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Most whistleblower cases target ripoffs 
against the government with taxpayers 
as victims, but California’s singular Insur-

ance Frauds Prevention Act is different.
The law was enacted to protect the public from 
the harm caused by large-scale insurance fraud, 
primarily in increased premiums paid by insureds. 
“Here we’re at the intersection of consumer law 
and insurance fraud,” said Mark C. Molumphy a 
Cotchett, Pitre & McCarthy LLP partner, who used 
the statute — and it’s Illinois counterpart, modeled 
after California’s — to win a $31 million settlement 
for a former manager at the auto windshield 
replacement company Safelite Group Inc. California 
ex rel. Williams v. Safelite Group Inc. et al., 23-CIV-
00025 (S. Mateo Co. Super. Ct., filed Jan. 5, 2023).
“We got a fantastic result with a unique statute, 
and we had fun doing it,” said Molumphy, whose 
team included colleagues Tyson C. Redenbarger, a 
Cotchett partner, and Gia Jung, a senior associate.
“A lot more states may now put similar laws in 
place, Molumphy said.

Safelite manager Brian Willams discovered that 
his company had been systematically over billing 
insurers and their customers for parts and services. 
While the bill claimed Safelite installed windshields 
using molding designed to fit the make and model 
of each car, its technicians were actually using 
cheaper generic molding the company bought in 
bulk at 20 cents per foot.
Safelite also routinely billed for proprietary sani-
tation wipes supposedly used to disinfect cars 
during Covid, but Williams found most of them sat 
unused in company warehouses.
“He discovered all this while working at company 
headquarters tracking company billing,” Molumphy 
said. “When he dug deeper he found it was a 
systematic practice that went back years. When he 
blew the whistle, he was reassigned. He left the 
company and came to us.”
Williams was gone from Safelite, but he was very 
much present in the investigation. “He knew where 
the bodies were buried. He helped us to know 
where to look,” Molumphy said.

Molumphy filed cases in both California and 
Illinois, where both states declined to intervene. 
Then he had to navigate and audit decades of 
proprietary billing records and internal software 
billing systems designed to disguise the fraud 
from insurers. He and his colleagues built the 
case in part by interviewing former technicians 
before deposing corporate management, where he 
encountered denials of knowledge of the scheme.
“It took many months, but we showed this was no 
isolated incident,” Molumphy said. 
The statute has power because it provides for a 
$10,000 penalty for every violation. Molumphy 
was able to argue that tens of millions of dollars 
could be on the table.
The company decided to settle when Molumphy set 
out the facts — including the Northern California 
venue, where auto vandalism would be a common-
place to the jury pool.
“I’ve had it happen to me, and several people in the 
office have used Safelite,” Molumphy said. “Safelite 
could see we had a good story to tell.”

INSURANCE FRAUD

$31 million Safelite  
settlement among 

largest whistleblower 
suits


