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* Part of Thomson Reuters since 2005

» Business Development & Cl Consultant to
Legal Industry since 1998

» Oversees Monitor Suite & Intelligence
applications globally; works with Account
Executives and Business Development
Consultants to leverage CI for Business
Development, Firm Strategy, and Technology
Deployment.



Essential Elements of Client Intelligence Analytics

Evolving from Client Intelligence to Competitive Intelligence

A History of Innovation

Understanding litigation metrics of clients, competitors, and the market,
to showcase relevant and results-oriented competitive experience

— Evolving Client Intelligence
— Competitive Experience & Efficiency
— Analyzing Legal Work Kept In-House



* Over 3,000 law firms globally between 15-140 attorneys

* Over 1500 U.S.-based law firms of more than 30 attorneys

« Competition & Complexity vary by market

» Fight price commoditization by creating differentiation

» Client Visits, Experience, and Engagement drive continual success
 Demonstratable Experience matters

» Leverage firm strengths against competitor weaknesses

« Engage the client & prospect; don’t “Pitch” them



The essential elements of:

CLIENT INTELLIGENCE ANALYTICS



 Who, What, Where, Which, How — Primary Questions

» What size firms does the client typically hire?

» How often does the client typically change outside counsel?
» Has the client recently began retaining new counsel?

* Is the client being serviced from offices in markets or jurisdictions where
the work is located?

 For litigation, what is the docket filing trend of the client?

« How does that compare to the client’s industry or primary peers /
competitors?

« What litigation trends are uniquely effecting the client or their market?

 Who do we know, and how well do we know them??



Starbucks

CLIENT INTELLIGENCE ESSENTIALS



1. What type of
legal work do
they have?




2. Which firms are

handling the
work?




3. From how many
& which offices
are they
handling the
work?




4. Where is the
work taking
place?




Evolving from Client Intelligence to:

COMPETITIVE INTELLIGENCE



« Add-on modules first require a solid base
* Forward-thinking architecture

« Accuracy, efficiency, and ease of use are because of how
the content is managed.

* Filtering (slicing & dicing) functionality is critical aspect of
why Case Outcomes will be so leveragable.

» The design architecture of Monitor Suite features the use of
dynamic, persistent URL’s, which enable wider, more
efficient distribution of content.



2002: 2005: 2005: 2007: 2007:
Courtlink Strategic Firm 360 launches with Firm 360 is the Firm 360 becomes Monitor Suite
Profiles Launches over 50 state dockets first to introduce Monitor Suite becomes the first
& multi-level filtering Industry analysis introduce IP Analysis

2004: 2005: 2006: 2007:

5 Counties added Firm 360 introduces Firm 360 is the first Monitor Suite is the first

to CL Profiles Federal & State Litigation to introduce Deal to introduce multiple

mapping to Key Number Analysis entity filtering & custom

System grouping functionality.



2009: 2009: 2010: 2010:

Monitor Suite Monitor Suite Monitor Suite launches Monitor Suite
introduces dynamic, introduces drag & custom list generation introduces International
password embedded drop / snippets / application called IP Intelligence

linking technology annotated output Opportunity Finder

2009: 2009: 2010: 2011:

Monitor Suite Monitor Suite Monitor Suite exceeds Monitor Suite
introduces the ability introduces direct 650 State Dockets introduces the
to create dynamic, integration with powerful Case

enhanced portal links ContactNet ERM Outcomes module




All “CI” products are focused on which firms are representing the client.

None of the products feature opposing counsel, how matters closed, or
the metrics around how matters closed — until now.

Introducing the most powerful innovation in legal Cl & BD applications:
The components of Case Outcomes:

— Opposing Counsel

— Case Status Filtering

— Case Status Summary Metrics

— Litigation Comparison Report Features

Case Outcomes Data will be available for U.S. District Courts, and the
following search types: Companies, Law Firms, and Judges.



Which firms are typically opposed to your (prospective) client?
— By Practice Area(s)
— Judge(s)
— Jurisdiction(s)

Which law firms typically represent the client against various opposing
counsel?

What is your firm’s experience against a client’s opposing counsel?

Search by Opposing Counsel to identify companies that are litigation
opponents (practice development / BD planning)



1. Which firms are
consistently
engaged against
your client?

2. What is the firm’s
experience
against that firm?




 Filter to open or closed cases
» For closed cases, users can further filter to specific resolutions

» Very powerful when used in conjunction with other filters
— Does the client dispose of matters differently by practice area?
— Does the client tend to go to trial vs. certain opposing counsel?

— In certain jurisdictions, is the client more likely to resolve matters by
settlement as compared to other jurisdictions?
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» Can be used for a single entity (Company, Law Firm, Judge), orin a
side-by-side comparison featuring one or more law firms or companies.

« Powerful when used in junction with opposing counsel filters and/or
side-by-side comparisons with other firms

» Average Number of Parties involved in matters

« Motion Analysis
— How often does a client settle after motion for summary judgment is denied?

— If they do settle, how long (on average) after the motion is denied, is a
settlement reached? (Use this with practice area, court, law firm
representation, and opposing counsel filters for powerful insights into
historical litigation trends)

 Median Time To Close a Case

— Use in “Litigation Comparison Report” to highlight competitive efficiency
against other firms.



Company:

MICROS0OFT CORP
Date Range: Last five years (09/2006 to 09/2011) =dit
Average # Of Litigation Refinements remove all

parties involved - Case S5tatus: remove all

Closed remove
in matters
MICROSOFT CORP Case Status Summary

\mrerage number of parties 3.15
Fercentage time different parties shared the same attarneyfirm 10%

Motion Fercentage time party used multiple attorneysfirms 40%
Motion Analysis
Cause & E.ﬁeCt Fercentage time filed Motion for Summary Judament 7%
Ana|yS|S Fercentage time filed Mation to Dismiss 10%
Fercenttimes settled after Summary Judgment mation denied A7 %
Fercenttimes settled after Motion to Dismiss is denied 20%
Median time from filing summary judgment to resolution of motion 88 days
Median time from filing Motian to Dismiss to resclution of motion 49 davs
Median time to Median time to close a case 218 days
Median time to resclve a case by 3ummary Judgment 452 days
reSOIVe matters Median time to resclve a case by Motion to Dismiss 205 days
Median time to resolve a case by Settlement 229 5 days

Median time to resclve a case by Trial 434 days




» Powerful new benchmarking feature

» Create side-by-side or head-to-head reports for both law firms and
companies.

« Users can also create “grouped” comparison reports — 2 or more law
firms or companies against 2 or more similar entities.

— For example, compare your firm against 5 competing firms in securities
litigation in the S. D. of NY

— Another example could feature two merging companies compared to their
7,8,9 closest competitors (i.e. Southwest Airlines / Air Tran vs. Delta, United,
American, Jet Blue and other passenger air carriers)

« Tabular views provide comparative numerical values, while also
providing both bar charts and line graphs



Users can create
benchmarking for

both companies and
law firms.

. MICROSOFT
Practice Area CORP APPLE INC Total
F] Intellectual Property - Patents = Federal MOS: 196 227 423
Property Rights: Patent (830)
F Intellectual Property - Patents = Drawings and 2L 15 59
Specifications
F] Intellectual Property - Patents = Claims 7 13 50
[] Intellectual Property - Patents = Letters Patent 28 12 45
] Intellectual Property - Patents = Actions and 30 i 35
Proceedings
F Intellectual Property - Patents = Applications 27 & 35
[] Intellectual Froperty - Patents = Infringement 31 4 a5
F Intellectual Property - Patents = Patentability 12 1 12
[] Intellectual Property - Patents = Doctrine of g z 11
Equivalents
Other Practice Areas (Full List) 19 3 22




Understanding litigation metrics of clients, competitors, and the market

ENHANCED CLIENT INTELLIGENCE



* Prospect: Devon Energy Corporation

» Scenario: Our Attorney is flying to Houston to meet their DGC and GC
in Devon’s Houston offices.

* Purpose:
Just an initial meeting, but we want to have as much background as
possible

* Methods:
Prepare information from Monitor Suite, understand the depth of our
relationships via ContactNet, and pull any relevant experience relative
to intelligence uncovered via Monitor Suite.
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Case Status Summary Table
Average number of parties
Fercentage time different parties shared the same attorneyifirm
Fercentage time party used multiple atterneysfirms

Motion Analysis
Fercentage time filed Mation for Summary Judgment 22%
Fercentage time filed Matian to Dismiss 13%
Fercent times settled after Summary Judgment mation denied 100%
Fercenttimes settled after Motion to Dismiss is denied 0%
Median time from filing summary judgment to resolution of mation 32 days
Median time from filing Motion to Dismiss to resoluticn of motion 4 days

Median time to close a case 129 days
Median time to resolve a case by Summary Judgment 251 days
lMedian time to resolve a case by Motion to Dismiss 0 days
Median time to resolve a case by Settlement 125 days
Median time to resolve a case by Trial 0 days

Company:
DEVOMN EMERGY CORF
Date Range: Last five years (09/2006 to 09/2011) dit
Litigation Refinements remove all
- Practice Area: remaove all
Commercial Law and Contracts remove
Torts/Negligence remove
Maritime Law remove
Environmental remove
- Case Status: remove all
Closed remove
- Court: remove all
.S. District Courts > Louisiana - Federal Courts = W.S. - District Court - Louisiana W.D. remove
.S. District Courts = Texas - Federal Courts = .5, - District Court - Texas MN.D. remaove
.S. District Courts = Texas - Federal Courts = 0.5, - District Court - Texas E.D. remove
.S. District Courts = Texas - Federal Courts = 1J.5. - District Court - Texas S.D. remove
.S. District Courts > Louisiana - Federal Courts = U.S. - District Court - Louisiana E.D. remove




Understanding litigation metrics of clients, competitors, and the market

COMPETITIVE EXPERIENCE



* Prospect: A Global Pharmaceutical Corporation
* Practice Area: Patent Litigation

* Objective:
Showcase our firm’s experience & success against the corporation’s
leading opposing counsel as compared to the client’s leading existing
outside counsel.

* Methods:
Create law firm comparison report of our firm & the client’s current
outside counsel; filter report to the primary firms that are typically
opposing client in Patent Litigation matters.




Scenario: Competitive Experience

Law Firm Group One: Law Firm Group 2:
Our firm The firms currently representing the client
\%w Firm Group One: l
I
Law Firm Group Two:

Opposing )
Counsel: Date Range: Last five years (09/2006 to 09/2011) edit Date Range of anaIyS|S
: Litigation Refinements remove 3
The firms that - Opposing Cnunsel Tove a
most often MORRIS, NICHDLS ARSHT & TUNMELL LLP remove
> RICHARDS, LAYTOM & FINGER, P.A. remove

Op.pOSG the MCCARTER & ENGLISH, LLP remove
Client. FINNEGAN, HENDERSON, FARABOW, GARRETT & DUNNER, LLP remove

PALL, HASTINGS, JANOFSEKY & WALKER LLP remove

GIBBONS P.C. remove

FITZPATRICK, CELL-EI. HARPER & SCINTO remove
. - Practice Area: remove 2
Filtered to only Intellectual Pmper‘tv - Patents remove

matters that have - Case Status: remove 2
> Closed remove

already closed
(settled, summary
judgment, verdicts, etc.)

Practice Area(s) included in analysis







Redacted Current

Case Status Summary Table Firm A Counsel

Average number of parties 11.87 7.0z
Fercentage time different paries shared the same attarneyfirm A8% 73%
Fercentage time party used multiple attorneysfirms 22% 26%

Motion Analysis
Fercentage time filed Moticn for Summary Judgment 4% 20%
Fercentage time filed Maoticn to Dismiss 18% 165%
Fercenttimes settled after Summary Judgment motion denied 0% 0%
Fercenttimes settled after Motion to Dismiss is denied 0% 0%
Median time fram filing summary judgment to resolution of motion 0 days 220 days
Median time fram filing Motion to Dismiss to resolution of motion 163.5 days 16 days

Median time to close a case a7 days 189 days
Median time to resolve a case by Summary Judgment 286 days 439 days
Median time to resolve a case by Motion to Dismiss a7 days 155 days
Median time to resolve a case by Settlement 02 days 0J.0 aays
Median time to resolve a case by Trial 0 days 0 days

Law Firm Group One:

Law Firm Group Two:

Date Range: Last five years (09/2006 to 09/2011) edit
Litigation Refinements remove all
- Opposing Counsel: remave all
MORRIS, NICHOLS, ARSHT & TUNNELL LLP remaove
RICHARDS, LAYTOMN & FINGER, P.A. remove
MCCARTER & ENGLISH, LLP remaove

GIBBOMS P.C. remove

FITZPATRICK, CELLA, HARPER & SCINTO remaove
- Practice Area: remove all

Intellectual Property - Patents remove
- Case Status: remove all

Closed remove

FINMEGAMN, HENDERSOM, FARABOW, GARRETT & DUNNER, LLP remove
PAUL, HASTINGS, JANOFSKY & WALKER LLP remaove




Understanding litigation metrics of clients, competitors, and the market



Scenario: FedEXx

« Scenario:
We have the opportunity to join FedEx’s outside counsel preferred
provider panel for Labor & Employment Litigation

» Points of Consideration (of many):
Understanding competitive landscape

« Goal:
Create differentiation around Competitive Efficiency & Effectiveness

Sixty-three percent of Chief Legal Officers (CLOs) surveyed in September and
October 2010 indicated that they had increased their internal budgets from 2009
to 2010. Forty-one percent plan to hire new in-house lawyers in the next twelve
months and 32% will increase the number of paralegals on staff. In the same
time period, 29% plan to decrease their use of outside counsel. (aw cLo survey, 2010)



Scenario: FedEXx




Scenario: FedEx

ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

. FEDEX
Practice Area CORPORATION Firm A Total
F] Employment/Labor = Federal NOS: Civil 158 127 146
Rights: Employment (442)
F Employment/Labor = Fair Labor Standards 1 g2 3
Act
F] Employment/Labor = Employee Retirement 4 34 K5
Income Security Act (ERISA)
EmploymentiLabor = Federal MOS: Labaor: 1 18 17
Other Labor Litigation (790)
F] EmploymentiLabor = Collective Bargaining ]
[[] Employment/Labor = Arbitration 0 4 4

Include Selected - Display MNext Level |+




Scenario: FedEx

Case Status Summary Table
Average number of parties

Fercentage time different parties shared the same attorneyifirm
FPercentage time party used multiple attorneysfirms

Motion Analysis

Fercentage time filed Motion for Summary Judgment

Fercentage time filed Motion to Dismiss

Fercenttimes settled after Summary Judgment motion denied
Fercenttimes settled after Maotion to Dismiss is denied

Median time from filing summary judgment to resalution of motion

Median time fram filing Motion to Dismiss to resolution of maotian

Median time to close a case

Median time to resalve a case by Summary Judgment
Median time to resclve a case by Motion to Dismiss
Median time to resaolve a case by Settlement

Median time to resaolve a case by Trial

FEDEX CORPORATION

1.27
38%
0%

51%
17%
0%
0%
173 days
33 days

208 days
395 days
0 days
213.5 days
0 days

16%
21%
2%
6%
112 days
27 days

164.5 days

396.5 days

164.5 days

199 days
0 days




QUESTIONS:

Patrick Fuller

Managing Account Director
405.285.5358
patrick.fuller@thomsonreuters.com



mailto:patrick.fuller@thomsonreuters.com

NEXT WEBINAR:

Automate and Differentiate: How to Create and Launch
Experience and Proposal Automation Systems

Thursday, October 13, 2011
12:00PM (CST)



