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Danie! K. O’Connelt & Valery A. O'Connell ) BY ————

& on behalf of themselves as members of )
Glastonbury Landowners Association.

Plaintiff(s),
Cause No. DV—-11-114
V.

Glastonbury Landowners Association, Inc.
& current GLA Board of Directors

S e et et e s e

Defendant(s)

 PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR DELAY OF ORDERS PENDING RULE 60 MOTION
OUTCOME & RESPONSE AGAINST ATTORNEY FEES & COSTS

Plaintiffs,” as GLA Director & member(s) of the GLA Landowners Association, hereby
files this response and attached affidavit factually refuting the “Defendant’s Submission Of

Attorney Fees and Costs™ as unproven, unproductive, excessive. or redundant. & unreasonable.

Note: Brown’s pleadings were filed on a Friday; which means Plaintiffs rural location did not get
this pleading(s) until Tuesday, September 30, 2014; which delayed this timely response.

For all the reasons below & in Plaintiffs’ rule 60 pleading, Plaénﬁffs also hereby file this
motion requesting delay of Orders (dated September 8th) until after their Rule 60 Motion has

been fully adjudicated.

Plaintiffs absent time and billing documents object to afl alleged costs and fees
claimed by Brown Law Firm, because such costs and fees are unproven, unproductive,
excessive, or redundant. & unreasonable (not necessary) & contrary to Orders. that said,

“Plaintiffs shall pay “Defendant’s reasonable attorney fees and costs incurred in bringing and
briefing this Motion” to quash.




A. Attached affidavit & GLA budget report shows Defendants since January through
September 2014 have only incorred $175.00 for “1310 - Legal Costs - O’Connell.”

Defendants have only incurred $175.60 since Jannary, none of which had to do with the
Motion to Ouash. :

This is because Defendants have stated to O’ Connells and other members that the GLA has
insurance that covered the cost of all Brown’s services including bringing the Motion to Quash.
'll‘he GLA insurance company incurred such costs and fees not the GLA. GLA insurance
company is the only party that actually incurred attorney fees & costs for the motion to quash.
Thus the Orders err (as mistake, inadvertence, neglect) since “Defendants” did not incur any
legal fees or costs, nor did Brown Law Firm.

B. Not only is 32.5 hours total an unreasonable amount of hours taken for this motion

to guash; but also notice both Brown attorneys claim to do the same thing absent time and
billing docuiments as unsupported. unproductive, excessive, or redundant fees and costs. &

one attorney charged $2.468.50 MORE than the other attorney further showing
unreasonable costs & fees.

Heringer affidavit claims he spent 6.8 hours & $1,258 as his “fees billecl_ .... for review of
documents, communication with clients, research, drafting, and revising... the Motion to Quash.”
Also Cunningham affidavit claims the same thing except he spent 25.7 bours & $3,726.50 as his
“fees billed .... for review of documents, communication with clients, research, drafting, and

revising... the Motion to Quash.”

Obviously 32.5 hours i3 so exorbitant as to be unbelievable nor reasonable in and of itself
just to file one motion to quash. But are absent evidence of time and billing documents.

Montana Supreme Court said, “ Reasonable fees do not include fees that were
“anproductive, excessive, or redundant,” and the fee claimant must establish reasonableness by
the presentation of evidence.” Saizan v. Delta Concrete Prods. Co., 448 F.3d at 799 (5th Cir.
2006), (citation omitted).”

The evidence Defendants submitted to the District Court failed to establish

reasonableness since it consisted of two almost identical affidavits containing a total of three

sentences testimony only from two of GLA’s counsel as unproductive, excessive, or redundant.
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Brown Law Firm’s costs & fees for the motion at 36.5 hours or almost $5.000 is five

times higher than the highest law firm estimate for a typical 6 1/2 page motion to guash; which

showed anything more than a $1.000 is unreasonable (not necessary). But also this discrepancy
in “fees billed” shows Cunningham overcharged by $2 468.50; which discrepancy is also

unproductive. excessive, or unreasonable (not necessary) as contrary to the Orders allowing only

“reasonable fees and costs.” In fact, attached affidavit & documents from othﬁer law firms show a
-typical motion to quash only cost from $500 to $1,000 or up to seven hours. Notice that
Defendants fail to say that their claimed fees & costs were reasonable (necessary), and obviously
two attorneys charging different fees to file one motion is obviously unreasonable. Therefore,
Plaintiffs object to all atforney fees & costs; especially over $1,000 as being unreasonable (not
necessary); as contrary to the Orders that required “reasonable attorney fees & costs...”

C. Orders did not say that such fees and costs include “review of documents,

commurtication with clients, research, drafting, and revising” the Motion were
allowable costs, & Orders allowed only “attorney fees and cests in bringing and

briefing this Motion.”

Nowhere does Brown’saffidavits say that these Brown Law Firm costs were for “bringing
and briefing this Motion.” It is unfair, and harmfully prejudicial to Plaintiffs to assume these
Brown Law Firm costs were for “bringing and briefing this Motion.” Yet Brown claims fees &
costs (for “review of documents, communication with clients, research, drafting, and revising”
the Motion) are the only costs claimed by Brown Law Firm.

All such costs and fees claimed by Brown Law Firm are unreasonable as contrary to
Orders, and for failing to show that their fees & costs where the same thing as “bringing and
briefing this Motion.” In fact, Plaintiffs refute all such fees and costs by claiming the following:

1.  Defendants falsely claimed fees & costs for “review of documents,” but did not say if these
“documents™ had to do with “bringing & briefing the Motion” itself.



The only documents attached to the Motion had to do with a handful of email/letters between
Plaintiffs and Brown Law Firm. Such review of these documents have no relation to proving
“undue burden” as required for a motion to quash. These documents thus only relate to the lack
of service or notice claims; which claim the Orders failed to grant. The Court must first consider
the rule 60 motion refuting these claims,* since Orders failed to grant the lack of service or
notice claim.

(*See rule 60 motion reply page 4 that shows, “Defendant August 14, 2014 letter states” If we do
not hear back from you, we will move to quash the subpoenas because they are defective.” This
Defendant letter (& contract) was not part of the motion to quash, yet seemed to shows that if
Plaintiffs give notice to Defendants to change deposition dates this would eliminate and fix any

lack of pre-discovery notice;” which was a contract agreement violated by Defendants.)

Therefore they failed to show fees & costs for “review of documents,” were reasonable

(necessary) & the same thing as “bringing and briefing this Motion” as contrary to this Order.

2. Defendants falsely claimed fees & costs for “communication with clients.” but did not
say if these “communication with clients,” had to do with “bringing & briefing the Motion”
itseif; which is contrary to Orders.

In fact Orders failed to grant Defendants claims for subpoena lack of service; which very well

could have been the sole reason for such “communication with clients.”
There would have been no reason to communicate with clients on “bringing and briefing this
Motion” which is a legal skill. Thus it is not reasonable (or necessary) for both attorney to
“communication with clients™ for “briefing this Motion” much less to get their approval which at
most was a 5 minute conversation having nothing to do with “bringing this motion.”

‘Therefore they failed to show that their fees & costs for “communiéation with clients,”
were reasonable (necessary) & the same thing as “bringing and briefing this Motion™ as contrary

1o Orders.



3. Defendants falsely claimed fees & costs for “research.” but did not say if this so called
“resparch” was reasonable (necessary) having to do with “bringing & briefing the Motion”
itself; which is contrary to Orders.

Browﬁ fails to identify what, if any, research was reasonable (necessary) to file a motion
to quash. Surely Brown’s experience in filing such motion precludes research of motions to
quash, and Brown failed to cite any legal cases as the only possible reasonable research needed.
Thus there is no proof in the motion itself or in the affidavit that such “research” had anything to
do with or reasonable (necessary) to “bringing and briefing” the rﬁotion to quash. Therefore they
failed to show that their fees & costs for “research” were reasonable (necessary) to “bringing and
briefing this Motion” as contrary to this Order.

4. Defendants falsely claimed fees & costs for “drafting and revising.” but did not say if this
so called “drafting and revising” was reasonable (necessary) as having to do with “bringing
& briefing the Motion” itself; which is contrary to Orders.

“Drafting and revising” basically mean the same thing, yet both Brown attorneys claim to do the
same thing for one motion filed. This is unproductive, excessive, or redundant for two attorneys
to draft ope motion, and certainly not reasonable for two attorneys do the same work as their
affidavit claims. If one attorney drafted and t_he other revised the motion would make more sense,
yet both sword in affidavits 1o both “draft and revise’ the motion as unproductive, excessive, or
redundant as un reasonable (unnecessary) to “bringing and briefing this Motion.”
CGNCLUSION

If this court can not deny all claimed attorney fees & costs, then for all the reasons above
and six valid reasons within Plaintiffs’ rule 60 pleading,* hereby show this motion is warranted
requesting delay of Orders (dated September 8th) until after their Rule 60 Motion has been fully

adjudicated showing the motion to quash and attorney fees/cost was meritless.

(* Note: Rule 60 pleading said: Brown’s unreasonable fees & costs submitted September 2014 are
contrary to the Orders, & contrary to local court rule 15; which fatally harmed Plaintiffs chances to
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defend against such fees & costs absent being filed with the motion pleading. Not to mention the fact that
Defendants motion o quash several times misrepresented the facts, because Defendants seem to agree to
notice given and only threatened to quash for “defective subpoena;” which was a contract agreement
violated by Defendants;” & they only afterwards claim subpoenas were lacking a statement under the
rules, but Orders failed to find any lack of statement under rule 45 or rule 6, or lack of service
requirements; Orders are absent any finding of “undue burden” especially since Defendants claimed Allen
was available for depositions; which one or all 6 reasons precludes Orders to quash both subpoenas.)

This Court first would have to make unfair assumptions that Brown unproductive,
excéssive, or redundant fees & costs of 36.5 hours & almost $5 000 are reasonable AND
(necessary) to “bringing and briefing this [one] Motion.” To make all these assumiptions is fatally
harmful to Plaintiffs, and would instead allow Defendants costs & fees for all these other thin gs
that are NOT reasonable to “bringing and briefing this Motion.” Montana Supreme Court
concluded in Saizan (cited abéve), “Reasonable fees do not include [Defendants’] fees that
were “‘unproductive, excessive, or redundant,” and the fee claimant must establish
reasonableness by the presentation of evidence;” but Defendanﬁ lack such time and billing

document evidence. Therefore Defendants alleged attorney costs and fees must be denied.

Respectfully submitted this 14th day of October, 2014,

py: Nomd] [, ) lomeell) By: //@%M

Daniel O’Connell VaTéT'}VO’Conneli

‘ Certificate of Service
A true and correct copy of forgoing document(s) were sent to the following parties via first class
mail on this same day to:

Sixth Judicial District Clerk of Court
414 E. Callender St.
Livingston, Mt. 59047

Hon. Judge David Cybulski Brown Law Firm, P.C.
573 Shippe Canyon Rd. 315 N. 24th St. (PO Drawer 849)

Plentywood, Mt. 59254 . ' Billings, MT. 59103-0849
Loy O dentt '
By: / / '

'Valery O’Connell -




Daniel & Val O'Connell
P.O. Box 77

Emigrant, Mt. 59027
406-577-6339

MONTANA SIXTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT, PARK COUNTY

Daniel K, O’Connell & Valery A. O'Connell )
& on behalf of themselves as members of )
Gilastonbury Landowners Association.

Plaintiff(s), ‘ .
Cause No. DV-11-114
2

Glastonbury Landowners Association, Inc.
& current GLA Board of Directors

e e e e S St e St it et

Defendant(s)

AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF DELAY OF ORDERS PENDING RULE 60 MOTION
OUTCOME & RESPONSE AGAINST ATTORNEY FEES & COSTS

STATE OF MONTANA )
58

County of Park )
Plaintiff(s) Daniel and Valery O'Connell, on our oath depose and state to the best of our
knowledge & belief, information herein is true, correct, & complete, as foliows:

(a) We are both over the age of 18, of sound mind to lawfully file this affidavit
having personal knowledge of such matters: inciuding Plainiiffs first hand
competent evidence attached to the pleading concluding Defendants’ attorney
fees and costs are NOT reasonable & contrary to Orders.

(b) GLA budget report shows Defendants since January through September 2014 have
only incurred $175.00 for “1310 - Legal Costs - O’Connell.” Defendants have only
incurred $175.00 since January, none of which had to do with the Motion to Quash
This is because Defendants have stated to O’ Connells and other members that the
GLA has insurance that covered the cost of all Brown’s services including bringing
the Motion to Quash. GLA insurance company is the only party that actually incurred
attorney fees & costs for the motion to quash. ‘

(c) Not only is 32.5 hours total an unreasonable amount of hours taken for this motion to
quash; but also notice the $2.468.50 discrepancy between Heringer & Cunningham
costs and fees for the same services are redundant AND unreasonable (not Necessary)
as contrary to the Orders allowing only “reasonable fees and costs 7



(d) This is also because Brown’s alleged costs and fees for “““review of documents,
comumunication with clients, research, drafting, and revising” the motion have little or
nothing to do with “bringing and briefing this Motion” as Orders required & Brown’s
costs & fees for the motion at 36,5 howrs or almost $5.000 is five times higher than
the highest law firm estimate for a typical 6 1/2 page motion to auash: which showed

anything more than a $1.000 is unreasonable (not necessary).

(e) This is also because on October 13, 2014, Plaintiffs (via email) asked Antonelli
Law Firm, “how much do you charge to write a typical six page motion to
quash (civil case)?” Antonelli Law Firm (email) answer to this question was

“between $750 to $1,000.” Other attached web-based documents show a typical
motion only cost from $500 to $1,000.

() Plaintiffs pleading shows all costs and fees claimed by Brown Law Firm (for “review
of documents, communication with clients, research, drafting, and revising” the
Motion) are unproductive, excessive, or redundant & unreasonable as contrary to
Orders, and for failing to show that their feés & costs where the same thing as
“bringing and briefing this Motion.” Because the Browns fees & costs lack these
reasonable elements, the Court (to comply with its own Orders) first would have to
make unfair assumptions that Brown redundant fees & costs are reasonable AND
(necessary) to “bringing and briefing this Motion.” It is fatally harmful to Plaintiffs to
make all these assumptions, and appears the court would instead allow Defendants
costs & fees for all these other things that are NOT reasonable to “bringing and
briefing this Motion.”

(g) Brown’s unreasonable fees & costs submitted September 2014 are contrary to the
Orders, & contrary to local court rule 15; which fatally harmed Plaintiffs chances to
defend against such fees & costs absent being filed with the motion pleading;
especially since Orders are absent any finding of “undue burden” as Defendants
claimed Allen was available for depositions; and other six reasons in the rule 60
motion precludes Orders to quash both subpoenas.

(h) If this court can not deny all claimed attorney fees & costs, then for all the reasons
above and within Plaintiffs’ rule 60 pleading show this motion is warranted to delay
Orders (September 8th) until after the Rule 60 Motion has been fully adjudicated.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NAUGHT. Dated OCTOBER 14th, 2014.

Signed Signed:
Daniel O’Connell Valery O'Connell
State of Montana ).
ss. '
County of
Signed and sworn to before me on , 2014,
(SEAL)




(d) This is also because Brown’s alleged costs and fees for ““review of documents,
communication with clients, research, drafting, and revising” the motion have little or
nothing to do with “bringing and briefing this Motion” as Orders required & Brown’s
costs & fees for the motion at 36.5 hours or almost $5.000 is five times higher than

the highest law firm estimate for a typical 6 1/2 page motion 1o quash: which showed
anything more than a $1.000 is unreasonable {(not necessary).

(e) This is also because on October 13,2014, Plaintiffs (via email) asked Antonelli
Law Firm, “how much do you charge to write a typical six page motion to
quash (civil case)?”’ Antonelli Law Firm (email) answer to this question was
“between $750 to $1,000.” Other attached web-based documents show a typical
motion only cost from $500 to $1,000.

(f) Plaintiffs pleading shows all costs and fees claimed by Brown Law Firm (for “review
of documents, communication with clients, research, drafting, and revising” the
Motion) are unproductive, excessive, or redundant & unreasonable as contrary to
Orders, and for failing to show that their fees & costs where the same thing as
“bringing and briefing this Motion.” Because the Browns fees & costs lack these
reasonable elements, the Court (to comply with its own Orders) first would have to
make unfair assumptions that Brown redundant fees & costs are reasonable AND
(necessary) to “bringing and briefing this Motion.” It is fatally harmful to Plaintiffs to
make all these assumptions, and appears the court would instead allow Defendants
costs & fees for all these other things that are NOT reasonable to “bringing and

briefing this Motion.”

(g) Brown’s unreasonable fees & costs submitted September 2014 are contrary to the
Orders, & contrary to local court rule 15; which fatally harmed Plaintiffs chances to
defend against such fees & costs absent being filed with the motion pleading;
especially since Orders are absent any finding of “undue burden” as Defendants
claimed Allen was available for depositions; and other six reasons in the rule 60

motion precludes Orders to quash both subpoenas.

(n) If this court can not deny all claimed attorney fees & costs, then for all the reasons
above and within Plaintiffs’ rule 60 pleading show this motion is warranted to delay
Orders (September 8th) until after the Rule 60 Motion has been fully adjudicated.

FURTHER FfAl}lT SAYETH Ny‘”‘. Dated OCTOBE
Signed ¢ [l Signed:

Daniel O’Conneli

State of Montana )

sS.
County of pﬁg‘#— ) o1l

Signed and sworn to before me on

14, 4
(SEAL) ,
éﬁ%ﬁ% e, Z«,:w/f///
T JUNE LIFTLE O S |

3\;‘3‘& ,ij;_%,," Notary Public T
§ rgoTARig, forthe State of Montana
: Lol Residing at:

:’*fn SEAL §~ Livingston, Montana
"{\?’é‘é’ - -(')i,{&‘.\c‘ My Commission Ex;gres: -
o, M January 21, 201 _

AT







From: Daniel OConnelt dko@mac.com
Subjeci: Re: quole piease
Date: October 13, 20714 at 4:.44 PM
Tor Jefirev@antonslli-law com

Thanks Mr. Antonealli,

On Oct 13, 2014, at 1:59 PM, Jefirey@antonelii-law.com wrote:

The motions to guash we've filed have been comprehensive.

Our fiat fee to seille these cases out of court are between $750 to $1,000.

Jaffrey Antonelli

Anrdonetli Law Lid.

100 North La Salle Street

Suite 2400

Chicago, Il 60652

Tel 312-201-831G

Antonelii-Law.com

Practice concenirated in Drone/UAS Law, Civil Litigation, and Business Advice

View my profite on LinkedIn

CONEIDENTIAL INFGRMATION: The information contained in this message from the law firm and/ior atiorney listed above and any
aftachments are confidential and intended only for the named recipient{s). f you have received this message in error, you are prohibiled
from copying, distributing or using the information. Please contact the sender immediaiely by refurn e-mail and delete the original message.

----- Qriginal Message-----

From: Damel OConnell {maitio:dkc@mac.com]
Sent: Monday, October 13, 2014 2:33 PM

To: Jefirey@antonelii-taw.com

Sublect: Re: quote plesse

Lets assume i is a good idea. How much do you charge to write a typicat six page motion to quash (civil case)?

On Oct 13, 2014, at 1:01 PM, Jeffrey@antonelli-law.com wrote:

Dear Val,

Filing 2 metion to guash is probably not a good idea, but f'd fike you fo call us - its free - to see if that's what you reaily nead fo do.

Take a fook at our page discussing rmotions to quash:
http/iwww. antonelli-aw.com/Motions_to_Quash.php

and then call us at 312-201-8310 for an in-depth, free consultation.

Jefirey Antonelli

Antoneili Law Lid.

100 North La Salie Street

Suite 2400

Chicago, IL 66602

Tel 312-201-8310

Antonelli-Law.com

Practice concentrated in Drone/UAS Law, Civil Litigation, and Business

Advice View my profile on Linkedin CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION: The

information contained in this message from the law firm and/or attorney listed above and any attachments are confidentiat and intended
only for the named recipient{s). If you have received this message in error, you are prohibited from copying, distributing or using the
information. Please contact tha sender immeadiately by retum e-mail and delete the original message.

—Qriginal Message---—-
From: Daniel QConnell [malito: cko@mac.com}
- Sent: Monday, October 13, 2014 1:54 PM
fo: Jeffrey@antonelli-law.com
Subject: quole please . - o .

v

How much do you charge o write a typical six page motion td quash?
Thanks,
Vai O'Copnnell




Are there any lawyers that charge less than $600 1o file a motion to...ash warrant? - 15 Legal Answers as of November 02, 2012 ~ LawQA . com

Are there any lawyers that charge less than $600 to file a motion to
qu.ash warrant? 15 Answers as of November 02, 2012

Missed a court date and really need assistance.

The Law Gffices of John J. Carney Esg. | John 7. Carney

You can bave the lawyer that is bandling the case ask that the warrant be withdraws,
You will stilf have a bench warrant on your record and need 2 lawyer to handle the
case, and that would probably be more than $600, Yon can get Legal Aid if youare
indigent.

Angwer Applies to: New York
Replied: 11/2/2012

James M. Osak, P.C. | James M., Osak
That depends on the Jawyer, You have to negotiate with them. Or do it yourself.

Answer Applies to: Michigan
Replied: 10/28/2012

Law Office of Brendan M. Kelly | Brendan M. Kelly

We can kelp, it does depend on the nature of the FTA, but genevally it is less then
$600.00.

Suaswer Applies to: Nebraska
Replied: 10/27/2012

hitp: [ fwew. lawga.com/ga/ are—there-any—attomeys—that—chargemless«than—ﬁoo—to—ﬁ§e~metion—to—quash—warrantZ

© 10713714, 12:44 PM

Related Questions

What can Lexpect if my felony got dropped to a misdemeansr

petty larceny?

£ was arrested at BMY or an open felony in one state but
they never came will this interfere with me obtaining a Heense

in another state?

Is it illegal for me to kiss a minor (Lg, she's 14 and Tm 18 this

vear)?

Popular Questions

Should someone turn themselves in to police before gevting
an attorney?

{101 answers)

Do Thave to answer whether Lwas drinking or not?
(99 angwers)

Can I be taken to jail without my Miranda rights read?

(o7 answersy

ROWERED

Fr .

Ex: What can happen iF | refuse 8 breathalyzer?

GRS SN

Safari Power Saver

9B8 Relingl A

ABOUT TRUST ONLINE

Page 1 of 2




Are there any lawyers that charge less than $600 1o file a motion to...ash warrant? - 15 Legal Answers as of November 02, 2012 - LawQA.com

Hambiin Law Office | Sally Hamblin
You should be able to finxd one if you keep looking,

Answer Apphes to: Michigan
Replied: 10/26/202

Meyer & Kiss, LLC | Louis J. Meyer
Depends where it is at. But we charge $500.00 for cases in Cook County, Hlinots.

Apswer Applies to: Blinois
Replied: so/26/2052

Click to View Maore Answers:

Can't find the guestion youre tooking for? Just Ask.

Mead legal advice roht aoiw? Connect with a focal attorney!

Disclaimer: The responses above do nol torr an alterney-client refationship. The answers on LA cont may or may nut apoly o
you il sheuid not be refied upon as legal advice, LawGA.com doss riot make sty epresentation as 1 the experlise o qualfulions
of any attorneys listed on the wabsite, The atiomeys listed on the wehsite may or may nol be sdmitted to state bar of your shile,

10713114, 12:44 PM

Home  MNews  Aska Free Question Free Case Evaluation Resources List Your Firm  Termsof Use  Privacy Policy

HEE Rotigh A

http: / fwww.lawga.com/qa/ are-there-ahy-attorneys-that-charge-less—than-600-to-fi le-motion-to-quash-warrant2

Safari Power Saver

Cligks Start:Flash
P]_:ﬁﬁ%h +

APOUT FTRUST ONLINE
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4:35 PM
10/06/14
Cash Basis

Glastonbury Landowners Association

Profit & Loss Budget Variance Report
Saptember 2014

1214 - Utilities for Rec Center
1230 - Lawn Mowing/Gas
1240 - Mowar Maintenance

Total 1200 « Parkland/Recreation Center

1300 - Litigation
13190 - Legal Costs - O'Connell
1311 - Document Production
Total 1300 - Litigation

1480 « Community Complaints
1410 - Community Complaints Casts
Total 1400 - Community Complaints

2000 - Qverhead/Admin Costs
2005 - Accountant's Fees
2010 - Admistration Costs - Contracted
20 - Bank Charges
2012 - Gredit Card Fees
2013 - Collection Costs
2018 » Insurance - Board Liability
2017 - Legal Fees-General Advice
2018 - Licenses & Annual Reporting
2019 Lien Filing Cosfs
2020 - Management Expense
2025 « Miscailaneous
2030 - Naivs!ettar Costs
2050 - Office Supplies
2051  Procedures & Documents
2082 - Postage & Shipping
2085 - Printing & Copias
2060 - Rent ~ Facifities
2562 - Rent - PO Box & Safe Dep Box
2063 + Software - SharePoint
2086 - Softwars - Dropbox
2070 - Taxes - Property
2080 « Telophonae & Massaging
2090 - Wabsite Costs

2091 - Website Contractor Deviop&Maint

. 2082+ URL & Domain Feas
Total 2090 - Wabsite Costs

Total 2000 - Overhead/Admin Costs

Jan - Sep 14 Bidget % of Budget
 299.03 . 500.00 59.81%
0.00 150.00 £.0%
0.00 250.00 0.0%
299.03 900.00 33.28%
475.00 13,300,00 1.32%
| 566.45
1,141,485 13,300.00 8.58%
0.00 725.00 0.0%
0.00 - 725.00 0.0%
966.00 1,574.00 61.48%
119.93
34.00
129.25
1,082.40
1,608.20 3,000.00 53.64%
3,727.50 1,000.00 372.75%
85.00 70.00 121.43%
288.00
13,095.30 22,628.00 57.87%
736.24 500.00 147 25%
27782 0.00 100.0%
457.89 1,400.00 32.71%
0.00
1,710.97 1,200.00 142.58%
1,157.89 850.00 136.22%
884.00 £30.00 140.32%
157.50 60.00 262.5%
17.90 20.00 89.5%
89.91
0.00 325.00 0.0%
139.55 180.00 77.53%
0.00 450.00 0.0%
55.61 140.00 39.72%
55.61 590.00 0.43%
26,832,956 34,025.00. | 78.86%

Page 3of4




