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 UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
 NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 
 EASTERN DIVISION 
 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA ) 

) No.  15 CR 486 
v. )   

)  
MATTHEW SORENSEN   ) Judge Ronald A. Guzman 
 

UNITED STATES= POSITION PAPER AS TO SENTENCING FACTORS  
 

The UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, by JOEL R. LEVIN, Acting United States 

Attorney for the Northern District of Illinois, hereby submits the following sentencing 

memorandum for the sentencing of defendant Matthew Sorensen.  The government has no 

objection to the guidelines calculations in the PSR.  The government asks for a sentence within 

the guideline range of 27 to 33 months’ imprisonment.  

Defendant Matthew Sorensen and co-defendant Navdeep Arora concocted a fraudulent 

scheme to benefit themselves during their employment with State Farm and McKinsey 

respectively.  Using a fake consulting company and fraudulent invoices, the defendants stole 

funds from State Farm and McKinsey.  As the victim letters show, the defendants’ actions have 

caused both companies to undertake time and expense uncovering this fraud, destroyed a long-

standing relationship between these two companies, and caused reputational harm.  

I. Defendant’s Offense 

 This scheme evolved from a close business and personal relationship between Sorensen 

and Arora.  Sorensen was an internal consultant for State Farm.  Among his many duties, he 

assisted State Farm in determining whether to hire outside consultants, including McKinsey & 
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Company, for State Farm consulting projects.  Arora worked as a partner at McKinsey’s Chicago, 

Illinois office, and ultimately attained the position of Director.  While employed by McKinsey, 

Arora worked on various, multi-million dollar consulting projects for State Farm.  Between in or 

about 2003 and in or about 2012, Arora was the Engagement Director at McKinsey for State Farm 

projects, which meant that Arora had significant responsibility for overseeing services provided 

by McKinsey to State Farm.  Over the years, Sorensen and Arora developed a close relationship 

as they worked on matters where Arora and his team provided consulting services to State Farm.  

Indeed, McKinsey billed and received compensation in the millions for large-scale consulting 

projects that McKinsey worked on for State Farm, often with Arora as the team leader and 

engagement partner.     

 Starting in 2007 onwards, Arora became more desperate for business from State Farm.  It 

was around this time that the different fraudulent schemes occurred.  First, Sorensen and Arora 

engaged in a fraudulent billing scheme for consulting work that was purportedly performed by a 

company called “Andy’s BCB.”  Andy’s BCB was one of Sorensen’s existing companies.  In 

reality, “Andy’s BCB” performed no work for McKinsey or any McKinsey client.  The invoices 

sent by Sorensen to Arora were fake and identified consulting services that were never performed.  

Arora fraudulently allocated and charged those consulting fees to State Farm and one other 

McKinsey client.  Those companies paid “Andy’s BCB” a total of approximately $38,265 in fees, 

virtually all of which was retained by Sorensen for his own personal benefit.   

 In addition, Sorensen created a company called “Gabriel Solutions.”  This company’s only 

activity was to bill for fraudulent services.  Acting on behalf of Gabriel Solutions, Sorensen 
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fraudulently invoiced McKinsey for purported consulting work that Gabriel Solutions never 

performed.  Upon receiving the Gabriel Solutions invoices at McKinsey, Arora fraudulently 

allocated the Gabriel Solutions charges to State Farm consulting projects to which he was assigned, 

knowing that Gabriel Solutions had done no consulting work for State Farm or McKinsey.  In 

total, Sorensen and Arora fraudulently invoiced McKinsey approximately $452,710 for purported 

consulting work by Gabriel Solutions that was never performed. See Ex. A for invoices. In turn, 

McKinsey paid approximately $452,710 in consulting fees, of which over $370,000 was retained 

by Sorensen for his own personal benefit.  Furthermore, as identified in Arora’s plea agreement, 

and in the internal investigation report attached to the PSR, Arora took Sorensen on two vacations, 

which he ultimately expensed to State Farm and fraudulently claimed were business expenses.  

These trips were to Napa, California, and New York, New York, and Arora (and ultimately State 

Farm) paid for hotel rooms, meals and car services for Sorensen and his spouse. 

 The government’s own investigation, as well as State Farm’s internal investigation, looked 

for a motive for these crimes.  The investigations determined that Sorensen received these 

personal benefits in exchange for providing Arora internal State Farm information, most of which 

was discussed over McKinsey and State Farm email servers.  This information included: (1) how 

best to secure State Farm consulting engagements, (2) whether and when McKinsey would be 

awarded State Farm consulting engagements, (3) other consulting firms who were seeking to win 

consulting work at State Farm, and (4) internal discussions and positions taken by various State 

Farm employees about the consulting engagements Arora and McKinsey sought to obtain.  For 

example, emails show Sorensen was integral in advancing McKinsey and providing information 
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about its bids for business: 

• On December 3, 2009, in an email titled “I spent an hour with Karl tonight,” Sorensen 

emailed Arora: “He thinks Paul and John where shocked when Systems did not chose 

[sic] McKinsey for Managed Services.  Karl thinks there is other work in Systems - 

but does not have details.  He also thinks Paul intends to push purchasing on H/S. They 

were not impressed with [rival consulting firm] Accenture on SS - Karl thinks Paul was 

thinking that you would be doing Systems but now may be rethinking the consulting 

mix.  I looked for Robertson today also, but never saw him.” (MCK-10426-27) 

• On June 22, 2010, Arora emailed Sorensen: “Warren told me – i want to see those 

documents on my desk when I return (last week).  Remember, things don’t happen 

unless you and I orchestrate them.  I have asked you this is going to require PUSHING 

from you.  Please help or this is NOT going to happen.  CAN YOU HELP 

please??????? This is URGENT.”  Sorensen responded: “I am pushing and working it 

– all I am saying is that Warren is not ‘pulling’ from his own people.  Which is not 

helping.” Arora responded: “That is his style-we need to push it up.  Can you push 

Marcel?”  Sorensen responded: “I have been and will continue to.” (MCK-7361) 

• On June 30, 2010, Sorensen emailed Arora, telling him that he had an early morning 

meeting with Paul Smith scheduled for the next day.  Arora responded: “What are you 

seeing Paul about?  General depts-pls don’t forget to pitch-important.  I want some 

work.”  After the meeting, on July 1, Sorensen responded: “the meeting with paul was 

about the insurance sales support function of the agency.”  Arora responded: “Any 
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opportunity for me to help?”  Sorensen responded: “Very early conversation – may be 

a good opportunity for the eom model.”  Arora responded:  “Man-help me pitch 

something.”  Sorensen responded: “You are relentless.  Has it occurred to you that 

maybe I do everything that I can safely already?” (MCK-7311)  

• On August 27, 2010, Sorensen emailed Arora: “I now have a note from Farney.  To 

Warren, Smith, Boyden, Robertson, and me.  Salvage Extension Funding is approved.  

$3.2.”  Arora responded:  “Ju da man.” (MCK-10664)   

The emails also show that Arora was constantly complaining about not getting enough 

business from State Farm, and generally suggesting that he was on the verge of getting fired for 

losing business, such as:  

• On December 8, 2009, Arora emailed Sorensen and stated. “Turning in my papers on 

Friday – wanted to see if there is any ray of hope any where.”  Sorensen responded: 

“People who I talk to still thing Paul has a role for you (McKinsey).  I don’t know 

what else I can say.” Id. at 130.  (MCK-7030)     

• On January 7, 2010, Arora emailed Sorensen: “Adios Amigo.  I have till tomorrow.”  

Sorensen responded:  “I talked to Robertson.  He said he is going to call you (return 

your call).  He said the last ref. Call is scheduled for Friday, and that he expects to be 

all done with syndicating the decision sometime next week.”  (MCK-6949)   

The internal investigation report attached to the PSR also provides significant detail, 

including excerpts of various emails between Arora and Sorensen, where Sorensen provides 

internal State Farm information about proposals for consulting work. See PSR, Internal 
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Investigation Report, p. 108-149.  Indeed, there are hundreds of emails of this nature, which 

demonstrates the motive for this crime.  State Farm employees interviewed during the 

investigation confirmed that much of the information provided was confidential, internal, should 

not have been shared with Arora, and/or breached a duty of trust to State Farm.   

 When this scheme was discovered, Arora was terminated from his position at McKinsey 

and relocated to London where he worked at KPMG.  However, on a trip back to the United 

States, he was arrested by government agents.  Sorensen was terminated by State Farm, was 

indicted, and self-surrendered with counsel upon the unsealing of the indictment.   Both 

defendants have pled guilty to one count of wire fraud and await sentencing.  

II. Guideline Range, Supervised Release Conditions, and Restitution 

 The government concurs with the PSR’s calculation of the offense level at 18 levels and 

criminal history category at level I, resulting in a sentencing guideline range of 27 to 33 months’ 

imprisonment.  The government has no objection to the supervised release conditions identified 

in the PSR.  With respect to restitution, the parties have agreed that restitution for Sorensen 

should be $490,975 jointly and severally with co-defendant Arora.  At this time, no restitution 

has been paid by either defendant.   

Furthermore, the government is aware that State Farm has asked this Court in a victim 

statement for the full cost of its internal investigation, which amounts to $2.5 million.  While the 

government respects the request by State Farm, the government and defendant entered into a 

negotiated plea agreement that identified the restitution at $490,975, which was the loss from the 
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resulting fraudulent invoice scheme.  The government declines to change the terms of the 

agreement at this stage.   

Moreover, as identified in one of the cases that State Farm cites, United States v. Hosking, 

567 F.3d 329 (7th Cir. 2009), awarding of third-party investigation costs is not a simple matter.  

The government bears the burden of proof by a preponderance of the evidence of providing a full 

accounting of investigation costs at sentencing and justifying the $2.5 million restitution request.  

As the Court in Hosking stated, 

The district court is required to base its restitution order, to the extent practicable, 
on “a complete accounting” of the loss. Id. § 3664(a). If the presentence report or 
other report of the loss is insufficient for this purpose, the court may require 
additional documentation or hear testimony. Id. § 3664(d)(4). The court may refer 
any issue, including the amount of loss, “to a magistrate judge or special master for 
proposed findings of fact.” Id. § 3664(d)(6). The court is required to resolve any 
dispute over the amount of loss by a preponderance of the evidence, and the 
government has the burden of proving the loss. § 3664(e). The court is required to 
order restitution in the full amount of the victim's losses, “without consideration of 
the economic circumstances of the defendant.” Id. § 3664(f)(1)(A). 
 

 Advancing State Farm’s request would require a complete accounting of the costs and 

expenses during the internal investigation, including an analysis of counsel’s bills, and potentially 

an evidentiary hearing where defendant can seek to challenge certain costs and expenses.  Indeed, 

in a recent case, United States v. Phu, 814 F.3d 818 (7th Cir. 2016), the Seventh Circuit reversed 

a district court’s restitution order awarding costs of investigation because insufficient information 

had been produced by the government constituting a complete accounting.  The Court stated: “As 

in Hosking, the government must provide an explanation, supported by evidence, of how each 

professional’s time was spent investigating the data breach, being certain that the evidence 

provides ‘adequate indication that the hours claimed are reasonable.’ Id. at 334.  Then, the court 
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must ensure that the amount claimed was in fact incurred by the investigation of Pu's misconduct. 

Id.”  At this time, the government does not have possession of any of counsel’s invoices that 

constitute the $2.5 million, and the government has not examined them for reasonableness.   

In any event, because the government has identified the actual loss here at $490,975, and 

has entered into a plea agreement with defendant that identifies this restitution amount, the 

government declines to change its position at sentencing and will not advance a different restitution 

amount.  However, the government thoroughly appreciates the efforts and cooperation of State 

Farm in conducting an internal investigation, referring the matter to the U.S. Attorney’s Office, 

and providing the results of its investigation.  Moreover, the cost and time incurred by State Farm 

in investigating this fraud should be considered under the Section 3553(a) factors in imposing a 

serious sentence of imprisonment for defendant Sorensen.   

III. Defendant Should Be Sentenced to a Guideline Sentence under the Section 
3553(a) factors 

 
The government asks for a sentence of between 27 and 33 months’ imprisonment for 

Sorensen.  The government recognizes that the Probation Office has recommended a sentence of 

approximately one year, primarily relying upon the fact that defendant has not committed another 

crime since 2012 when he was terminated.  However, the government submits that this Court 

should consider a higher sentence than one year given the seriousness of the crime and the harm 

caused to the victims.  

 A. Nature and Circumstances of the Offense 

 Arora and Sorensen engaged in a scheme to defraud both State Farm and McKinsey.  

McKinsey is the largest consulting firm in the world, and State Farm one of the largest insurance 
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companies in the United States.  Both companies take great pride in being good corporate 

citizens, having excellent reputations for integrity and honesty, and for providing valuable services 

to its clientele.  Despite a long history of engaging in business together, the relationship between 

McKinsey and State Farm is broken as a result of the conduct of Arora and Sorensen.  

 Sorensen’s crime is serious and worthy of a substantial term of imprisonment.  His 

scheme went on for at least three years, allowing for many opportunities for contemplation and 

reflection.  His crime involved a degree of sophistication in setting up the shell company, Gabriel 

Solutions, and pretending that it was an outside vendor that was providing services to both 

McKinsey and State Farm.  Indeed, it was through Andy’s BCB and Gabriel Solutions that 

Sorensen was able to submit invoices for purported consulting work that was never performed.  

The invoices that Sorensen submitted under these corporate names contained false details about 

the alleged consulting work, complete with industry jargon that was designed to make them look 

legitimate. See Ex. A, Gabriel Solutions Invoices.  Sorensen made about $150,000 a year at State 

Farm and he was not a wealthy individual.  Thus, Sorensen’s gain from the fraud, which 

amounted to about $370,000, was a substantial amount of money for him.  

 In victim letters, both companies have expressed to this Court the harm that it has caused 

their relationship and their reputation.  The fraudulent billing scheme, combined with the quid 

pro quo provision of internal State Farm information, was significant enough for State Farm to 

report this matter to federal authorities for consideration of federal prosecution.  Moreover, 

during his interviews with State Farm, Sorensen did not come clean but instead made up a false 
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list of work he had done on behalf of Gabriel Solutions to purportedly justify his fraudulent 

invoices. See PSR, Internal Investigation Report at 95-96.  

 By providing internal information and getting paid for it, Sorensen breached a duty of trust 

to State Farm.  While he was not the ultimate decision-maker on the hiring of outside consultants, 

he played a part in advancing Arora and McKinsey to supervisors and provided information to 

Arora about confidential internal deliberations.  He did this because Arora was funneling him 

cash through Andy’s BCB and Gabriel Solutions in the form of fake invoices.  Thus, Sorensen 

put his own interests ahead of his employer, and stole money from State Farm through this scheme.   

 The nature and circumstances of the scheme are serious and are worthy of a term of 

imprisonment.  

B. History and Circumstances of the Defendant 

Sorensen is approximately 50 years old, a first-time offender, who is married with three 

children from his current marriage.  By all accounts, he has lived a law-abiding life, and has been 

active member of his church and in McLean County civic life.  Sorensen is in generally good 

health, with no history of any mental illness or substance abuse.  Despite having all of these 

advantages in life, defendant committed these fraudulent acts.  Thus, the circumstances 

demonstrate that there were no overwhelming pressures, disadvantages, or physical or mental 

conditions defendant faced when he executed the crime.  Rather, it appears that he saw his 

relationship with Arora as a way to benefit himself, and that the sums of money being fraudulently 

charged were relatively small and would likely go unnoticed.  In other words, defendant’s history 
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and circumstances do not provide any particularly mitigating or unusual factors that should 

mitigate his sentence in this case.  

C. Specific and General Deterrence 

 Given that this is Sorensen’s first offense, it is likely that specific deterrence is not a 

significant consideration in this case.  However, general deterrence is an important concept to 

consider.  The reality is that in large-scale consulting engagements, the client relies upon the 

honesty and integrity of its employees to ensure that the work billed for is actually accomplished.  

Companies also rely upon invoices with details of the work undertaken to ensure that the billings 

are accurate and the work was necessary.  A sentence of imprisonment can be very helpful in 

ensuring general deterrence among individuals involved in the provision and retention of 

consultants, particularly from a case such as this that involves one of the largest consulting 

companies in the world and also one of the largest insurance companies in the United States.  

General deterrence is an important consideration that can be advanced with a term of 

imprisonment.  

 D. Just Punishment and Respect for the Law 

 Both victims have asked this Court to consider terms of imprisonments for the defendants 

in this case.  Both companies have undertaken significant expenses in investigating this matter, 

as well as suffered reputational issues and a loss of business as a result of the misconduct of their 

employees.  A sentence involving no incarceration will be a slap on the wrist for Sorensen and 

will not be a significant punishment for him.  The government asks for a term of imprisonment 

to ensure there is just punishment and to promote respect for the law.   
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 E. Sentencing Guidelines  

Close adherence to the sentencing guidelines will reduce sentencing disparities across 

defendants and districts, which is itself a statutorily-mandated factor. 18 U.S.C. ' 3553(a)(6); see 

United States v. Mykytiuk, 415 F.3d 606, 608 (7th Cir. 2005) (AThe Guidelines remain an essential 

tool in creating a fair and uniform sentencing regime across the country.@); see also Booker v. 

United States, 543 U.S. 220, 250 (2005) (ACongress= basic statutory goal B a system that diminishes 

sentencing disparity@). A court that sentences within a properly calculated Guidelines range 

necessarily gives weight and consideration to avoiding unwarranted disparities. United States v. 

Turner, 604 F.3d 381, 389 (7th Cir. 2010).  

 In this case, the guideline range for Sorensen is not particularly high, essentially advising 

a sentence of slightly over two years’ imprisonment.  The guidelines range consider the 

sophisticated nature of the scheme, the abuse of trust that occurred, and also considers the amount 

of money stolen – all key factors of this fraud scheme.  Sorensen will be able to do his time in 

prison, and return to his family fairly quickly.  Courts in this district have also imposed sentences 

of imprisonment for employees where they steal company funds. See e.g. United States v. 

Bradshaw, 670 F.3d 768 (7th Cir. 2012) (imposing sentence of 27 months for defendant who used 

fake invoices to conceal a theft of approximately $240,000); United States v. Kulhanek, 14 CR 408 

(Darrah, J.) (defendant sentenced to 18 months’ imprisonment for false entries in company books 

to conceal theft of $500,000); United States v. Tagler, 14 CR 196 (Zagel, J.) (defendant sentenced 

to 36 months’ imprisonment for stealing over $1 million with false accounting entries).  Thus, a 

custodial sentence within the guideline will avoid unwarranted disparities.  
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 IV. Conclusion 

 For his crime, defendant Sorensen deserves a sentence of between 27 and 33 months’ 

imprisonment.  The government respectfully asks the Court to impose this sentence, along with 

restitution of $490,975, and a three-year term of supervised release with the conditions outlined in 

the PSR.  

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
JOEL R. LEVIN 
Acting United States Attorney 

 
By:  s/ Sunil R. Harjani 

SUNIL R. HARJANI 
Assistant United States Attorneys 
219 South Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 
(312) 353-5300 

Dated: September 6, 2017 
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