overseas were all sold a policy that 

was never procured.  She sought a refund on behalf of herself and other 

similar renters or confirmation that she indeed had coverage in the rental. 

4. While researching the claim, I contacted Christopher Lynch who I 

discovered had successfully pursued prior class actions involving the failure 

to procure insurance coverage. Mr. Lynch is a sole practitioner and he and I 

jointly investigated, and he also concluded that, in fact, despite the 

representation that the ACE SLI policy had been purchased as part of the 

rental, no such policy existed. 
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5. At the outset it appeared that it was ACE that failed to provide the policy, so 

we initially drafted a complaint and filed a lawsuit by the class representative 

in this case, Heather Venerus, against ACE seeking a premium refund for a 

policy sold but not delivered by Ace and which policy Ms. Venerus was told 

had been purchased for her as part of her rental with Budget. The Ace lawsuit 

was filed in 2012.  

6. During the ACE action lawyers acting for Budget appeared and produced 

witnesses who revealed that Budget had knowingly sold a million dollars of 

SLI coverage and knowingly failed to buy an insurance policy for that 

coverage.  According to Budget, there was no claim against Ace because, 

despite rental documents showing that an ACE SLI policy came with the 

rental, Budget decided to “self-insure,” that is, not buy the policy and 

supposedly cover any such covered claims themselves.  It was also revealed 

that neither Budget nor its parent company Avis is an insurance company, 

and that Avis/Budget has no authority to act as an insurer and yet were 

acting as an insurance company. Our research showed that this was not self-

insurance, it was third-party coverage issued by Avis/Budget without a 

certificate of authority to act as an insurer or self-insurer. As a result, the Ace 

lawsuit was dismissed.  

7. As a result of that revelation, and after considerable research, Mr.  Lynch 

and I, with the consent of Ms. Venerus, brought an action against Budget 

and its parent, Avis Budget Car Rental for breach of its contractual 
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obligation to provide SLI; the claims included breach of contract, unjust 

enrichment; disgorgement and restitution; for violation of Florida's 

Deceptive and Unfair Trade Practice Statute §501.211 Fla. Stat.; for Civil 

RICO under §772.104 Fla. Stat.; and declaratory and injunctive relief.  The 

Avis/Budget lawsuit was filed on June 12, 2013 and like the predecessor suit, 

it also sought relief on behalf of a Florida class as well as a national class of 

similarly suited renters of Avis/Budget vehicles. Mr. Lynch and I uncovered 

the scheme at issue here and originated the theory of this case. Prior to this 

case, there were no cases alleging it is a breach of contract for a rental car 

company to promise but not procure a supplemental liability insurance 

policy from a third-party insurer and to instead purportedly intend to 

directly cover the renters for claims by third parties.   

8. We took this case on an entirely contingency basis. In case of lack of success, 

Ms. Venerus would not have been responsible for any fees or costs, all of 

which would have been borne by our firm and Mr. Lynch. I have extensive 

experience in class actions. I'm aware of the attendant costs and risks 

associated with such claims, and in light of these factors, and as a small firm 

practitioner, I would never have agreed to accept the case absent the 

possibility of a multiplier, or a recovery based on a percentage of the sums 

recovered. I knew that taking the case would commit the entire firm 

resources to this case and that we would lose out on other opportunities in 

sacrifice to the work on this case. 
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9. Indeed, due to the substantial time and commitment in this case, I forewent 

other fee and profit generating opportunities in pursuit of this case. At the 

outset of the case and until I left the firm in 2013, I worked at my former 

firm, Wooten Kimbrough and Normand. At that firm I worked on the case 

along with the help of two firm associates and two firm paralegals. From 

2013-2015, this case was the only case I worked on and to which I devoted 

my full attention, foregoing all other profit-generating opportunities. In 

2015, Normand PLLC hired two additional lawyers and expanded the firm 

with paralegals and support staff. During that first year at the Normand 

PLLC firm, I devoted approximately 80% of my total hours worked to this 

case. Also, the first two associates I hired, Jacob Phillips and Alex Couch, 

devoted almost 100% of their time to this case. I also had multiple paralegals 

who at that time primarily worked on this case. Those paralegals are 

Michelle Montecalvo, a Florida Registered Paralegal, and Jessica 

Baumgartner, who was a paralegal and is now a lawyer. 

10. At that time, we were in the throes of establishing the class action aspect of 

the case, and my associates and I were heavily involved in data analysis of 

hundreds of thousands of transactions linking the breach of contract to 

uniform, common class claims. In addition, this time period involved 

extensive drafting of pleadings, attending depositions and handling 

discovery matters, including preparation for trial and class certification. I 

estimate the firm time resources amounted to approximately 70% of the 
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professional time at the firm for 3 lawyers and 2 paralegals. 

11. Since 2016, the case has had active and inactive periods, with gaps in case 

activity and then time crunch periods.  At times the case would be inactive 

and then it would be all hands on deck again, requiring all of the firm 

resources. In my estimation, between me and my two associates at the time, 

Mr. Phillips and Mr. Couch, we devoted approximately 50% of our time to 

litigating this matter. This included preparing for four different time-certain 

trial dates, work on a bench verdict for the named Plaintiff Venerus, and 

work on the appeal of the decertification of the class claims.  I personally 

reviewed all documents produced in this matter, including rental jackets 

issued by Avis and Budget for all 50 states, review of extensive emails and 

procedures related to the history of this scheme, and work on deposing 

corporate representatives and witnesses from Avis/Budget. I personally 

covered every opposing witness deposition in the case, traveled to 

Philadelphia, Washington D.C., and New Jersey, to Avis/Budget’s 

headquarters to attend depositions, in addition to attending depositions in 

Miami, Florida. I had responsibility for procuring most of our experts in the 

case as well as leading the attack of the defense expert, Bob Gallagher, the 

former insurance commissioner of the State of Florida. I also took great 

lengths to investigate the claims with the Florida Office of Insurance 

regulation (FLOIR) travelling to Tallahassee to meet with FLOIR lawyers 

and to investigate the practices here and in connection with the Florida state 
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rental contract with Avis and the structure of the insurance scheme related 

to the State contract rentals. These efforts resulted in the Florida Office of 

Insurance Regulation taking the unprecedented step of filing an affidavit in 

this case to make clear that no rental car company can insure or “self-insure” 

third-party renters beyond the minimum financial responsibility limits of 

$10,000.00, and that no rental car company was an authorized insurer or 

self-insurer with the legal authority to offer SLI coverage.  

12. We prepared for trial four times in this case, each time fully working up the 

case with expert and lay witness and documentary evidence and full sets of 

motions in limine and other pretrial motions.  We conducted extensive 

pretrial jury consultation with mock trials and jury surveys on the issues in 

this matter. We hired experts from across the world related to arcane legal 

issues involving certification and European privacy rights, as well as one-

way intervention issues and other defenses to the certification of this case.  

13. Two small law firms, Christopher J. Lynch P.A. and Normand PLLC, literally 

“bet the farm” to litigate against one of the largest companies in the United 

States, which companies employed some of the largest law firms in the 

United including, Strook & Strook & Lavan, LLP; FisherBroyles, LLP; 

McDermott Will & Emery LLP; and Marlow Adler Arbrams Newman & 

Lewis. The extensive efforts of class counsel are greater detailed in the 

Plaintiff’s Motion for Approval of Attorney’s Fees and Costs and Plaintiff’s 

Service Award, to which this Declaration is attached, and in the declaration 

Case 6:13-cv-00921-CEM-DAB   Document 524-2   Filed 10/21/22   Page 8 of 30 PageID 12273



8 
 

submitted by Jacob Phillips, attached to the motion for preliminary 

approval. 

14. It should also be pointed out that the defense in this case resorted to extreme 

tactics including multiple Rule 11 letters, multiple filed motions for 

sanctions and other tactics which we perceived as efforts to threaten our very 

financial security if we did not halt this litigation. 

15. The efforts of the Class Representative, Heather Venerus, cannot be 

overlooked here. Heather Venerus, a young woman from Scotland who 

married and had a son during the pendency of this case, and who worked 

full time in support of her family, fought endlessly for the class. Despite 

having a personal claim of less than $300 hundred dollars she waived off the 

threats of sanctions against her and fought for what she knew was the right 

thing to do.  She has travelled to Orlando from her home in Scotland on 

many occasions specifically and only for this case, missing out on her work 

time and family in the process. She has prepared for trial four times, 

including preparing to miss work and family to attend trial in this action. 

Two of these trials were in the heart of the Covid-19 situation and potentially 

put her at risk for not only infection but also resulting quarantine, leaving 

her possibly unable to work. She did this all not for personal gain but because 

she believes that no company should be able to charge consumers for 

promises they do not deliver and then bully them into submission with 

financial threats for pursuing their rights in court. Notably, even after she 
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got a full recovery for her damages in the case, she continued with the 

successful appeal of the case in the 11th Circuit and continued to represent 

the class through multiple anticipated trials up to settlement.  

16. As stated above, I have extensive experience in class actions. In addition to 

this case, I was appointed as class counsel in other cases, including Roth v. 

Geico General Ins. Co., Case No. 16:62942-CIV-Dimitrouleas (S.D. Fla.); 

Joffe, et. al. v. Geico Indemnity Co., Case No. 18-61361-CIV-

DIMITROULEA1755S (S.D. Fla.); Sos v. State Farm Mutual Ins. Co., Case 

No 6:17-CV-890-ORL-18 KRS (M.D. Fla.); Junior v. Infinity Auto Ins. Co., 

Case No. 6:18-cv-1598-40-TBS (M.D. Fla.); Paris et. al. v. Progressive 

American Ins. Co. et. al., Case No.1:19-cv-21761-WPD (S.D. Fla.); Angell v. 

Geico, et al., Case No. 4:20-CV-0799 (S.D. Tex.); Parker v. Universal 

Pictures, Case No: 6:16-cv-1193-Orl-41DCI (M.D. Fla.); In Re GEICO 

General Insurance Company, Case No. 4:19-cv-03768-HSG; Ewing v 

GEICO et al., Case No. 5:20-cv-165 (M.D. Ga.); and Buffington v 

Progressive Advance Insurance Co., Case No. 20-cv-07408 (S.D.N.Y.).    

17. In addition to class actions, I have extensive experience in trials and appeals, 

and complex insurance litigation. I am a Florida Bar Board Certified Civil 

Trial Lawyer and have been recertified five times. I am AV rated. I graduated 

from the University of Texas Law School in 1990 where I was admitted to 

the Chancellors, the highest academic honor at Texas Law. I have devoted 

my entire practice to representing consumers.  
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18. Presenting the claims in this action demand considerable time and effort at 

a considerable risk of no recovery. In the 12 years since I first started 

investigating this case, I have personally spent approximately 3,500 hours.1 

I exercised billing judgment in this case, and am not including over 30 years 

of reviewing and assisting in drafting briefs that were arguably duplicative 

or unnecessary, particularly since Mr. Jacob Phillips took over as the 

primary brief-drafter in 2016. As another example, I have also not included 

approximately 15 hours spent on communications with co-counsel and staff 

that were arguably duplicative. I have also personally supervised and paid 

for associates and paralegals who have worked thousands of hours in this 

case. All this time was at full risk with no expectation of compensation apart 

from a win. My time has been valued at a rate of $800.00 per hour litigating 

class action insurance matters in the Middle District of Florida.  Sos v. State 

Farm Mut. Ins. Co. case no. 6:17-CIV-890-ORL-18 KRS.   

19. As proof of a multiplier being required in this action, I am personally aware 

that not only would no firm take the case from the outset without the 

possibility of a multiplier, when I left my former firm, that firm would not 

continue the case because of the time, expense and risk involved even with 

the possibility of a multiplier.  

 

 
1 This is severely underestimated because some of the hours from when I worked at Wooten 
Kimbrough Normand did not carry over in the transition from that firm to Normand PLLC. 
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20. I have also personally incurred out of pocket costs and expenses, once again

at the risk of no recovery, of approximately $290,000.oo in the prosecution

of this case. These costs were reasonably and necessarily incurred in

connection with this case. A breakdown of the costs and expenses are set

forth in Exhibit A attached.

I declare under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States,

that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Dated: October 21, 2022 
______________________ 
Edmund A. Normand 
/s/ Ed Normand
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Activities Export 2022-10-14
12:34 PM

Date  Type Description Matter User Qty Rate ($) Non-billable ($) Billable ($)

2011-08-22 E124 Other: Wooten, Kimbrough &
Normand Check Stub for Dept. of
Highway Safety & Motor Vehicles
Expense.
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $10.00 - $10.00

2012-05-02 E101 Copying: Wooten,
Kimbrough, Gibson Invoice No.
39198
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $9.20 - $9.20

2012-08-03 E112 Court fees: Wooten
Kimbrough Civil Filing Fee for D-
FLH-6-12-CV-081204-001
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $350.00 - $350.00

2012-08-16 E102 Outside printing: Wooten,
Kimbrough, Gibson; Digital Prints
from Disk w Clips (Invoice No.
40617).
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $42.64 - $42.64

2012-08-20 E124 Other: Wooten, Kimbrough &
Normand check to CFO.
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $15.00 - $15.00

2012-08-21 E101 Copying: Wooten,
Kimbrough, Gibson; Copies
(Invoice No. 40435).
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $8.18 - $8.18

2012-08-28 E101 Copying: Wooten,
Kimbrough, Gibson; Copies
(Invoice No. 40645)
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $9.14 - $9.14

$0.00
0.00h

$240,141.22
0.00h

1/17
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Date  Type Description Matter User Qty Rate ($) Non-billable ($) Billable ($)

2012-10-04 E118 Litigation support vendors:
Wooten, Kimbrough & Normand;
Service of Process (Invoice No.
LAB-2012011309).
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $245.00 - $245.00

2012-10-30 E105 Telephone: Wooten,
Kimbrough & Normand;
Conference Call Expense (Invoice
No. 47430).
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $8.37 - $8.37

2012-12-11 E118 Litigation support vendors:
Wooten, Kimbrough & Normand;
Service of Process (Invoice No.
LAB-2012011308).
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $245.00 - $245.00

2012-12-11 E124 Other: Wooten, Kimbrough &
Normand; HealthPort Records
Retrieval from Florida Hospital
(Invoice No. 0119053072).
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $56.98 - $56.98

2013-04-16 E115 Deposition transcripts:
Wooten, Kimbrough & Normand,
P.A.; Half of the Cost of Reporter's
Transcript of Brian Shick
Deposition, taken on 2/12/2013
(Invoice No. A7015B1 AA). Half
billed to Christopher Lynch.
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $340.55 - $340.55

2013-04-16 E124 Other: Wooten, Kimbrough &
Normand; half of invoice paid by
EAN; the other half was paid for by

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $1,306.25 - $1,306.25

$0.00
0.00h

$240,141.22
0.00h
2/17
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Date  Type Description Matter User Qty Rate ($) Non-billable ($) Billable ($)

Christopher J. Lynch.
 Unbilled

2013-06-12 E115 Deposition transcripts:
Wooten, Kimbrough & Normand,
P.A.; Reporting Services for
Deposition of Barbara Vitale
(Invoice No. 24939).
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $390.00 - $390.00

2013-06-12 E115 Deposition transcripts:
Wooten, Kimbrough & Normand;
Cost for Original and One Copy of
Deposition Transcript of Barbara
Vitale (Invoice No. 24939).
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $480.75 - $480.75

2016-01-04 E121 Arbitrators/mediators:
Statement of Mediation/Plaintiff
Portion (Invoice No. 160104).
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $900.00 - $900.00

2016-04-05 E119 Experts: Total E: Dr. Braun
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $2,200.00 - $2,200.00

2016-04-29 E108 Postage: The UPS Store
Winter Springs
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $4.22 - $4.22

2016-06-01 E118 Litigation support vendors:
Depovideo Inc. I#20833 - Video
conversion
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $397.50 - $397.50

$0.00
0.00h

$240,141.22
0.00h

3/17
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Date  Type Description Matter User Qty Rate ($) Non-billable ($) Billable ($)

2016-06-02 E119 Experts: Total E: Dr. Braun
I#1358 Preparation of court
documents, Conference Call (Date:
3/31/2016 - 4/16/2016)
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $600.00 - $600.00

2016-06-28 Venerus HD and Office Expenses
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $354.41 - $354.41

2016-08-26 E118 Litigation support vendors:
Heffler Notice Administration Costs
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Alex Couch 1.00 $55,796.52 - $55,796.52

2016-08-31 The Fiorentino Group
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $2,500.00 - $2,500.00

2016-08-31 E110 Out-of-town travel: Gas for
Ed re: Tallahassee trip.
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $42.44 - $42.44

2016-09-01 E111 Meals: Food during
Tallahassee trip
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Jacob
Phillips

1.00 $9.67 - $9.67

2016-09-19 FedEx cost (9.47) plus court
reporter fee (37.50) for document
retrieval/printing of (previously ascii
formatted) Moffa depo via Ronald
Graham & Associates.
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $46.97 - $46.97

2016-09-28 1 ream of HP Office Ultra White
paper ($55.99/case = $5.60), plus
1 cartridge of HP 950 XL black ink

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $43.59 - $43.59

4/17
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Date  Type Description Matter User Qty Rate ($) Non-billable ($) Billable ($)

($37.99) re: exhibits for trial (3
copies of each exhibit, for exhibits
1-12 and 55-85).
 Unbilled

2016-09-29 Expedia Travel Protection Fee for
Heather Venerus, Andrew Malloy,
Scott Malloy
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $174.00 - $174.00

2016-09-30 E110 Out-of-town travel: Flight for
client on JetBlue
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $705.30 - $705.30

2016-09-30 Alex Couch reimbursable expense
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $36.61 - $36.61

2016-11-01 Wire transfer to Heather Venerus
for reimbursement of expenses.
[50%]
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $2,266.00 - $2,266.00

2016-11-01 E119 Experts: Wire transfer for
payment of the expert services of
Andrew Bowen.
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $3,000.00 - $3,000.00

2017-09-20 Certificate of Good Standing for
Application to U.S. Court of
Appeals.
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $19.00 - $19.00

2017-09-20 E112 Court fees: Application fee
for U.S. Court of Appeals.

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $221.00 - $221.00

$0.00
0.00h

$240,141.22
0.00h

5/17
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 Unbilled Avis Budget-CP-INS

2017-12-05 E110 Out-of-town travel: Parking
for Oral Arguments
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $21.00 - $21.00

2017-12-06 E110 Out-of-town travel: Edmund
Normand Hotel for Oral Argument
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $226.00 - $226.00

2017-12-06 E110 Out-of-town travel: Jacob
Phillip Hotel for Oral Argument
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $226.00 - $226.00

2018-04-06 E110 Out-of-town travel: Client's
Hotel
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $1,778.14 - $1,778.14

2018-04-26 E110 Out-of-town travel:
Reimbursement to Client for airfare
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $1,168.87 - $1,168.87

2018-07-05 E110 Out-of-town travel: Hotel Fee
for Malloy Family (Paid to hotel by
Normand PLLC)
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $350.00 - $350.00

2019-04-23 E112 Court fees: Clerk, U.S. Court
of Appeals, Eleventh Circuit - JLP
Admission to the Bar
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $221.00 - $221.00

2019-07-15 E119 Experts: Total E I#1447 Lead
Economist Case Retainer

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $3,000.00 - $3,000.00

$0.00
0.00h

$240,141.22
0.00h

6/17
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 Unbilled

2019-10-08 Public Records Request
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Nadia
Schult

1.00 $116.20 - $116.20

2019-10-10 Reimbursement from Co-counsel,
Christopher Lynch, for 50% of
Reuschlaw I# 900478-00
International wire for 6,951
EUR/$7,713.14 USD
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 -$3,856.57 - -$3,856.57

2019-10-28 E119 Experts: Jeffrey Martin
Retainer
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Nadia
Schult

1.00 $3,000.00 - $3,000.00

2019-12-19 E119 Experts: SIVER Insurance
Consultants I#19540 I#19665,
I#19710, I#19898
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $4,200.00 - $4,200.00

2020-06-08 E119 Experts: Reuschlaw
Consulting
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $17,247.51 - $17,247.51

2020-06-08 Outgoing International Wire Fee -
Reuschlaw Consulting
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $50.00 - $50.00

2020-07-08 Reimbursement from Co-counsel,
Christopher Lynch, for Reuschlaw
Legal Consultants
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 -$4,439.88 - -$4,439.88

$0.00
0.00h

$240,141.22
0.00h

7/17
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2021-01-01 E118 Litigation support vendors:
Federal Court Reporter -
Transcripts
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Amanda
Walker

1.00 $59.00 - $59.00

2021-03-23 E124 Other: Fee Hearing
Transcript ordered from Judge
Berger's Court Reporter Heather
Suarez, for hearing held on
November 9, 2020.
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $54.45 - $54.45

2021-04-02 E124 Other: Ordered certified
copies of rate filings for Empire
and NCC to be used as exhibits at
trial in August 2021. EAN approved
expense and signed check.
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

1.00 $21.60 - $21.60

2021-04-09 E118 Litigation support vendors:
Heffler Claims Administration
Services for Venerus v. Avis
covering inception through
February 28,2021.

Invoice total: $46,956.48 (C Lynch
paid 50% directly)
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $23,478.24 - $23,478.24

2021-04-13 E119 Experts: Total E I#5549
Case Review, Doc Review, Phone
Conference, Report (Pending 50%
reimbursement from CLynch)
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $6,673.75 - $6,673.75

$0.00
0.00h

$240,141.22
0.00h

8/17
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2021-04-13 E101 Copying: EAN printing of
exhibits including policies in
advance of trial.
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Michelle
Montecalvo

301.00 $0.10 - $30.10

2021-04-19 Reimbursement from Co-counsel,
Christopher Lynch, for Total E
I#1469
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 -$3,336.87 - -$3,336.87

2021-05-07 E111 Meals: EAN and Christopher
Lynch's lunch during 5/7/2021
Mediation
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Lily Chin 1.00 $42.84 - $42.84

2021-05-18 E121 Arbitrators/mediators:
Mediation Upchurch Watson White
& Max, Inv# 21RAM-087
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Amanda
Walker

1.00 $7,500.00 - $7,500.00

2021-06-03 E119 Experts: Brian Fitzpatrick -
Inv # Avis Budget - April - 2021
Expert
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Amanda
Walker

1.00 $2,612.50 - $2,612.50

2021-06-17 Florida Department of State
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Amanda
Walker

1.00 $30.00 - $30.00

2021-06-17 Florida Department of State
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Amanda
Walker

1.00 $8.75 - $8.75

2021-06-20 EAN Mediation Printing
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Lily Chin 247.00 $0.10 - $24.70
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2021-06-20 EAN Mediation Printing
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Lily Chin 31.00 $0.10 - $3.10

2021-06-21 E118 Litigation support vendors:
360 Legal I#SRQ#2021008134
Service Fee
To be served on: ACE AMERICAN
INSURANCE COMPANY
CORPORATE REPRESENTATIVE
to testify regarding
topics on Exhibit A
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Amanda
Walker

1.00 $55.00 - $55.00

2021-06-21 E121 Arbitrators/mediators:
Upchurch Mediation Invoice #
21RAM-087
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Amanda
Walker

1.00 $2,550.00 - $2,550.00

2021-06-21 E119 Experts: Magnus Research
Consultants I#R15318 Initial
Retainer for Focus Group
Research
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Amanda
Walker

1.00 $9,000.00 - $9,000.00

2021-06-30 Wire Fee for Magnus Consultants
Wire Transfer
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $25.00 - $25.00

2021-07-15 Venerus Exhibits Print Job
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Lily Chin 460.00 $0.10 - $46.00

2021-07-15 E119 Experts: Magnus Research
Consultants I#R15319 Balance of
fees

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $5,625.00 - $5,625.00

$0.00
0.00h

$240,141.22
0.00h

10/17
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 Unbilled

2021-07-15 Wire Fee for Magnus Consultants
Wire Transfer
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $25.00 - $25.00

2021-08-03 E118 Litigation support vendors:
360 Legal I#SRQ-2021010548
Service Fee
To be served on: JEANNE VILLA,
REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR,
BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION,
DIVISION OF INSURANCE
AGENT AND AGENCY
SERVICES, FLORIDA DEPT OF
FINANCIAL SERVICES.TO
TESTIFY REGARDING TOPICS
LISTED ON EXHIBIT A
[ATTACHED]
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Deb
Bromley

1.00 $55.00 - $55.00

2021-08-03 E118 Litigation support vendors:
360 Legal I#SRQ-2021010546
Service Fee
To be served on: FLORIDA
OFFICE OF INSURANCE
REGULATION CORPORATE
REPRESENTATIVE, TO TESTIFY
REGARDING TOPICS LISTED ON
EXHIBIT A [ATTACHED]
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Deb
Bromley

1.00 $55.00 - $55.00

2021-08-03 E118 Litigation support vendors:
360 Legal I#SRQ-2021010497
Subpoena to Hillsborough &
Orange County

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Deb
Bromley

1.00 $45.00 - $45.00

$0.00
0.00h

$240,141.22
0.00h
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To be served on: FLORIDA
OFFICE OF INSURANCE
REGULATION CORPORATE
REPRESENTATIVE TO TESTIFY
REGARDING TOPICS LISTED ON
EXHIBIT A
 Unbilled

2021-08-03 E118 Litigation support vendors:
360 Legal I#SRQ-2021010545
Service Fee
To be served on: MITCHELL
ATKINSON, SENIOR IT
BUSINESS CONSULTANT
FLORIDA DEPT OF FINANCIAL
SERVICES, TO TESTIFY
REGARDING TOPICS LISTED ON
EXHIBIT A [ATTACHED]
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Deb
Bromley

1.00 $55.00 - $55.00

2021-08-16 E119 Experts: Total E I#1473
Document Review, (2) Conference
Calls, Analysis, Final evaluation
documentation (Work performed 6/
8/21 - 6/12/21)
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Lily Chin 1.00 $13,750.00 - $13,750.00

2021-08-20 E119 Experts: Total E I#1476
Case Review, Conference calls,
Summary of Claims
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Lily Chin 1.00 $2,968.75 - $2,968.75

2021-08-20 E119 Experts: Madison Consulting
Group
Expert Statement Regarding
Florida Auto Liability Rates,

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Lily Chin 1.00 $262.50 - $262.50

$0.00
0.00h

$240,141.22
0.00h
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Teleconference on July 29, 2021
with Leslie Marlo, FCAS, MAAA
 Unbilled

2021-08-24 E118 Litigation support vendors:
Courtroom Connect - Trial Prep
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $99.00 - $99.00

2021-09-07 E118 Litigation support vendors:
I#2255 Focus Group Balance
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Lily Chin 1.00 $467.62 - $467.62

2021-09-27 Additional Fees Required by
Florida Department of State for
Certified copies of Avis/Budget
business licenses.
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julie
Masters

1.00 $21.25 - $21.25

2021-10-30 E110 Out-of-town travel: British
Airways
$87.00
$14.00
$87.00
$14.00
$87.00
$14.00
$87.00
$87.00
$14.00
$14.00
$87.00
$14.00
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $606.00 - $606.00

2021-10-30 E110 Out-of-town travel: Odyssey
Travel Inc.

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $150.00 - $150.00

$0.00
0.00h

$240,141.22
0.00h
13/17
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$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
 Unbilled

Avis Budget-CP-INS

2021-11-02 E110 Out-of-town travel: British
Airways
$81.00
$14.00
$14.00
$14.00
$81.00
$81.00
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $285.00 - $285.00

2021-11-02 E110 Out-of-town travel: Odyssey
Travel Inc.
$75.00
$75.00
$75.00
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $225.00 - $225.00

2021-11-03 E110 Out-of-town travel: British
Airways
$1,458.17
$1,918.87
$1,918.87
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $5,295.91 - $5,295.91

2021-11-05 E118 Litigation support vendors:
Total Trial Solutions, LLC Focus
Group on Sat Dec 4, 2021
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $800.00 - $800.00

2021-11-05 E124 Other: The Great Courses
Order S09616282

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $34.95 - $34.95

$0.00
0.00h

$240,141.22
0.00h
14/17
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 Unbilled Avis Budget-CP-INS

2021-11-11 E110 Out-of-town travel: British
Airways
$2.00
$2.00
$2.00
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $6.00 - $6.00

2021-11-12 Arriving Flight (Frontier) for Brian
Thomas
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Lily Chin 1.00 $193.98 - $193.98

2021-11-12 Returning Flight (American) for
Brian Thomas
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Lily Chin 1.00 $217.70 - $217.70

2021-11-12 Hilton Garden Inn Orlando
Downtown Hotel for Brian Thomas
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Lily Chin 1.00 $175.30 - $175.30

2021-11-22 E109 Local travel: Paralegal
Parking Pretrial Conference
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Lily Chin 1.00 $5.00 - $5.00

2021-12-28 E110 Out-of-town travel: Odyssey
Travel, Inc.
$30.00
$30.00
$30.00
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $90.00 - $90.00

2021-12-29 E118 Litigation support vendors:
Suzanne Trimble - Transcript
(Hand delivered)

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $68.25 - $68.25

$0.00
0.00h

$240,141.22
0.00h
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 Unbilled

2022-01-06 E110 Out-of-town travel: British
Airways Refund
BRITISH AIRWAYS ARC
-1,391.77
BRITISH AIRWAYS ARC
-1,852.67
BRITISH AIRWAYS ARC
-1,852.67
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 -$5,097.11 - -$5,097.11

2022-01-18 E119 Experts: Madison Consulting
Group
Professional Services Rendered by
Leslie Marlo
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Lily Chin 1.00 $875.00 - $875.00

2022-02-15 E119 Experts: Total E I#1489,
I#1494 Meeting, Document
Review, Trial Preparation
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $8,906.25 - $8,906.25

2022-02-21 E118 Litigation support vendors:
360 Legal I#SRQ-2021018264
Service Fee, Witness Fee Advance
To be served on: Mark Wolman
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $110.00 - $110.00

2022-10-12 Printing & Postage (To Date)
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $2,895.85 - $2,895.85

2022-10-12 E106 Online research:
LexisAdvance (To date)

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $2,710.77 - $2,710.77

$0.00
0.00h

$240,141.22
0.00h
16/17
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 Unbilled

2022-10-14 E118 Litigation support vendors:
Kroll Settlement Administration
I#31178-2021002, I#PA00586880,
I#PA00595485
Administration services, PO Box
Rental, Postage, Professional
Services Rendered
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $20,259.05 - $20,259.05

2022-10-14 E118 Litigation support vendors:
Heffler Claims Administration
Services
 Unbilled

Venerus-Avis Budget-CP-
INS-00021
Avis Budget-CP-INS

Julia
Corbett

1.00 $32,878.48 - $32,878.48

$0.00
0.00h

$240,141.22
0.00h
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
IN THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

ORLANDO DIVISION 
 

CASE NO. 6:13-CV-921-CEM-GJK 
 
HEATHER VENERUS, individually 
and on behalf of all others similarly 
situated, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 
AVIS BUDGET CAR RENTAL, LLC 
and BUDGET RENT-A-CAR SYSTEM, INC., 
 

Defendants. 
 

 

 
DECLARATION OF MELVIN B. WRIGHT, ESQ.  

IN SUPPORT OF CLASS COUNSEL’S APPLICATION  
FOR AWARD OF ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS 

 
Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I, Melvin B. Wright, Esquire, declare under 

penalty of perjury that to the best of my knowledge, the following is true and 

correct: 

I. PROFESSIONAL CREDENTIALS AND BACKGROUND 
INFORMATION 

 
I am a partner in the firm Colling Gilbert Wright & Carter. 

1. I graduated from the Walter F. George School of Law at Mercer University 

in Macon, Georgia in 1985, and I have been a member of The Florida Bar in good 

standing since 1986.  I am also a member of the State Bar of Georgia and licensed 

to practice in Tennessee. 

Case 6:13-cv-00921-CEM-DAB   Document 524-4   Filed 10/21/22   Page 2 of 23 PageID 12315



2 

 

2. Since 1993, I have exclusively handled serious personal injury claims on 

behalf of accident victims. In 1996, I received my board certification as a civil trial 

specialist from the Florida Bar.  Since 1999, I have also been board certified by the 

National Board of Trial Advocacy of the National Board of Legal Specialization and 

Certification that is accredited by the American Bar Association. I am also board 

certified in pre-trial advocacy by the National Board of Civil Pretrial Practice 

Advocacy. I have been recognized as a "Super Lawyer" every year since 2006.  I 

have been recognized by Florida Trend Magazine as a "Legal Elite" since 2009. In 

2013, I was nominated and selected as a member of the American Board of Trial 

Advocates (ABOTA) and I am now also a "life fellow" of the ABOTA Foundation. I 

am a past President of the Central Florida Chapter of ABOTA, having served as 

Chapter President in 2018. In 2018, I was inducted into the International Society 

of Barristers (ISOB), an invitation-only professional society dedicated to 

promoting professional integrity and civility, as well as the right to jury trial and 

an independent judiciary.  In 2014, I was appointed by Chief Judge Belvin Perry to 

serve as the Central Florida Chapter of ABOTA's appointed member of the Ninth 

Judicial Circuit Professionalism Panel created by mandate of the Supreme Court 

of Florida to address in a cooperative and non-punitive manner allegations by 

judges, lawyers and non-lawyers, of improper behavior by attorneys in the Ninth 

Judicial Circuit. Since 2019, I have been recognized by U.S. News & World Report 

Best Lawyers, and I was selected Lawyer of the Year for 2023 – Personal Injury – 

Plaintiff – Orlando.  For many years in a row, I have been recognized by my peers 
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with an "AV Preeminent Peer Review Rating'' from Martindale-Hubbell. I have 

lectured on numerous occasions and am prepared to testify as to my additional 

qualifications and experience. 

3. I have practiced in federal and state court litigation for over 35 years in 

Central Florida. I have extensive experience in complex civil litigation. 

4. I have represented plaintiffs in mass torts, complex product liability 

actions, complex insurance coverage disputes, wrongful death, and personal-

injury actions. I have represented plaintiffs in complex legal disputes in states 

other than Florida, as well, including Tennessee and Massachusetts.  As a result, I 

am aware of the legal market for complex multi-state insurance cases, multi district 

mass torts and class actions.  

5. I have been previously qualified to testify, and have testified, as an expert 

witness, either through deposition, affidavit, or trial testimony on the 

reasonableness of attorneys’ fee awards. 

6. Based on my experience as an attorney and, specifically, as an attorney 

with extensive complex litigation experience, I am qualified to offer my expert 

opinions on the subjects discussed herein. 

7. In reaching my expert opinions, I reviewed the documents identified on 

Exhibit 1 attached hereto. In addition, I have discussed aspects of the case with 

Class Counsel.  

8. I am being compensated at a rate of $500.00 per hour.  
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9. I was engaged by Plaintiffs’ Class Counsel Edmund A. Normand to serve as 

an expert witness in this case regarding the propriety of attorney’s fees and costs 

to Class Counsel.  

10. I have been asked by Plaintiffs and Class Counsel to provide my expert 

opinions on the reasonableness of attorney fees and expenses and costs included 

in the proposed settlement. 

11. Among the items reviewed are the numerous unredacted pleadings and 

declarations in this matter, and the summaries of hours expended and rates for the 

time incurred by Class Counsel in prosecuting this matter, recent case law 

development on attorneys’ fees in class action settlements, discovery materials, 

and so forth. Based on my review of the aforementioned materials and 

conversations with Class Counsel, I am aware that this class action has been 

contested at every stage. Motion practice included multiple motions to dismiss, 

multiple motions to strike pleadings, multiple motions regarding standing,  more 

motions/threats for sanctions by defense than I have ever seen, multiple 

worldwide class notices,  briefing on expert testimony, competing motions for 

summary judgment on at least three occasions, extensive document production, 

twelve depositions by Plaintiff alone, motions to compel, briefing on class 

certification, a motion to bifurcate trial, two motions for reconsideration of 

summary judgment, three motions to decertify the class, a motion for relief from 

judgment, and briefing on reconsideration of class certification, and then briefing 

on certification again on remand.  The case came to the eve of trial three times and 
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the merits of the Plaintiffs individual claims were decided by the court after the 

court decertified the class.  Plaintiff then appealed the decertification which appeal 

resulted in a remand to the District Court which then certified a class.   I am aware 

that the case was originally set for trial at least four times.   I am aware that the 

parties took over 16 depositions, including class representative, corporate 

representatives, and expert witnesses, in Florida, Georgia, Washington D.C., and 

New York.  There were at least four mediation sessions and multiple Magistrate 

settlement conferences.  

12. Prior to this lawsuit Plaintiff had sued Ace American Insurance Company 

for failure to procure a policy but later dismissed that policy upon learning the 

“defense” of Ace, that is that Avis/Budget had sold the Ace policy with the car 

renter’s money but never bought the policies from Ace.  That discovery was used 

extensively in support of the win. 

13. Based upon my review of the pleadings and the declarations submitted in 

support of preliminary approval, I am aware that Class Counsel reviewed over 

thousands of pages of documents produced by Defendant. Plaintiffs served 

multiple sets of interrogatories and multiple document requests, and requests for 

admission. Now class notice has been provided for a third time, this time informing 

the Class of the proposed Settlement with Class notice completed relating to over 

220,000 claims.  
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14. I reviewed the Declarations of Edmund Normand, Christopher Lynch, and 

Jacob Phillips in support of the Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Costs, in addition 

to the declarations, pleadings, and discovery referenced above. 

15. I reviewed the redacted timesheets, which reflect hours worked and hourly 

rates for all timekeepers in each of the law firms comprising Class Counsel in this 

matter, as well as a summary chart of all timekeepers’ hours and rates. I have also 

reviewed the expenses and costs of each of the law firms comprising Class Counsel.  

16. This case involves allegations that Defendants breached rental car 

contracts with international-inbound renters by promising to purchase a $1 

million supplemental liability insurance policy (“SLI”) from Ace American 

Insurance Co. on behalf of the renters and failing to do so. Rather than using a 

portion of the rental proceeds to pay the premiums necessary to purchase the SLI 

Policy, however, Defendant pocketed the proceeds and purported to directly insure 

the Class Members through what Defendants called “contractual self-insurance. 

Plaintiff brought claims stemming from two separate theories: (1) that the failure 

to purchase the ACE Policy constituted a breach of contract and (2) that by 

purportedly directly covering the Class Members, Defendants were illegally acting 

as an insurer without a license, which violates Florida law and voids the contract.  

Among the ways Plaintiff showed that the conduct of Avis was illegal was by 

procuring an affidavit from the Florida Office of Insurance Regulation affirming 

that Avis cannot “self insure” and that such conduct is, in fact, felonious.  
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17. I have reviewed the terms of the Settlement, and understand the relevant 

terms to be as follows: Defendants agree to: 

 (1) pay up to $33,956,613.00 in benefits to Settlement Class Members, such 

that  

(2) members of the Settlement Class who submit a valid claim, as set forth 

in the Notice provisions of the Settlement Agreement, will receive at least $6.51 

per rental day, plus prejudgment interest, in damages, and up to $7.46 per 

rental day, plus prejudgment interest, depending on whether (and in what 

amount) there are unclaimed funds following submission of claims.  

As explained in the Motion for Preliminary Approval, this constitutes more 

than 100% of the restitution damages and 52.3-59.9% of the expectation 

damages that could have been recovered at trial.  

18. Beyond the substantive benefits, the procedural aspects of the Agreement 

are beneficial to the Class and protects their due process rights. First, the release 

of claims as part of the Agreement are narrowly tailored to the precise allegations 

in this case, i.e., claims emanating specifically from the tour voucher rental 

contracts at issue.  Second, the Notice provided to the Class was robust and 

substantive, including direct, individualized notice (either by post or email) and 

social media notice to ensure the best possibility that even Class members whose 

contact information is outdated would receive notice. Third, the claims’ process is 

streamlined and simple. The claim forms were pre-filled based on Defendants’ 

records and Class Members need merely select whether to receive payment in the 
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form of (1) a physical check, (2) an electronic gift card, or (3) direct electronic 

deposit and providing the information to facilitate payment for the selected option. 

No other documentation is required other than an attestation that the information 

is correct to the best of their knowledge and affirming that the Settlement Class 

member is the person identified on the claim form.   

19. As such, the settlement is extremely favorable to the Class. This is further 

seen in that over 200,000 members received Notice of the terms (including the 

provisions for attorneys’ fees and service award) and, thus far, not a single 

objection has been lodged.  

20. I am aware that the Parties agreed on the material terms concerning relief 

to the Class (along with all relevant notice and claims provisions) prior to 

negotiating the issues of attorneys’ fees, costs, and incentive award.  

22. I am familiar with the governing law within the Eleventh Circuit regarding 

the payment of fees and expenses to class counsel as stated in Poertner v. The 

Gillette Co., 618 Fed. Appx. 624 (11th Cir. 2015); Camden I Condominium Ass’n et 

al. v. Dunkle, 946 F.2d 768 (11th Cir. 1991), and the authorities cited therein, 

particularly, Johnson v. Georgia Highway Express, Inc., 488 F.2d 714, 717-719 

(5th Cir. 1974).  I am also familiar with the standards and considerations in regard 

to the award of attorneys’ fees set forth in Rule 4-1.5(b) of the Rules Regulating the 

Florida Bar. 
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II. THE AMOUNT OF ATTORNEYS’ FEES SOUGHT 
AREREASONABLE 

23. In my opinion, the Settlement achieved an excellent result and confers a 

significant benefit upon Class Members. Based upon my review of the terms of the 

Settlement the benefit to the class in this case equals $33,956,613.00, which is the 

amount Avis Budget agreed to pay to resolve the claims at issue here. Class Counsel 

incurred over $400,000.00 in costs, meaning the requested amount in fees is 

$8,525,000.00. As such, the fees requested by Plaintiff is 25.1% percent of the 

value of the class benefits. This almost exactly matches the benchmark established 

by the Eleventh Circuit. See Camden I, 946 F.2d at 774-75. In Camden I, the 

Eleventh Circuit also noted that while there is “no hard and fast rule mandating a 

certain percentage of a common fund which may be reasonably awarded as a fee,” 

the “majority of common fund fee awards fall between 20% to 30% of the fund” 

with the median of 25 percent as a “benchmark” percentage.  946 F.2d at 774-75. 

The $8,525,000.00million in fees sought represent 25.1% of the total benefits 

secured for the class. The fees sought are well below the lower end of the threshold 

set forth by the Eleventh Circuit in Camden especially considering the protracted 

ten years of litigation involved here.   

24. The Eleventh Circuit also noted that the fee award may be “adjusted in 

accordance with the individual circumstances of each case,” and that the factors 

described in Johnson “continue to be appropriately used in evaluating, setting, and 

reviewing percentage awards in common fund cases.”  946 F.2d at 775.  I believe 
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the following Johnson factors are relevant and support the $8,525,000.00million 

fee award to class counsel in this case.  

a. Time and Labor Required: This case was substantial in scope due to the 

number of class members and entities involved and it was factually complex.  The 

case has been as ably and vigorously defended by aggressive defense counsel, 

resulting in significant briefing, multiple hearings, extensive discovery practice, 

and numerous novel issues of law. The time for class counsel documented in Class 

Counsel’s declarations reflect that class counsel will spend over 7000 hours 

prosecuting this case from its commencement in 2010 through the fairness 

hearing. The time records are sufficiently detailed so as to show that the work 

performed was necessary and appropriate for this case, the time spent was 

reasonable, and there was no material duplication of effort among the attorneys 

representing the class. 

b. Novelty and Difficulty of the Issues Presented: In my opinion, this case 

presented novel and difficult issues for numerous reasons, including (i) it was a 

case of first impression without any precedent or even guidance from any federal 

or state appellate court; (ii) Avis is known to be a voracious litigator with vast 

resources; (iii) the case was defended by multiple national law firms; (iv) the data 

necessary to address liability and class certification issues on a class basis was 

extensive, as addressed above; (v) multiple discovery issues were hotly contested 

resulting in the expenditure of significant time and resources by class counsel; (vi) 

the litigation included issues related to many class certification, decertification and 
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recertification issues; vii) the Florida insurance code has multiple and varied 

regulations and  does not address the conduct of Avis here; (viii) data issues in 

these cases are extremely unpredictable, Class Counsel had to substantially rely on 

Avis’s own data to show class certification and damages. In my opinion, the chance 

of success at the outset was far below 50 percent and no law firm would take this 

case without the possibility of a multiplier given the novel theory of first 

impression, the difficulty in having a class certified that is all or almost all non-

U.S. Citizens, the difficult Defendant who is known to voraciously defend claims, 

and the immense cost and time that this case would and did consume.  

c. The Skill Requisite to Perform the Legal Service Properly: The skill 

necessary to litigate this first-impression class action was significant, especially 

given the manner in which the case was contested, the complexity of Defendant’s 

computer systems, the volume of data, and the methods required to determine 

ascertainability and the incredible geographic and linguistic diversity of class with 

members ranging from Afghanistan to Yemen. The legal issues presented in the 

briefing, including the briefing concerning summary judgment and certification, 

required careful and skillful legal analysis. This case required class counsel with a 

very high level of energy, skill, and experience in class action litigation.  It required 

counsel with the expertise to address the many legal issues and with the experience 

to manage the logistics inherent in a class comprised of hundreds of thousands of 

members from across the world; 
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d. The Experience, Reputation, and Ability of the Attorneys: I have reviewed 

the descriptions of the experience of each member of the class counsel team, and I 

am personally aware of the favorable reputation of Mr. Normand and his firm in 

the local community, particularly in class action and complex civil matters. Based 

on this, the work product of class counsel as reflected in their papers filed in this 

case, and the result obtained for the class as reflected in the Settlement Agreement, 

I believe the members of the class counsel team had a very high level of expertise 

and skill, and that their excellent reputations are well earned. 

e. The Amount Involved and the Results Obtained: As discussed above in this 

declaration, class counsel obtained a very substantial recovery for the class under 

difficult circumstances.  Pursuant to the settlement, Class Members will receive 

100% of the restitution damages sought in the operative Complaint.  Class Counsel 

also made important efforts to reach class members through the settlement 

website, toll-free telephone line, sophisticated online communications, and 

telephone calls personally by class counsel, all to ensure that class members were 

made aware of the settlement and given the opportunity to file a claim.  

f. Preclusion of Other Employment Due to Acceptance of the Case: In my 

experience in litigating complex cases and my experience and understanding of the 

realities of practicing in a small law firm on behalf of plaintiffs, I am aware that 

undertaking an engagement such as this case requires significant time and 

resources, both monetarily and otherwise, to the exclusion of cases that otherwise 

could be undertaken. In my opinion, it is virtually impossible for a small firm (or 
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collection of small firms) to prosecute such a case without foregoing numerous 

other work opportunities. I have examined the declarations of Class Counsel, 

which confirm they have foregone other opportunities and been precluded from 

pursuing other work due to the time requirements and monetary costs of this 

litigation. 

g. Customary Fee: as noted in Camden I, the usual fee range for common fund 

cases is 20% to 30%, with 50% at the upper limit.  946 F.2d at 774, 775.  The fee 

called for under this agreement is well under this customary range. 

h. Awards in similar cases: As noted herein, the fees sought, constituting 25.1% 

of the benefits obtained, compares very favorably to percentages awarded in other 

cases. Indeed, given the complexity of the issues involved in this case, the skill 

necessary to successfully litigate it, including securing reversal of the denial of class 

certification under an abuse of discretion standard, and the substantial benefits 

obtained after more than a decade of litigating a high-risk case, I believe an award 

of far higher than 25.1% would have been appropriate and that Class Counsel could 

have reasonably sought a higher fee than they are seeking.  

i. Remaining Johnson Factors:  I do not believe the other factors described in 

Johnson should affect the appropriate percentage fee award for this case in any 

material way. 

25. In sum, I believe the relevant Johnson factors justify the $8.525 million fees 

that are sought and would have justified a higher amount.  
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26. Additionally, the Eleventh Circuit has stated that “[o]ther pertinent factors” 

which should be considered in determining the appropriate percentage to be 

awarded as a fee to class counsel include “the economics involved in prosecuting a 

class action.”  946 F.2d at 775. Class counsel undertook this representation on a 

full contingency basis. There is substantial economic risk to represent a class on a 

contingency basis against a well-financed defendant represented by skilled defense 

counsel.  Based upon my experience and my review of Class Counsel’s declarations, 

at the outset of the case, class counsel should have expected and did expect to 

invest substantial time and expenses over a protracted period of time, with a 

significant delay in obtaining recovery for such investment, not to mention the 

very-real risk of no recovery at all.  

27. The risk of the case relating to both liability and class certification, the 

significant expenses necessary to incur and place at risk – over $400,000.00, not 

including my charges, the novelty of the case, the fact that it was a case of first 

impression without any precedent or even guidance from any federal or state 

appellate court, the fact that Avis is known to be a voracious litigator with vast 

resources, and many other reasons are such that the risk facing Class Counsel was 

significant. This can additionally be seen in the fact that, to my knowledge, very 

few, if any, attorneys in Central Florida (other than Normand PLLC) litigate class-

actions on behalf of plaintiffs. The closest localities of which I am aware that litigate 

class-action first-party coverage disputes are located in South Florida.  Indeed, as 

Judge Hoffman and Judge Byron pointed out in the Sos case, Normand PLLC has 
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few, if any, local competitor firms litigating sophisticated class action cases.  The 

work and rates of Normand PLLC are compared to national, not local firms of any 

size.  

28. In my opinion, the manner in which attorneys’ fees and costs were 

negotiated was appropriate.  According to my conversations with Class Counsel 

and the declarations submitted by Class Counsel, all substantive terms for the 

benefit of the class were finalized prior to addressing the amount of class counsel’s 

fee and the reimbursement of expenses.  Two mediations with Rodney Max, 

mediation with Peter Grilli, and two sessions of Magistrate settlement conferences 

were required to reach the settlement.   This manner of proceeding, in my opinion, 

ensured that Settlement was free from any hint of collusion or conflicts of 

interest.     

29. I have reviewed the costs submitted by the law firms in this case. In my 

opinion, the total costs incurred of over $400,000.00 (pending completion of the 

settlement process, including payment of my fees and time, which may be 

increased if I appear at the final fairness hearing) were and are reasonable and 

necessary in this matter. 

30. The declarations submitted by the Named Plaintiffs and Class Counsel set 

forth the extensive assistance provided by the named plaintiffs in prosecuting this 

case.  The named plaintiff: (i) responded to document requests and 

interrogatories; (ii) travelled repeatedly from Scotland to attend mediation, 

deposition, and readiness to testify live at multiple trial dates.  Following 
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negotiations Ms. Venerus insisted on the most favorable terms in the Settlement 

Agreement and made clear they would resume litigation absent agreement by Avis 

to such terms (including robust notice, extremely simple claims processes, and 

100% restitution damages); (iv) traveled long distances to attend mediation 

sessions missing work in the process; and (v) assisted class counsel in investigating 

the claim at the outset of litigation. In my experience, a knowledgeable, responsive, 

and diligent client is indispensable in complex cases. Because their efforts directly 

produced a class recovery of over $30 million dollars, a $25,000 incentive award 

to the Plaintiff is extremely reasonable. 

31. According to Class Counsel’s declarations, the aggregate value of the 

thousands of hours invested or to be invested by class counsel in this case, utilizing 

a strict “lodestar” approach is at least $8,000,00.00.1 To adequately incentivize 

class counsel to undertake a case of this size and scope, with these risks, the fee 

award must represent a sufficient premium over the time value of the work 

invested in the case to justify taking these economic risks.  Without that premium 

incentive, it simply would make no economic sense for counsel to undertake a case 

like this one.  To provide the premium incentive for class counsel to undertake the 

risks in class litigation such as this, the lodestar approach permits a court to award 

a multiple of the loadstar. See Ingram v. Coca-Cola Co., 200 F.R.D. 685, 696, 

 

1 I am aware that the amount is likely far higher because Mr. Normand switched systems in 2015 
and his hours were not successfully logged in the transition. As such, he is missing his hours from 
the first few years of the litigation. Nevertheless, for purposes of this declaration, I assume the 
lodestar is only $8,000,000.00.  
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(N.D. Ga 2001); Manners v. Am. Gen. Life Ins. Co., 1999 WL 33581944 at *31 (N.D. 

Tenn., Aug. 11, 1999). Multipliers have ranged from less than 2 to more than 5 

times the time value of the hourly charges. See Ingram, 200 F.R.D. at 696.  I 

believe that a $8.525 million fee award to class counsel represents the value of their 

time that is reasonably sufficient to compensate them for the economic risks they 

undertook in accepting and prosecuting this case.  Here, the amount of fees sought 

would require a multiplier of, at most, 1.065. In my opinion, this is more than 

justified. Indeed, under these circumstances, a multiplier of 2.5-3.5 or higher 

would be justified. Consequently, the fee award is eminently reasonable under a 

lodestar approach. 

32. In my opinion, the hours expended are reasonable because my review of case 

filings and other communications indicates that Avis extensively contested the 

case through every stage from a retrospectively meritless but disconcerting initial 

Rule 11 sanctions threat letter (with others to follow),  motions to dismiss, motions 

to strike, Daubert challenges, class certification, briefing on intervention and 

substitution, significant discovery disputes and motion practice, numerous 

depositions across the country, cross-motions for summary judgment, class notice, 

and imminent judgment as to the class. I believe that Avis’s sometimes extensive 

litigation tactics and tactics deployed in data production, including rolling 

productions of data, erroneous data productions, amended data productions, and 

failure to produce discovery also contributed to increase the number of hours 

necessarily expended by Class Counsel. As set forth above, the time and labor 
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required and the difficulty and novelty of the questions presented both support the 

reasonableness of the hours expended.  

33. In my opinion, the hourly rates utilized by Class Counsel are also reasonable 

in light of the skills required to properly litigate the case, preclusion of other 

employment, time limitations imposed by the case, Class Counsel’s experience, 

reputation, and ability, and the nature of the relationship with Named Plaintiff. 

The lodestar was derived by utilizing hourly rates of $850.00 for Mr. Lynch and 

Mr. Normand and $600.00 for Mr. Phillips. I believe these rates are reasonable for 

the reasons stated herein. Indeed, these rates have all been approved for Mr. 

Lynch, Mr. Normand, and Mr. Phillips in recent class litigation in the Middle 

District. Finally, the rates used for the remaining timekeepers, including paralegals 

and staff, are all rates recently approved by the Middle District for those 

timekeepers and, in my opinion, remain reasonable.   

34. In my opinion, a multiplier is justified because, success was unlikely at the 

outset given that (1) odds of success on the merits were much less than even at the 

outset and (2) odds of successfully certifying a class was unlikely and a gargantuan 

task. In my opinion recovery for a worldwide class on a novel theory with 

aggressive defense counsel and personal liability financial threats to Plaintiffs’ 

counsel from the outset more than justify the fee award.  I know of no other firm 

who can and would take such a risk and pull it off all the while refusing to even 

consider any compromise of the fiduciary duties to class members. Without a 

premium incentive, it simply would make no economic sense for counsel to 
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undertake a case like this one.  As such, even though a multiplier is not needed to 

justify the fees sought—because Class Counsel’s lodestar exceeds the amount 

sought in fees—a multiplier would have been easily justified here.   

III. CONCLUSION 

35. In acting as an expert witness for Plaintiffs in the litigation of this action, as 

of this date, I have spent 15 hours and incurred $6,000.00 of fees in studying the 

record, interviewing counsel, and otherwise formulating my opinions. 

36. I am available and willing to expound upon the opinions expressed herein at 

the Final Hearing.  

37. I hereby certify that the time and expenses I incurred in performing my 

analysis were necessary for me to render informed opinions. 

38. The foregoing opinions are provided to a reasonable degree of certainty. 

 
FURTHER THE DECLARANT SAYETH NAUGHT. 

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

the best of my knowledge. 

Dated this 21st day of October, 2022. 

 

       _____________________ 
       Melvin B. Wright, Esq. 
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Documents and Other Materials Reviewed in  
Venerus v Avis Budget, et al.; No. 6:13-cv-00921-CEM-DAB 

 
 A list of the documents I have reviewed to date in relation to this matter 
follows: 
 

1. Docket in Venerus v ACE, et al.; No. 6:12-cv-1204 

2. Docket in Venerus v Avis Budget, et al.; No. 6:13-cv-00921, including: 

a. Opinion of the United States Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit 

Affirming in part, Reversing and Remanding in part the Orders on Class 

Certification and Summary Judgment (Doc. 315) 

b. Plaintiffs’ Unopposed Motion for Preliminary Approval of Proposed 

Class Action Settlement (Doc. 509) 

c. Order Granting in Part and Deferring in Part Plaintiffs’ Unopposed 

Motion for Preliminary Approval of Proposed Class Action Settlement 

(513) 

3. Declarations in Support of Plaintiff’s Motion for Approval of Attorneys’ Fees 

and Costs, and Plaintiff’s Service Award, including: 

a. Declaration of Plaintiff Heather Venerus Malloy 

b. Declaration of Edmund A. Normand, Esq.  

c. Declaration of Christopher J. Lynch, Esq. 

d. Declaration of Jacob L. Phillips, Esq. 

4. Time Reports for Normand PLLC 

5. Time Reports for Christopher J. Lynch, P.A. 
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6. Cost Ledger for Normand PLLC 

7. Cost Ledger for Christopher J. Lynch, P.A. 

8. Order Granting in Part and Denying in Part Plaintiff’s Verified Motion for 

Attorneys’ Fees (Doc.256) in Sos v State Farm; No. 6:17-cv-890-PGB-LRH 

 
I intend to review additional documents related to this matter, and I reserve 

the right to supplement this list as necessary. 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
IN THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

ORLANDO DIVISION 
 

CASE NO. 6:13-CV-921-CEM-GJK 
 

HEATHER VENERUS, individually 
and on behalf of all others similarly 
situated, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 
AVIS BUDGET CAR RENTAL, LLC 
and BUDGET RENT-A-CAR SYSTEM, INC., 
 

Defendants. 
 

 

 
DECLARATION OF HEATHER VENERUS IN SUPPORT OF 

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR INCENTIVE AWARD 
 
 I, Heather Venerus Malloy, declare as follows: 

1. My name is Heather Venerus Malloy. I am over the age of majority. I 

am providing this declaration freely, voluntarily, and based on my personal 

knowledge of the facts set forth herein.  

2. I am a Scottish citizen living in Scotland.  

3. I am the named Class Representative in the above-styled cause. I am 

submitting this declaration in support of Plaintiff’s request for approval of 

the class action settlement, and for class counsel’s request for attorneys’ fees 

and costs, and in support of Plaintiff’s request for approval of payment of a 

service award to the representative of the proposed settlement class in this 

lawsuit. 
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4. I have spent a significant amount of time over the past twelve years 

working on behalf of the class in my role as Class Representative. These 

activities included: reviewing documents; communicating with my attorneys 

and their staff over the phone, via email, and in person; gathering 

documents for discovery requests; preparing for and attending a deposition; 

and preparing for, and making myself available for, the various mediations, 

hearings, and trial periods that have occurred over the last decade.  I stayed 

informed of all case developments, and I was well aware that Defendants 

had made threats to seek fees and costs in what they called a frivolous claim. 

I also traveled to the United States on several occasions to prepare for the 

trials set in this lawsuit and to participate in discovery and settlement 

attempts.  

5. The time spent on these activities to effectively perform my duties as 

the Class Representative, especially the coordination of trial-related travel 

during the pandemic, was stressful and worrisome, and resulted in lost time 

from my family. It also resulted in loss time from my job, which resulted in 

a loss of income and loss of personal time that would have otherwise been 

available for personal, sick, or vacation time. 

6. I am currently employed as a Sales Development Manager at Lynas 

Foodservice.  My job does not allow me to work from home because it 

requires a considerable amount of travel to visit businesses and 

customers. Many of my colleagues lost their jobs at the beginning of the 
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pandemic. I was very concerned that requesting enough time off to attend 

trial and then to properly quarantine would have jeopardized my 

employment and my ability to support my family.  

7. By actively participating in this litigation and working with my

attorneys, I developed a good understanding of how class actions proceed in 

the United States and the importance of my duties as the Class 

Representative in this matter. I understand that I owe a fiduciary duty to 

absent class members and I take this responsibility very seriously.  I took to 

heart my promise to “fairly and adequately protect the interests of the class.” 

8. Because of my commitment to the class, I was involved in the

settlement negotiation process and made sure my attorneys understood the 

minimum results I wanted to be achieved, as well as what I considered to be 

non-negotiable.  

9. To fulfill my duty as Class Representative, I did my best to ensure that

the settlement we obtained would be fair to all class members. I believe that 

we have obtained exceptional results overall through the Settlement and 

believe it to be the best interests of the Class Members. 

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

the best of my knowledge.  

Signed this 21st day of October, 2022, in West Lothian, Scotland. 

__________________ 
Heather Venerus Malloy 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

 IN THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA  

ORLANDO DIVISION 

 
CASE NO. 6:13-CV-921-CEM-GJK 

 

HEATHER VENERUS, individually 

and on behalf of all others similarly situated, 
 

 

            Plaintiff,  

AVIS BUDGET CAR RENTAL, LLC 

And BUDGET RENT-A-CAR SYSTEM, INC., 
 

 

            Defendants. 
 
 

DECLARATION OF RYAN CHUMLEY OF ANGEION GROUP, LLC REGARDING 

SETTLEMENT ADMINISTRATION 
 
I, Ryan Chumley declare: 
 

1. I am a Senior Project Manager at the class action notice and settlement administration 

firm Angeion Group, LLC (“Angeion”), the Settlement Administrator retained in this matter, located 

at 1650 Arch Street, Suite 2210, Philadelphia, PA 19103. I am over 21 years of age and am not party 

to this action. I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth herein. 

2. Angeion was retained in this matter to serve as Settlement Administrator and to, 

among other tasks, provide notice to potential Class Members; respond to Class Member inquiries; 

receive and process Class Member claim forms, and objections; and perform other duties as specified 

in the Class Action Settlement Agreement or by the order(s) of the Court, including but not limited 

to the Order, entered on July 5, 2022. 

3. Angeion is not related to or affiliated with the Plaintiff, Plaintiff’s Counsel, Defendant 

or Counsel for Defendant. 
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CAFA NOTICE 

4. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1715, Angeion, on behalf of Defendant, caused notice 

regarding the settlement to be sent to the Attorneys General of all states and territories, as well as the 

Attorney General of the United States on January 24, 2022 (“CAFA Notice”). As of the date of this 

declaration, Angeion has not received an objection from any governmental agency. The CAFA 

Notice was in the same form as Exhibit A attached hereto. 

CLASS LIST 

5. On or about July 6, 2022, Angeion received from Plaintiff’s Counsel, eight 

spreadsheets containing Class Member data. These spreadsheets contained a total of 264,720 records 

and contained the following relevant data: Class Member name, mailing address, rental agreement 

number, reservation number, driver license number, start date of rental, and end date of rental. Email 

addresses were also provided for 20,311 records. Contained in these spreadsheets were 3,633 records 

of Class Members who excluded themselves during the Class Certification period, and accordingly, 

these 3,633 records were removed from the Class Data. 

6. Angeion reviewed the remaining 261,087 records that were provided, removed 

duplicative records and merged multiple rental records for the same Class Member to compile the 

Class Member database (“Class List”). These efforts resulted in 240,313 unique class member 

records. 

EMAIL NOTICE 

7. On August 23, 2022, Angeion caused the Email Notice to be sent to the 20,311 email 

addresses, of which 11,367 emails were delivered and 8,944 were not delivered due to either an 

invalid email address or a hard bounce. A true and accurate copy of the Email Notice is attached 

hereto as Exhibit B. 
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MAILED NOTICE 

8. Angeion processed the 16,628 domestic mailing addresses through the United States 

Postal Service (“USPS”) National Change of Address (“NCOA”) database to identify updated 

address information for individuals and businesses who have moved in the last four years and filed 

a change of address card with the USPS. The NCOA results provided 209 updated addresses for the 

Class Members. Angeion updated the Class List with these updated addresses. 

9. Angeion processed the 112,354 mailing records based in the United Kingdom through 

Royal Mail’s NCOA gone-away and deceased suppression database, which provides updated 

addresses for any individuals who have moved or are known to be deceased. The gone-away results 

provided 60,146 updated addresses for the Class Members. Angeion updated the Class List with 

these updated addresses.  Royal Mail also removed 16,990 addresses which were known to be 

undeliverable. 

10. Beginning on August 23, 2022, Angeion caused the Settlement Postcard Notice 

(“Notice”) to be mailed to all 228,949 Class Members whose Email Notice could not be delivered or 

who did not have an email address included in the class data via United States Postal Service 

(“USPS”) first class mail, postage prepaid. A true and accurate copy of the Notice is attached hereto 

as Exhibit C. 

11. As of October 21, 2022, the USPS has returned 49 notices with a forwarding address. 

The Class List database was updated with these addresses and Notices were re-mailed. 

12. As of October 21, 2022, a total of 9,823 of the initial Notices mailed have been 

returned by the USPS as undeliverable without a forwarding address. Angeion conducted address 

verification searches (“skip traces”) in an attempt to locate updated addresses. Angeion identified 

1,991 updated addresses via skip tracing. Angeion updated the Class List and has re-mailed Notices 

to the 1,991 Class Members located via this process.  Of the re-mailed Notices, none have been 
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returned by the USPS a second time.  Angeion will continue to skip trace and re-mail notices to any 

records which is returned as undeliverable until the January 20, 2023 claims deadline.  

DIGITAL MEDIA 

13. On August 23, 2022, Angeion caused the social media digital notice campaign to 

commence. These notices ran on Facebook and Instagram. The social media campaign engages with 

the audience via a mix of news feed and story units to optimize performance via the Facebook and 

Instagram desktop sites, mobile sites and mobile apps. Copies of the Facebook ads used in this 

campaign are attached hereto as Exhibit D. 

CASE SPECIFIC WEBSITE 

14. On August 23, 2022, Angeion established the following website dedicated to this 

Settlement: https://veneruscarrentalinsurance.com (“Settlement Website”). The Settlement Website 

contains an online portal where class members may submit a claim. Additionally, the Long Form 

Notice, Claim Form, Class Action Settlement Agreement, Order and other settlement related 

documents are available for download. The online claim portal, Long Form Notice and Claim Form 

are also available in the following languages on the Settlement Website: Spanish, French, German, 

Italian, Arabic and Hebrew. The Settlement Website also has a “Frequently Asked Questions” page 

which provides Class Members with answers to common inquiries about the Settlement, and a 

“Contact Us” page which provides Class Members with the mailing address, phone number and 

email address to contact the Settlement Administrator.  Copies of the Long Form Notice and Claim 

Form are attached hereto as Exhibit E and Exhibit F respectively.  

15. As of October 20, 2022, the Settlement Website has had 22,783 unique visitors and 

60,469 page views. 
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CASE SPECIFIC HOTLINE 

16. On August 23, 2022, Angeion established a toll-free hotline dedicated to this 

Settlement to further apprise Class Members of their rights and options in the Settlement: 1-855-637-

1999. The toll-free hotline utilizes an interactive voice response (“IVR”) system to provide Class 

Members with responses to frequently asked questions and provide essential information regarding 

the Settlement.  Class Members may also leave a message for the Settlement Administrator, provide 

updated contact information or ask additional questions and Angeion will call them back. This 

hotline is accessible 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. 

CLAIM FORM SUBMISSIONS AND OBJECTIONS 

17. The deadline for Class Members to submit a Claim Form is January 20, 2023. As of 

October 21, 2022, Angeion has received 15,524 Claim Forms (52 via mail, 15,472 via the online 

portal). The 15,524 Claim Forms received have been submitted for 22,138 rentals. The claims 

received are still subject to final audits, verification, and deduplication. Angeion will continue to 

accept and process Claim Forms and will continue to inform the Parties of the number of Claim 

Forms received.  

18. The deadline for Class Members to object to the Settlement is November 5, 2022. As 

of October 21, 2022, Angeion has not received any objections to the settlement. 

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

my knowledge. 

Executed on October 21, 2022 at Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 

 

Ryan Chumley 

 

Ryan Chumley
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1650 Arch Street, Suite 2210 
Philadelphia, PA 19103  

www.angeiongroup.com 
215.563.4116 (P) 
215.525.0209 (F) 

   

January 24, 2022 

VIA USPS PRIORITY MAIL 

United States Attorney General & 
Appropriate Officials 
  

Re: Notice of Class Action Settlement 
Venerus v. Avis Budget Car Rental, LLC, et al.  
 
Dear Counsel or Official: 

 Angeion Group, an independent claims administrator, on behalf of the defendant in the below-described 
action, hereby provides your office with this notice under the provisions of the Class Action Fairness Act 
(“CAFA”), 28 U.S.C. § 1715, to advise you of the following proposed class action settlement: 
 

Case Name:  Heather Venerus v. Avis Budget Car Rental, LLC, et al. 
Index Number: 6:13-cv-00921 
Jurisdiction:  United States District Court, Middle District of Florida, Orlando Division 
Date Settlement Filed with Court:  January 14, 2022 

 
In accordance with the requirements of 28 U.S.C. § 1715, please find copies of the following documents 

associated with this action on the enclosed CD-ROM: 
 

1. 28 U.S.C. § 1715(b)(1)-Complaint:  Complaint and accompanying materials filed with the Court on June 12, 

2013; Amended Complaint and accompanying materials filed with the Court on August 15, 2013.  
 

2. 28 U.S.C. § 1715(b)(2)-Notice of Any Scheduled Judicial Hearings:  The are no judicial hearings currently 

scheduled. 

 

3. 28 U.S.C. § 1715(b)(3)-Notification to Class Members:  Summary Notice, Email Notice, Long Form Notice, 

Claim Forms, and Payment Election Form, filed with the Court on January 14, 2022. 

 

4. 28 U.S.C. § 1715(b)(4)-Class Action Settlement Agreement:  Class Action Settlement Agreement and Release 

in respect of the breach of contract claim, filed with the Court on January 14, 2022. Plaintiff’s Unopposed 

Motion for Preliminary Approval of Class Action Settlement, filed with the Court on January 14, 2022, is also 

included on the enclosed CD-ROM. 

 

5. 28 U.S.C. § 1715(b)(5)-Any Settlement or Other Agreements:  Other than the Settlement Agreement, no 

other settlements or other agreements have been contemporaneously made between the Parties.  
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6. 28 U.S.C. § 1715(b)(6)-Final Judgment:  The Court has not issued a Final Judgment or notice of dismissal as 

of the date of this CAFA Notice.   

 

7. 28 U.S.C. § 1715(b)(7)(B)-Estimate of Class Members Residing In Each State:  The Settlement Class contains 

approximately 260,000 Class Members that reside throughout the world, but primarily in the United 

Kingdom, and rented vehicles in Florida. The estimated proportional share of the Settlement benefits is not 

available at this time, as it is contingent on the Class Member submission of a claim form. 

 

8. 28 U.S.C. §1715(b)(8)-Judicial Opinions Related to the Settlement:  The Court has not issued a judicial 

opinion related to the Settlement at this time.  

 

 If you have questions or concerns about this notice, the proposed settlement, or the enclosed materials, 

or if you did not receive any of the above-listed materials, please contact this office. 

  

Sincerely,  

Angeion Group   

1650 Arch Street, Suite 2210 

Philadelphia, PA  19103 

(p) 215-563-4116 

(f)  215-563-8839  

  Enclosures 
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From: Venerus v. Avis Budget Settlement-File a Claim <donotreply@veneruscarrentalinsurance.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, August 23, 2022 1:01 PM 
To: 
Subject: Venerus v. Avis Budget Settlement-File a Claim 
 

Avis Budget’s records show you rented a vehicle in Florida after June 12, 2008, 

through December 31, 2015, using a prepaid voucher and you are entitled to a 

payment from this class action settlement.  

 

Claim your payment from the settlement by January 20, 2023.  

 

A United States District Court authorized this Notice. 

This is not a solicitation from a lawyer. 

You are not being sued.  

 

Click Here or Go to www.VenerusCarRentalInsurance.com/claim and enter  and 

 to claim your payment. 

  

             A settlement has been reached in the case Heather Venerus, et al. v. 

Avis Budget Car Rental, LLC, et al., Case No. 6:13-cv-921-CEM-GJK. You have 

been identified as a potential settlement class member from Avis Budget’s claims 

data, because you rented a vehicle from Avis Budget in Florida, pursuant to a 

prepaid voucher for a car rental that included $1 million in supplemental third-

party liability coverage, after June 12, 2008 through December 31, 2015.  

           You may have previously received a Notice informing you that you might 

be a class member in a class action against Avis Budget Car Rentals, LLC and 

Budget Rent A Car System, Inc. (together “Avis Budget”). The Parties have 

agreed to settle the case.  

           The Settlement resolves a lawsuit claiming that Avis Budget breached its 

rental contracts by failing to purchase a $1 million supplemental liability 

insurance (“SLI”) policy from ACE American Insurance Co., which the Plaintiff 
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alleged was required of Avis Budget by the rental contract, for individuals who 

rented a vehicle in Florida pursuant to a prepaid voucher after June 12, 2008, 

through December 31, 2015 and who did not have liability or 

uninsured/underinsured motorist coverage claims asserted by or against them in 

connection with their rentals. 

         Avis Budget will pay at least $6.51 per rental day, plus prejudgment interest, 

to eligible Settlement Class Members who submit a valid claim. For example, if 

a Settlement Class Member rented a vehicle for ten (10) days, the claim payment 

would be for $65.10, plus applicable prejudgment interest. The average claim 

payment is $87.32 plus interest since the date of rental(s). The benefits available 

to Settlement Class Members, and the most Avis Budget can pay, is 

$33,965,613.00, which includes settlement of all valid claims of Settlement Class 

Members, settlement administration costs (including the costs of implementing 

and effectuating class Notice), attorneys’ fees and costs/expenses of litigation of 

up to $8,925,000.00, any service award to the Plaintiff, all of which is subject to 

court approval. If there are unclaimed funds left available after submission of all 

claims, the claim payment paid to eligible class members who submit timely and 

valid Claims will be increased from $6.51 per rental day to up to $7.46 per rental 

day, plus applicable prejudgment interest. Any amount in attorneys’ fees and 

costs and any service award to the Plaintiff must be approved by the judge. The 

Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Costs and Service Award will be filed on or before 

30 days after this email was sent and, upon filing, can be accessed at 

www.VenerusCarRentalInsurance.com.  

         To be eligible for payment, you must submit a Claim Form online at which 

can be accessed by clicking here: www.VenerusCarRentalInsurance.com/claim 

and entering your Claimant ID:  and Confirmation Code: . 

Claim Forms must be submitted by or postmarked by January 20, 2023. After 

you submit a claim, you will be given the option to choose whether to receive the 

payment in the form of a physical check (if so, you will need to provide or confirm 
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your current address), an e-mailed electronic gift card (if so, you will need to 

provide or confirm your current e-mail address), or electronic payment (if so, you 

will need to contact the Settlement Administrator to provide the account 

information for the direct deposit). Alternatively, you can download a copy of the 

claim form on the Settlement Website and can mail a completed claim form 

to:  Venerus v Avis Budget Settlement Administrator, 1650 Arch Street, Suite 

2210, Philadelphia, PA 19103.  

         Unless you timely file a Claim Form, you will not get a Settlement payment. 

Additionally, you may object to the settlement or ask for permission for you or 

your own lawyer to appear and speak at the hearing—at your own cost—but you 

don’t have to. Objections are due by October 22, 2022. Requirements for 

submitting a valid objection are fully set forth in the Proposed Settlement and 

longform Notice listed on the settlement website, 

www.VenerusCarRentalInsurance.com.  

         More details and the full terms of the Proposed Settlement is available at 

www.VenerusCarRentalInsurance.com. You can also contact the Settlement 

Administrator by emailing info@VenerusCarRentalInsurance.com or hear the 

answers to frequently asked questions by calling 1-855-637-1999 and following 

the prompts. You may also contact class counsel by emailing 

firm@normandpllc.com or by calling (407) 603-6031. 

Venerus v. Avis Budget, Case No: 6:13-cv-921-CEM-GJK (M.D. Fla.). 

Para ver el aviso en español, Clic Aqui 

  

Um den hinweis in deutscher sprache zu sehen, Klick Hier  

  

 لرؤية اإلشعار   باللغة  العربية ، 

  

Per vedere l'avviso in italiano  ,Clicca Qui 

  

 לצפייה בהודעה בעברית לחצו  כאן
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DD - Angeion - Title: AVIS Notice - 8-12-22 - Proof #3

COURT ORDERED LEGAL NOTICE

A United States District Court authorized this Notice.

This is not a solicitation from a lawyer.

You are not being sued.

If you rented a vehicle from Avis Budget in Florida after June 12, 2008, through 

December 31, 2015, using a prepaid voucher, you may be entitled to a payment.

A settlement has been reached in the case Heather Venerus, et al. v. Avis Budget Car Rental, LLC, et al., Case No. 6:13-cv-

921-CEM-GJK. You may have previously received a Notice informing you that you might be a class member in a class action

against Avis Budget Car Rental, LLC, and Budget Rent A Car Systems, Inc. (together “Avis Budget”). The Parties in the case

have agreed to settle the case.

Why am I getting this Notice? You have been identified as a “Settlement Class Member” from Avis Budget’s data, because 

you rented a vehicle from Avis Budget in Florida pursuant to a prepaid voucher that included $1 million in supplemental 

third-party liability coverage, after June 12, 2008 through December 31, 2015. You are receiving this Notice because the Parties 

have agreed to settle the case.

What is this lawsuit about? The Settlement resolves a lawsuit claiming that Avis Budget breached its rental contracts by 

failing to purchase a $1 million supplemental liability insurance (“SLI”) policy from ACE American Insurance Co., which 

the Plaintiff alleged was required by the rental contract, for individuals who rented a vehicle in Florida pursuant to a prepaid 

voucher but were not involved in accidents that resulted in liability or uninsured/underinsured motorist coverage claims being 

asserted by or against them in connection with their rentals.  

Settlement Terms. Avis Budget will pay at least $6.51 per rental day, plus prejudgment interest, to eligible Settlement Class 

Members who submit a valid claim. For example, if a Settlement Class Member rented a vehicle for ten (10) days, the claim pay-

ment would be for $65.10, plus applicable prejudgment interest. The average claim payment is $87.32 plus interest since date of 

rental(s). The benefits available to Settlement Class Members, and the most Avis Budget is obligated to pay, is $33,956,613.00, 

which includes settlement of all valid claims of Settlement Class Members, administration costs (including to implement and 

effectuate class Notice), attorneys’ fees and costs of up to $8,925,000.00, any service award to the Plaintiff, all of which is 

subject to court approval. If there are unclaimed funds after submission of all claims, the claim payment paid to eligible class 

members who submit timely and valid Claims will be increased from $6.51 to up to $7.46 per rental day, plus applicable pre-

judgment interest. The Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Costs and the Service Award will be filed within 30 days of the date this 

Notice was delivered and, upon filing, will be posted and can be accessed at www.VenerusCarRentalInsurance.com.

Do I have any other options?  Unless you file a Claim Form, you will not be eligible to get a Settlement payment. You can 

do nothing if you choose, meaning you will not receive a Settlement payment. You may also object to the Settlement or ask 

for permission for you or your own lawyer to appear and speak at the hearing—at your own cost—but you don’t have 

to. Objections are due by October 22, 2022. More details and the full terms of the Proposed Settlement are available at 

www.VenerusCarRentalInsurance.com. 

1

9856/1/21/1

Complete and submit a claim online at www.VenerusCarRentalInsurance.com/claim
by January 20, 2023, using your Claimant ID  and Confirmation Code

 to receive a payment.

How do I Receive Payment? To receive a payment, you must submit a Claim Form online at

www.VenerusCarRentalInsurance.com/claim. Claim Forms must be postmarked or submitted online by January 20, 2023.

You can access a pre-filed Claim Form on-line by entering your Claimant ID , and your Confirmation Code

. After you submit a Claim Form, you will be given the option to choose whether to receive payment in

the form of a physical check (if you provide/confirm your current mailing address), an e-mailed electronic gift card (if you

provide/confirm your current email address), or an electronic payment (if you contact the Settlement Administrator to

provide account information to which you want the payment to be deposited). Alternatively, you can download a copy of

the claim form on the Settlement Website and can mail a completed claim form to: Venerus v Avis Budget Settlement

Administrator, 1650 Arch Street, Suite 2210, Philadelphia, PA 19103.
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DD - Angeion - Title: AVIS Notice - 8-12-22 - Proof #3

COURT ORDERED LEGAL NOTICE

A United States District Court authorized this Notice.

This is not a solicitation from a lawyer.

You are not being sued.

If you rented a vehicle from Avis Budget in Florida after June 12, 2008, through 

December 31, 2015, using a prepaid voucher, you may be entitled to a payment.

Claimant ID: 
Confirmation Code: 

Complete and submit a claim online at www.VenerusCarRentalInsurance.com/claim
by January 20, 2023, using your Claimant ID  and Confirmation Code

 to receive a payment.

9856/1/21/1
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

ORLANDO DIVISION 

 

Venerus, et. al. v. Avis Budget, et al.,  

Case No. 6:13-cv-921-CEM-GJK 

 

IMPORTANT NOTICE OF CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT 

 

A court authorized this Notice. 

This is not a solicitation from a lawyer. 

You are not being sued. 

 

PLEASE READ THIS NOTICE CAREFULLY 

 

A settlement has been reached in the case Heather Venerus, et al. v. Avis Budget Car Rental, LLC, 

et al., Case No. 6:13-cv-921-CEM-GJK. This Notice explains: 1) the terms of the Settlement; 2) 

who is a member of the Class; 3) how to submit a claim for payment; 4) how to object to the 

Settlement; 5) how to get more information about the Settlement.  

 

You may have previously received a Notice in this Action. You are receiving this Notice because 

the Parties have now reached a settlement agreement in the case, which entitles Settlement Class 

Members to a payment upon submission of a timely claim. 

 

HELP IS AVAILABLE TO ASSIST YOUR UNDERSTANDING OF THIS NOTICE.  

Call 1-855-637-1999 toll free for more information. You can also contact Class Counsel at the 

contact information listed in this Notice. 

 

 

What is a Class Action? 

 

A class action is a lawsuit in which one or more individuals bring claims on behalf of other persons 

or entities. These persons or entities are referred to as a “Class” or “Class Members.” In a certified 

class action, the Court resolves certain issues, legal claims, and/or defenses for all Class Members 

in a single action, except for those persons or entities who timely request to be excluded from the 

Class.  

 

What is this Class Action About? 

 

The Settlement resolves a lawsuit claiming that Avis Budget Car Rentals, LLC and Budget Rent 

A Car System, Inc. (together, “Avis Budget”) breached its rental contracts by failing to purchase 

a $1 million supplemental liability insurance (“SLI”) policy from ACE American Insurance Co. 

for individuals who are not United States citizens and who rented a vehicle in Florida pursuant to 

a prepaid voucher after June 12, 2008, through December 31, 2015. Plaintiff alleged that Avis 

Budget entered rental contracts whereby Avis Budget agreed to purchase a $1 million SLI Policy 

from ACE on behalf of Settlement Class Members, and breached the contracts by failing to do so. 
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Settlement Terms 

 

As a part of the settlement, Avis Budget has agreed to:  

 

1. pay Settlement Class Members who submit valid claims at least $6.51 per rental day, plus 

applicable prejudgment interest, which amounts to available benefits of $33,956,613.00 for 

the Class, for an average claim size of $87.32 plus interest since the date of rental(s) per 

Settlement Class Member, although the actual claim payment for individual Settlement 

Class Members depends on the length of the Settlement Class Member’s rental(s); 

2. if there are unclaimed funds after submission of all valid claims, increase the payments to 

eligible Settlement Class Members who submit timely and valid claims from $6.51 per 

rental day to up to $7.46 per rental day, plus applicable prejudgment interest;  

3. included as part of the $33,956,613.00, pay any attorneys’ fees, attorneys’ costs, and 

incentive awards to the Named Plaintiff and class counsel, if approved by the Court, which 

will not reduce any payment made to Settlement Class Members, unless the Valid Claims, 

administrative costs, attorneys’ fees and costs approved by the Court, and service award 

approved by the Court together total an amount that exceeds $33,956,613.00.  

 

In exchange, Plaintiff and the members of the Class, which does not include anyone who has 

previously requested to opt out of the Class after receiving the previous Notice in this Action, 

agree to give up any claim they have based on Avis Budget’s alleged failure to procure a $1 million 

ACE SLI Policy or based upon Avis Budget’s alleged provision of contractual third-party coverage 

or contractual self-insurance. If you are a member of the Class, you can submit a claim to be 

eligible for a payment as described herein. You may also, if you wish, object to the terms of the 

Settlement, if you comply with the requirements set forth below.  

 

How Do I Know if I’m a Member of the Class? 

 

You are a member of the class action (a “Settlement Class Member”) if: (1) you rented a 

vehicle, pursuant to a prepaid voucher, from Avis Budget in Florida (2) during the period of 

June 12, 2008 through December 31, 2015, (3) the prepaid voucher included $1 million in 

supplemental third-party liability insurance, and (4) neither you nor a third party submitted 

a claim following a motor vehicle accident in connection with your rental. You received this 

Notice because Avis Budget’s records indicate you are a member of the Class.  The full class 

definition is as follows: 

 

Avis Budget maintains that it complied with the terms of the rental contracts and Florida law and 

deny that they acted wrongfully or unlawfully and continue to deny all material allegations.   

 

This case was previously certified as a Class Action. You may have received Notice of the class 

certification. You are receiving this Notice because a Settlement of the case has been reached 

between the Plaintiffs, acting on behalf of the Class, and Avis Budget.  

 

The district court will conduct a FAIRNESS HEARING on November 10, 2022, to decide whether 

to grant final approval of the Proposed Settlement.  
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All individuals who (1) rented an Avis or Budget vehicle in the State of Florida after June 

12, 2008 and before January 1, 2016, pursuant to a prepaid voucher, and (2) whose Rental 

Receipt contained the notation “SLI .00/Day Accepted” or “ALI .00/Day Accepted.  

 

Excluded from the Class are all such renters who have been involved in accidents and 

who have outstanding claims for liability or uninsured/underinsured motorist coverage, 

as well as all such renters whose liability or uninsured/underinsured motorist claims have 

been paid by Defendants. 

 

Also excluded from the Class is anyone who previously requested to opt out of (i.e., to not be a 

part of) the Class after receiving the previous Notices that were sent out in this case. If you 

previously requested to opt out of the Class, you are not part of the Class, you are not eligible to 

submit a Claim for payment, and you do not need to request to opt out of the Class again.  

 

If I Am a Class Member, What Are My Options? 

 

If you are a Class Member, you have three options. 

 

Option 1: Submit a Claim Form for Payment. 

 

You may submit a Claim Form for payment of at least $6.51 per rental day, plus applicable 

prejudgment interest, and up to $7.46 per rental day, plus applicable prejudgment interest. The 

total benefits available to Settlement Class Members, if all Settlement Class Members submit 

timely claims, is $33,956,613.00.  If you received a Notice in the mail or by e-mail, the Notice 

included your Claimant ID and Confirmation Code, and linked or directed you to the settlement 

website where you can access a pre-filled Claim Form by entering your Claimant ID and 

Confirmation Code. You can call 1-855-637-1999 or visit www.VenerusCarRentalInsurance.com 

and request that the Settlement Administrator send you a prefilled Claim Form by providing your 

Claimant ID listed in the mailed or e-mailed Notice(or a blank form that you will need to fill out 

if you do not have your Claimant ID).  

 

You can submit a Claim Form online by visiting www.VenerusCarRentalInsurance.com, clicking 

the SUBMIT A CLAIM button, and following the steps outlined for you. You will need a Claimant 

ID, which was included in the Mailed and/or Emailed Notice. Otherwise, to submit a blank Claim 

Form, you will need to input your full name and current mailing address, as well as either the 

year(s) during which your rental(s) occurred, or the rental agreement number(s) listed on your 

rental contract(s). The rental agreement number is the nine-digit number following the notation 

“RA” on your rental receipt. 

 

When calculated as $6.51 per rental day, plus prejudgment interest, the average Claim Payment 

size is approximately $87.32 plus interest since the date of rental(s). However, the actual amount 

to which Settlement Class Members who submit valid claims will be entitled depends on the length 

of the rental. When calculated as $7.46 per rental day, plus prejudgment interest, the average Claim 

Payment size is approximately$100.06 plus interest since the date of rental(s). The most Avis 

Budget is obligated to pay to Settlement Class Member is $33,956,613.00, which includes 
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settlement of all valid claims of Settlement Class Members, settlement administration costs 

(including the costs of implementing and effectuating class Notice), attorneys’ fees and attorney’s 

costs/expenses of litigation of up to $8,925,000.00, and any service award to the Plaintiff, all of 

which is subject to court approval. If, after submission of all timely, valid claims, unclaimed funds 

remain, the claim payment paid to eligible class members who submit timely and valid Claims will 

be increased from $6.51 per rental day to up to $7.46 per rental day, plus applicable prejudgment 

interest. The amount between the minimum amount ($6.51 per rental day, plus prejudgment 

interest) and the maximum amount ($7.46 per rental day, plus prejudgment interest) that 

Settlement Class Members will receive will depend on the amount of unclaimed funds.   

 

If you submit a Claim Form online, you will also be asked to identify the method by which your 

Claim Payment will be issued (assuming your Claim is determined to be valid). Your options are: 

(1) a physical check mailed to your current address (if you choose this option, you will need to 

confirm the address listed remains your current address, update the address, or enter your current 

address if blank); (2) an electronic gift card sent via e-mail (if you choose this option, you will 

need to either confirm the e-mail address listed remains your current e-mail address, update the e-

mail address, or enter your current e-mail address if blank); or (3) electronic payment via Venmo, 

PayPal, or similar companies (if you choose this option, you will need to e-mail the Settlement 

Administrator to facilitate the process of providing account information for the payment deposit).   

 

If you submit a Claim Form in the mail, it must be postmarked no later than January 20, 2023. If 

you submit an Electronic Claim, you must do so by 11:59 p.m. on January 13, 2023.  

 

 

Option 2: Object to the Terms of the Settlement. 

 

The full terms of the Settlement can be found at www.VenerusCarRentalInsurance.com. If you 

think the terms of the Settlement are not fair, reasonable, or adequate to the Class Members, you 

can file a Notice of Intent to object to the terms of the Settlement.  

 

To properly object to the terms of the Settlement, you must send, with sufficient postage, a Notice 

of Intent to object to the terms of the settlement and to appear at the Fairness Hearing (described 

below) to the following:  

 

Venerus, et. al. v. Avis Budget, et al. 

c/o Settlement Administrator 

Attn: Objection 

P.O. Box 58220 

Philadelphia, PA 19102 

 

The Notice of Intent must include the following:  

 

1. The name of the case and case number; 

 

2. Your name, address, telephone number, and signature; 

 

3. The specific reasons why you object to the terms of the Proposed Settlement; 
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4. The name, address, bar number, and telephone number of any attorney who represents you 

related to your intention to object to the terms of the Settlement;  

 

5. State whether you and/or your attorney intend to appear at the Fairness Hearing and 

whether you and/or your attorney will request permission to address the Court at the 

Fairness Hearing. 

 

If you and/or your attorney intend to request permission to address the Court at the Fairness 

Hearing, your Notice of Intent must also include the following: 

 

1. A detailed statement of the legal and factual basis for each of your objections; 

 

2. A list of any witness you may seek to call at the Fairness Hearing (subject to applicable 

rules of procedure and evidence and at the discretion of the Court), with the address of each 

witness and a summary of his or her proposed testimony; 

 

3. A list of any legal authority you may present at the Fairness Hearing; and 

 

4. Documentary proof of membership in the Settlement Class. 

 

Notices of Intent to object must be postmarked by November 5, 2022. Any Notice of Intent that is 

not postmarked by the deadline set forth above or which does not comport with the requirements 

listed above may waive the right to be heard at the Fairness Hearing.  

 

Option 3. Do Nothing.  

 

You have the right to do nothing. If you do nothing, you release any claim against Avis Budget 

related to the claims and allegations in this lawsuit which are part of the Released Claims as defined 

by the Settlement Agreement, even if you do not submit a Claim for payment.  

 

Who Is Representing the Class? 

 

The District Court has appointed Heather Venerus (the “Named Plaintiff”) to be the representative 

of the Class. The District Court has also appointed the following lawyers as Class Counsel for 

those Class Members: 

Edmund Normand, Esq. 

Jacob Phillips, Esq. 

Normand PLLC  

3165 McCrory Place, Suite 175 

Orlando, FL 32803 

Telephone: (407) 603-6031 

Facsimile: (888) 974-2175 
Ed.normand@normandpllc.com 

Jacob.phillips@normandpllc.com 

NormandPLLC.com 

Christopher J. Lynch 

Christopher J. Lynch, P.A. 

6915 Red Road, Suite 208 

Coral Gables, Florida 33143   

Telephone: (305) 443-6200 

Facsimile: (305) 443-6204 

clynch@hunterlynchlaw.com 

HunterLynchlaw.com 
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These lawyers are experienced in handling class action lawsuits. More information about Class 

Counsel is available on their websites above. 

 

Class Counsel will file an application for attorneys’ fees and costs of no more than $8.925 million 

dollars, subject to approval by the Court. Avis Budget has agreed to pay Class Counsel that amount 

if approved by the Court.  You will not be personally responsible for any fees, costs or expenses 

incurred by Class Counsel relating to the prosecution of this case. After it is filed, the Motion for 

Attorneys’ Fees and Costs will be posted and can be accessed at the settlement website.  

 

Class Counsel will also seek a Service Award to the Plaintiffs in the amount of $25,000, subject 

to court approval. The Service Award is designed to reward the Plaintiff for securing the recovery 

awarded to members of the Class, and to acknowledge the time spent by the Plaintiffs in sitting for 

deposition, providing discovery, participating in the case and mediation, and prosecuting the claim 

for the benefit of the Class. In this case, the Plaintiff has been prosecuting this claim for almost 

nine years, which has included extensive discovery, depositions, travel, mediations, appeals, and 

other time expended. Avis Budget has agreed to pay the Service Award to the Plaintiff up to the 

amount of $25,000, if approved by the District Court.   

 

What Claim(s) Are Settlement Class Members Releasing? 

 

As a part of the Settlement, Settlement Class Members agree not to sue Avis Budget by asserting 

any claim related to allegations that Avis Budget failed to procure a $1 million SLI Policy from a 

licensed insurance company, or that Avis Budget improperly provided self-funded contractual 

coverage or contractual self-insurance, in connection with a prepaid voucher rental after June 12, 

2008, through December 31, 2015. The full terms of the Released Claims and Released Parties can 

be found in the Proposed Settlement at www.VenerusCarRentalInsurance.com.  

 

How Do I Find Out More About This Lawsuit? 

 

If you have any questions about the lawsuit or any matter raised in this notice, please call toll-free 

at 1-855-637-1999 or go to www.VenerusCarRentalInsurance.com. 

 

This www.VenerusCarRentalInsurance.com website provides: 

1. An Electronic Claim Form and directions for how to submit;  

2. The full terms of the Settlement; 

3. Information and requirements for submitting a claim, requesting exclusion, or filing a 

Notice of Intent to object to the terms of the Settlement 

4. A copy of the complaints filed by Plaintiffs and other important rulings and orders from 

the District Court during the case prior to Settlement; and  

5. Other general information about the class action. 

 

You also may contact class counsel, whose contact information and websites are provided above. 

Please do not contact Avis Budget about this case or proposed Settlement. Avis Budget’s 

employees and customer service representatives will likely not have any knowledge about this case 

or settlement and will be unable to assist you. If you have further questions, please instead contact 

the Settlement Administrator or Class Counsel. 
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Complete copies of the documents filed in this lawsuit that are not under seal may be examined 

and copied at any time at the United States District Court, Middle District of Florida, 401 West 

Central Boulevard, Orlando, FL 32801.  

 

PLEASE DO NOT TELEPHONE OR CONTACT THE DISTRICT COURT OR THE CLERK 

OF THE DISTRICT COURT REGARDING THIS NOTICE. 

 

IT IS SO ORDERED, HON. CARLOS MENDOZA, U.S. DISTRICT COURT JUDGE  

DATED: JUNE 24, 2022 
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VEN 

 

Venerus v. Avis et al. 

Settlement Administrator 

1650 Arch Street, Suite 2210 

Philadelphia, PA 19103 

 

Your Claim Form must be submitted 

by January 20, 2023 

Venerus v. Avis Budget Car Rental, LLC et al., Case No. 6:13-cv-921-CEM-GJK 

CLAIM FORM 

 

 To submit a claim, please: (1) provide your full name; (2) provide either the rental 

agreement number (upper left corner of rental contract) or the reservation number (bottom right 

of the rental contract) or the year in which your rental(s) occurred (if you rented a vehicle from 

Avis Budget in Florida more than one time after June 12, 2008 through December 31, 2015, 

submit at least one year during which the rental(s) occurred); (3) provide your address; (4) sign 

and date this form by following the instructions below; and (5) submit the completed form on or 

before January 20, 2023. 

 

 

Name: ___________________________________________________________ 

 

Rental Agreement or Reservation Number(s): ____________________________ 

OR 

Year(s) of Rental(s): ___________________________________________ 

 

Address:  _____________________________________________________ 

 

  _____________________________________________________ 

 

  _____________________________________________________ 

   

Email Address:  _________________________________________________ 

 

By signing below, I attest that I am the person identified above or I am the legally authorized 

personal representative, guardian, or trustee of the person identified above, and that, to the best 

of my knowledge, the information on this Claim Form is true and correct:  

 

 

Signature:___________________________  Dated_____________________ 

 

Name (please print): _____________________________________________ 

 

 

 

To be considered, this Claim Form must be submitted on or before January 20, 2023. 
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PAYMENT OPTION FORM 

 

If your claim is determined to be valid and timely, you can receive payment in one of the three 

options below. Please select the method by which you wish to receive payment, including the 

necessary information depending on which option you select. You can only select one option. 

OPTION 1: I wish to receive the Claim Payment via an electronic Mastercard gift card, e-mailed 

to the following e-mail address: ___________________________ 

 

OPTION 2: I wish to receive the Claim Payment via physical check, mailed to the following 

address:  

Address:  ________________________________________  

     ________________________________________ 

     ________________________________________ 

 

OPTION 3: I wish to receive the Claim Payment via electronic payment to my account with 

PayPal or similar company or e-banking payment. If you are selecting Option 3, the Settlement 

Administrator will email you at your email address to ask you for the information needed, 

including the account number and type, to facilitate the electronic payment.   

E-mail address:  ________________________________ 
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