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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK
IN RE LIBOR-BASED FINANCIAL
INSTRUMENTS ANTITRUST LITIGATION

MDL No. 11-md-2262 (NRB)

THIS DOCUMENT RELATES TO:
The OTC Action

No. 11-cv-5450

JOINT DECLARATION OF WILLIAM C. CARMODY AND MICHAEL D. HAUSFELD
IN SUPPORT OF OTC PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR
ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND EXPENSES
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Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, William C. Carmody and Michael D. Hausfeld, declare as follows:
1.

We submit this declaration in support of the OTC Plaintiffs’ Motion for

Attorneys’ Fees and Reimbursement of Litigation Expenses in conjunction with the settlement
between the Over-the-Counter Plaintiffs (the “OTC Plaintiffs”) and Citigroup Inc. and Citibank,
N.A. (the “Citibank Settlement”).
2.

William C. Carmody is a partner in the law firm of Susman Godfrey L.L.P.

(“Susman Godfrey”) and a member in good standing of the State Bar of New York and the bar of
this Court. Michael D. Hausfeld is a partner in and Chairman of the law firm of Hausfeld L.L.P.
(“Hausfeld”) and a member in good standing of the State Bar of New York and the bar of this
Court. Susman Godfrey and Hausfeld are interim co-lead counsel (“Class Counsel”) for the OTC
Plaintiffs in S.D.N.Y. Civil Action No. 11-md-2262 and Civil Action No. 11-cv-5450.
3.

Each declares that he has personal knowledge of the matters set forth herein and,

if called to testify as a witness, could testify competently thereto.
4.

Susman Godfrey and Hausfeld have significant experience with antitrust litigation

and class actions, including settlements thereof. A copy of Susman Godfrey’s class action profile
is attached as Exhibit A. A copy of Hausfeld’s firm resume is attached as Exhibit B. The
attorneys working on this case for the OTC Class are experienced lawyers who have substantial
experience prosecuting large-scale class actions and antitrust litigation.
5.

Since the beginning of this case, Class Counsel have made significant efforts to

prepare the case for trial, as detailed below.
I.

CLASS COUNSEL’S EFFORTS
6.

Class Counsel’s attorneys and paralegals expended over 46,000 hours on this

litigation through July 27, 2017. The total lodestar value of Class Counsel’s professional
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services, derived by multiplying each professional’s hours by his or her current hourly rates (or
hourly rates as of their time of departure from the firm), is $26,152,121 through July 27, 2017.
In preparing this declaration, Class Counsel excluded from their hour and lodestar calculations
all time by attorneys or paralegals that billed less than 25 hours to the case.
7.

Class Counsel have been litigating this case for more than six years in what has

been hard-fought litigation against sixteen of the most prestigious law firms in the country. As
discussed in more detail below, all time spent litigating this matter was reasonably necessary and
appropriate to prosecute the action, and the results achieved further confirm that the time spent
on the case was proportionate to the amounts at stake. Class Counsel respectfully submit that the
combined settlement amount of $250,000,000 to date is a testament to Class Counsel’s efforts.
A.

Complaints and Motions to Dismiss Briefing

8.

The Mayor and City Council of Baltimore, represented by Class Counsel, filed its

initial complaint following public disclosures of governmental investigations of LIBOR
manipulation in the spring of 2011. In preparation of the complaint, Class Counsel undertook an
extensive, months-long investigation regarding LIBOR, including the LIBOR-setting process,
persons and entities potentially harmed by the manipulation of LIBOR, and potential claims that
could be alleged against the LIBOR-setting banks.
9.

Soon thereafter, Class Counsel successfully briefed a contested motion to be

appointed interim co-lead counsel for over-the-counter (“OTC”) (i.e., direct) purchasers. Class
Counsel also filed a consolidated amended complaint, adding additional class representatives,
factual allegations, and extensive economic analyses.
10.

Over the course of the litigation, Class Counsel have defended various iterations

of the OTC Complaint from eight Rule 12(b) motions to dismiss and from two motions in
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opposition to the OTC Plaintiffs’ motions for leave to amend the complaint. These motions have
involved complex and sometimes novel legal arguments regarding the plausibility of the alleged
conspiracy; pleading requirements for a conspiracy and the sufficiency of Plaintiffs’ allegations;
standing under the antitrust laws; standing and pleading requirements for contractual and quasicontractual claims; personal jurisdiction for state law and federal antitrust claims; and the
application of tolling doctrines to the statute of limitations. Class Counsel attended and
participated in oral argument on each motion.
11.

Class Counsel have drafted and filed a second amended complaint, a proposed

third amended complaint, and a third amended complaint (with prior versions of the complaint,
the “OTC Complaints”). Each complaint has included additional factual allegations, based upon
Class Counsel’s ongoing investigation of the facts and legal theories that formed the basis of the
allegations in the case, and took into account the Court’s various rulings.
12.

In addition to Rule 12(b) motions directed at their own complaints, Class Counsel

reviewed and analyzed Rule 12(b) motions directed at other complaints in the MDL and
coordinated with plaintiffs’ counsel in those actions to ensure that OTC Plaintiffs’ interests were
represented and protected.
13.

Following the Court’s dismissal of OTC Plaintiffs’ antitrust claims, Class Counsel

drafted an amicus brief to the Supreme Court on an issue of appellate jurisdiction and
participated in the briefing to the Second Circuit regarding the dismissal of the antitrust claims,
both of which required extensive coordination and negotiations with counsel for the other
plaintiff groups to ensure that all plaintiffs’ interests were adequately represented and protected.
Class Counsel also participated in numerous moots in preparation for arguments before the
Second Circuit and the Supreme Court.
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B.

Case Investigation and Discovery

14.

Even before discovery commenced, Class Counsel’s investigation included, but

was not limited, extensive work with consulting experts, as well as the review and analysis of
empirical studies regarding LIBOR manipulation; publicly available documents from and related
to the government investigations, including hundreds of pages of government settlements and
findings and thousands of pages trial transcripts and evidence from civil and criminal trials in the
United States and the United Kingdom; Parliamentary and Congressional testimony; documents
released by the Federal Reserve; and extensive press coverage regarding the manipulation of
LIBOR.
15.

Class Counsel made numerous requests to commence discovery throughout the

course of this litigation, including appearing in Court regarding this issue; however, the Court
only opened discovery in January 2016. Once discovery commenced and in order to ensure the
efficient and orderly prosecution of this case, Class Counsel took the lead in negotiating the
protective order, expert stipulation, and a stipulation regarding the production of documents
subject to foreign data privacy laws.
16.

Class Counsel pursued discovery from Defendants, drafting discovery requests

and engaging in extensive meet and confers throughout 2016 regarding those requests. Although
the Court had ordered the Defendants to produce their government productions, Defendants
contested the scope of that order and their obligations thereunder. Negotiations were complicated
and contentious, but disputes were ultimately resolved without the need for Court intervention.
17.

Class Counsel also served subpoenas on four third party broker groups (BGC

Partners, Tullett Prebon, Tradition, and ICAP), as well as subpoenas on Bloomberg and
Thomson Reuters, seeking documents and transactional data. Many of these productions required
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extensive meet and confers regarding the production of documents located both inside and
outside of the United States as well as the availability and accessibility of requested data.
18.

The document productions from Defendants and third parties are voluminous. To

date, Defendants and third parties have collectively produced roughly 4 million documents,
totaling nearly 18 million pages. Class Counsel and other attorneys working on behalf of Class
Counsel have reviewed and analyzed roughly 1.1 million documents, totaling nearly 5 million
pages. Class Counsel and attorneys working on their behalf have also listened to and analyzed
more than 6,000 of the 129,404 audio files, totaling nearly 1,000 hours of recorded conversation,
produced by the Defendants.
19.

Class Counsel developed systems and protocols (e.g., coding protocols) for

consistent coding and cataloguing of documents, and the day-to-day document review has been
overseen and managed by Class Counsel’s highly skilled e-discovery attorneys, who also task
document reviewers with appropriate projects, conduct weekly meetings with reviewers to
ensure efficiencies, share case information, and reduce duplication.
20.

Class Counsel also engaged in months or protracted negotiations regarding

Defendants’ transactional data, including trade, cash-flow, and borrowing data on the
Defendants’ financial instruments. The meet and confers were particularly arduous due to the
complexity of the financial instruments at issue, the data related thereto, and the Defendants’
multiple and disparate data systems. Also complicating negotiations were Defendants’ assertion
of bank secrecy and foreign data privacy protections with respect to some of the requested data.
Again, disputes were ultimately resolved without the need for Court intervention, and
Defendants produced nearly 700 gigabytes of data spanning more than 60,000 files. Thereafter,
Class Counsel worked with their experts to draft extensive follow-up emails, letters, and 30(b)(6)
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notices setting out questions essential to understanding the data produced by the defendants, a
process that took months.
21.

Class Counsel also served two sets of interrogatories and engaged in meet and

confers with Defendants’ regarding their objections and responses thereto.
22.

In addition to pursuing discovery of Defendants and third parties, Class Counsel

responded to discovery Defendants served on OTC Plaintiffs. Class Counsel diligently met and
conferred with Defendants to resolve those objections and ultimately produced more than 25,000
documents and voluminous data regarding OTC Plaintiffs’ LIBOR-based transactions. Class
Counsel also prepared all five Plaintiffs for 30(b)(6) depositions and defended those depositions.
C.

Class Certification

23.

Class Counsel, working closely with their experts, prepared more than sixty pages

of briefing, more than sixty pages of attorney declarations, and 149 exhibits in support of the
OTC Plaintiffs’ motion for class certification. In addition, Class Counsel (a) defended two
deposition of their expert, Dr. Douglas Bernheim, and one deposition (in Paris) of their expert,
Dr. Joseph Stiglitz; (b) vigorously defended against Defendants’ Daubert challenge to Dr.
Stiglitz; and (c) took the depositions of the defendants’ class certification experts.
24.

Class Counsel also worked closely with their experts to develop a suppression and

impact model. The efforts undertaken by Class Counsel’s experts were labor intensive and
ultimately resulted in two expert reports totaling more than 300 pages.
D.

Barclays Settlement

25.

After more than four years of hard-fought litigation, the first settlement in the

OTC Action was executed on November 11, 2015, with defendant Barclays Bank PLC
(“Barclays Settlement”). Class Counsel achieved the Barclays Settlement through their
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attendance at three full-day, in-person mediation sessions conducted by highly experienced
mediators, preceded by mediation briefing. Class Counsel negotiated the terms of the Barclays
Settlements through extensive in-person meetings, telephone calls, and email discussions over
the course of almost two years.
26.

Following execution of the Barclays Settlement, Class Counsel successfully

briefed a motion for preliminary approval and worked with their experts to develop a
comprehensive notice program and plan of distribution. In addition, Class Counsel successfully
briefed two sets of objections to preliminary approval of the Barclays Settlement.
27.

Although unnecessary, Class Counsel engaged independent Allocation Counsel to

evaluate the Plan of Distribution. The four firms serving as Allocation Counsel were: Steyer
Lowenthal Boodrookas Alvares & Smith LLP; Spector, Roseman & Kodroff PC; Bleichmar
Fonti & Auld LLP; and Saveri & Saveri, Inc. Allocation Counsel met at arm’s-length throughout
April 2017 and periodically reported their progress to the Settlement Administrator, Kenneth
Feinberg, and Class Counsel. Allocation Counsel also discussed the proposed Plan of
Distribution with consulting experts at Bates White. In addition, the Settlement Administrator
was made available to mediate any disputes between Allocation Counsel. Ultimately, Allocation
Counsel adopted the proposed Plan of Allocation.
28.

Following dissemination of the notice of the Barclays Settlement, Class Counsel

have fielded numerous questions from potential class members regarding the lawsuit and the
Barclays Settlement.
29.

Class Counsel received two objections to the Barclays Settlement. After receiving

these objections, Class Counsel attempted to work with counsel for these objectors to better
understand their objections. Ultimately, Class Counsel briefed oppositions to both these
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objections, and prepared for and took the deposition of the CEO of one of these objectors. The
Court has not yet ruled on those objections.
30.

Class Counsel have also continued to litigate this case against the non-settling

defendants. Those efforts recently resulted in a $130 million Citibank Settlement.
E.

Citibank Settlement

31.

OTC Plaintiffs’ settlement with Citibank is the second settlement in the litigation

and represents a second significant step forward in the prosecution of the OTC Action. The
settlement is the product of hard-fought, arm’s-length negotiations by counsel highly
experienced in complex antitrust matters.
32.

Settlement negotiations between Citibank’s Counsel and OTC Plaintiffs’ Counsel

began in May 2015. In September 2015, the parties agreed to retain the Honorable Layn
Phillips, a former federal judge, as a mediator to facilitate settlement. On December 1, 2015, the
parties participated in a day-long in-person mediation session with Judge Phillips.

The

mediation included negotiations concerning potential monetary and non-monetary terms for a
settlement, but the parties were not able to reach an agreement. Citibank’s counsel and OTC
Plaintiffs’ Counsel engaged in telephonic discussions and negotiations thereafter, including
numerous communications facilitated by Judge Phillips.
33.

On July 27, 2017, the Parties reached agreement on all material terms, including

the Settlement Fund of $130 million, and executed the Settlement Agreement.
34.

At all times, both sides vigorously negotiated their respective positions. OTC

Plaintiffs’ Counsel were well-informed of the facts and issues concerning liability and damages
and the relative strengths and weaknesses of each side’s litigation position.
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F.

Attorneys’ Fees

35.

Class Counsel, on behalf of OTC Plaintiffs and the putative OTC Class, have

litigated this case in the face of vigorous opposition by sixteen of the most respected law firms in
the country. This has required the investment of significant amounts of attorney time, which
Class Counsel have expended on a wholly contingent basis.
36.

The hourly rates for Susman Godfrey’s attorneys and professional support staff

are the firm’s standard hourly rates for 2017. The hourly rates of Susman Godfrey’s attorneys
who billed more than 25 hours on this case range from $225 to $1,500 and the hourly rates of
professional staff who billed more than 25 hours on this case range from $125 to $260.
37.

The hourly rates for Hausfeld’s attorneys and professional support staff are the

firm’s standard hourly rates for 2017. The hourly rates of Hausfeld’s attorneys who billed more
than 25 hours on this case range from $370 to $1,100 and the hourly rates of paralegals who
billed more than 25 hours on this case range from $270 to $280.
38.

The schedule below is a summary reflecting the amount of time spent by the

attorneys and professional support staff of Susman Godfrey who were involved in this litigation
and who billed more than 25 hours to this case, through July 27, 2017, and the lodestar
calculation based on Susman Godfrey’s 2017 billing rates. The following schedule was prepared
from daily time records regularly prepared and maintained by Susman Godfrey, which are
available for in camera review at the request of the Court.
Attorneys
Agrawal, Suyash
Ard, Seth
Barnett, Barry C.
Berry, Matthew R.
Bridgman, Glenn
Carmody, Bill

Susman Godfrey
Current Rate
Hours
$475
119.30
$600
3,113.00
$1000
1,304.50
$575
1,424.60
$350
1,567.40
$1500
1,118.60
9

Value
$56,667.50
$1,867,800.00
$1,304,500.00
$819,145.00
$548,590.00
$1,677,900.00
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Chen, Geng
El-Hakam, Moustapha B.
Fenwick, Samantha
Gradijan, Francis
Hansen, Drew D.
Hormann, Kevin C.
Howell, Chase
Hunn, Jordan
Joshi, Khushbu
Kelso, Michael
Levy, Jessica
Miller, Elise L.
Mohsen, Rania
Oshman, Karen A.
Sammons, Mary K.
Seltzer, Marc M.
Simonsen, Ashley
Subramanian, Arun
Thompson, Julie
Vidaurri, Aimeé
Wilson, Daniel
Paralegals, Legal
Assistants & Summer
Associates
Bush, Kevin
Chong, Jane
Gheen, Kate
Hanna, Rachel
Matsumoto, David
Pistilli, Andrew
Polanco, Rodney
Rivera, Jr., Eddie M.
Zuniga, Krisina
39.

$325
$275
$225
$275
$550
$275
$275
$225
$275
$325
$250
$225
$275
$700
$700
$1200
$375
$800
$275
$275
$275

1,305.90
912.60
788.00
44.10
1,517.00
1,280.40
784.90
263.30
59.70
1,210.70
152.60
254.80
1,044.10
1,783.50
985.40
671.40
210.80
1,873.50
38.50
106.20
218.40

Current Rate

Hours

$125
$125
$175
$175
$125
$185
$225
$260
$125

$424,417.50
$250,965.00
$177,300.00
$12,127.50
$834,350.00
$352,110.00
$215,847.50
$59,242.50
$16,417.50
$393,477.50
$38,150.00
$57,330.00
$287,127.50
$1,248,450.00
$689,780.00
$805,680.00
$79,050.00
$1,498,800.00
$10,587.50
$29,205.00
$60,060.00
Value

104.20
83.50
48.30
537.60
27.20
75.10
304.40
88.40
65.30
Total

$13,025.00
$10,437.50
$8,452.50
$94,080.00
$3,400.00
$13,893.50
$68,490.00
$22,984.00
$8,162.50
$14,058,002.50

The schedule below is a summary reflecting the amount of time spent by the

attorneys and professional support staff of Hausfeld who were involved in this litigation and who
billed more than 25 hours to this case, through July 27, 2017, and the lodestar calculation based
on Hausfeld’s 2017 billing rates. The following schedule was prepared from daily time records
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regularly prepared and maintained by Hausfeld, which are available for in camera review at the
request of the Court.
Attorneys
Aggarwal, Vashali
Ali, Nadia
Belinfanti, Marka
Bojedla, Swathi
Bunche, Ralph
Butterfield, William
Fraser, Jamillah
Gambhir, Reena Armillay
Giddings, Nathaniel
Hausfeld, Michael
Jones, Megan
Kearns, Timothy
Kelley, Walter
Lehmann, Michael
Martin, Scott
Nathan, Steven
Pizza, Mary Jean
Ratner, Brian
Scherrer, Hilary
Smith, Gary
Spero, Michaela
Paralegals, Legal
Assistants & Summer
Associates
Huling, Marilani
Patel, Krishna
Pegram, Christopher
Roberts, Duncan
Robinson, Elliot

40.

Hausfeld
Current Rate
$480
$470
$495
$440
$425
$920
$495
$600
$440
$1,100
$680
$540
$945
$985
$965
$500
$495
$720
$670
$440
$370
Current Rate

Hours
457.00
993.90
1,003.60
55.20
380.50
1,850.50
1,837.50
94.00
2,832.50
834.20
167.50
105.80
27.30
212.30
284.80
1,182.70
1,226.10
90.80
4,317.90
1,113.50
215.20
Hours

$280
$280
$270
$270
$270

Value
$219,360.00
$467,133.00
$496,782.00
$24,288.00
$161,712.50
$1,702,460.00
$909,562.50
$56,400.00
$1,246,300.00
$917,620.00
$113,900.00
$57,132.00
$25,798.50
$209,115.50
$274,832.00
$591,350.00
$606,919.50
$65,376.00
$2,892,993.00
$489,940.00
$79,624.00
Value

128.00
102.00
677.20
435.30
406.00
Total

$35,840.00
$28,560.00
$189,616.00
$121,884.00
$109,620.00
$12,094,118.50

Four other firms billed a small portion of the overall time in this case. These firms

all performed work for the benefit of the OTC Class by helping in evaluation of the plan of
distribution. See supra ¶ 27. The time reported by these firms to Class Counsel is as follows:
11
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Spector Roseman & Kodroff, PC
Attorneys
Current Rate
Hours
William Caldes
$730
37.4
Jeffery Spector
$445
25.7
Steyer Lowenthal Boodrookas Alvarez & Smith LLP
Attorneys
Current Rate
Hours
Allan Steyer
$980
30.7
Donald Scott Macrae
$895
33.9
Bleichmar Fonti & Auld
Attorneys
Current Rate
Hours
Lesley Weaver
$800
32.6
Sara Simmowitz
$640
51.20
Saveri & Saveri, Inc.
Attorneys
Current Rate
Hours
R. Alexander Saveri
$700
14.3
Total
41.

Value
$27,302.00
$11,436.50
Value
$30,086.00
$30,340.50
Value
$26,080.00
$32,768.00
Value
$10,010.00
$168,023.00

Two other firms representing class representatives have also performed work

related to those representations as well as other work at the direction of Class Counsel, but OTC
Plaintiffs have not submitted their lodestar information at this time (though may do so in
connection with future applications for attorneys’ fees and expenses).
42.

As the above charts show, Class Counsel’s time through July 27, 2017, totaled

46,518.50 hours for a lodestar of $26,152,121 and the counsel who performed work evaluating
the plan of distribution had time totaling 225.8 hours for a lodestar of $168,023, for combined
46,744.3 hours and combined lodestar of $26,320,144.
II.

CLASS COUNSEL’S EXPENSES
43.

As detailed and categorized in the below schedule, Class Counsel incurred a total

of $14,855,689.55 in unreimbursed expenses in connection with the prosecution of this litigation
through July 27, 2017. The unreimbursed expenses incurred not including those previously
requested for reimbursement in connection with the Barclays Settlement total $14,199,351.99.
These expenses were reasonably necessary to the prosecution of this action, and are of the type
that Class Counsel normally incurs in litigation and that would be reimbursed by clients under
12
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fee arrangements where the client was paying expenses. The following schedule was prepared
from accounting records regularly prepared and maintained by Class Counsel, which are
available for in camera review at the request of the Court.
Expense Category
B/W Photocopies
B/W Prints
Color Photocopies
Color Prints
Computer Supplies
Court Document Alerts
Deposition Expenses
Document Review Hardware/Hosting
Expert Fees
Filing Fees
Ground Transportation (taxi, rental, car service)
Hotel & Travel Expenses
Meals
Mediation Fees and Expenses
Messenger/Delivery Services
Miscellaneous Client Charges
Online Research Services
Outside Photocopy Services
Parking
Postage
Research charges
Secretarial Overtime
Telephone & Calling Card Expenses
Total
44.

Cumulative Expenses through
July 27, 2017
$579.77
$16,872.72
$496.78
$7,579.22
$0.00
$71.60
$30,697.34
$332,885.16
$13,838,163.78
$6,866.70
$14,284.55
$220,610.91
$13,108.75
$162,652.99
$6,623.65
$8,167.59
$149,641.53
$31,720.38
$867.00
$90.76
$640.32
$1,745.00
$11,323.05
$14,855,689.55

The vast majority of expenses incurred are for expert costs. Class Counsel have

incurred $13,838,163.78 in expert costs, primarily for the expert work conducted by Dr. Douglas
Bernheim and his team at Bates White LLC. A more detailed summary of this work performed
was submitted in camera to the Court on November 15, 2017. See Dkt. 2351.
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We declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
Dated: December 15, 2017
/s/William Christopher Carmody
William Christopher Carmody

/s/Michael D. Hausfeld
Michael D. Hausfeld
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that on December 15, 2017, I caused the foregoing to be electronically
filed with the Clerk of the Court using the CM/ECF system, which will send notification of such
filing to the email addresses denoted on the Electronic Mail Notice List. I certify under penalty
of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the foregoing is true and correct.
/s/ Geng Chen
Geng Chen
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www.susmangodfrey.com
Suite 5100
1000 Louisiana
Houston, Texas
77002-5096
(713) 651 - 9366

Suite 3800
1201 Third Avenue
Seattle, Washington
98101-3000
(206) 516 - 3880

Suite 950
1901Avenue of
the Stars
Los Angeles, Ca
90067-6029
(310) 789-3100

32nd Floor
1301 Anvenue of the
Americas
New York, New York
10019-6023
(212) 336-8330

THE SUSMAN GODFREY DIFFERENCE
For nearly forty years, Susman Godfrey has focused its nationally recognized practice on just one
thing: high-stakes commercial litigation. We are one of the nation's leading litigation boutique law
firms with offices in Houston, Seattle, Los Angeles and New York. We have a unique perspective,
the will to win, and an uncommon structure, which taken together provide the way to win.
A record of winning
One of Susman Godfrey's early cases, the Corrugated Container antitrust trial, led to one of the
highest antitrust jury verdicts ever obtained. Since that extraordinary start, the firm has remained
devoted to helping businesses and individuals achieve similarly extraordinary results. Recent
high-profile victories include:
•

Secured a settlement valued at nearly $100 million while representing Flo & Eddie (the
founding members of 70’s music group, The Turtles) along with a class of owners of pre1972 sound recordings for copyright violations by music provider Sirius XM. Susman
Godfrey attorneys on this matter were named "California Lawyer Attorneys of the Year"
by The Daily Journal for their legal work on this case.

•

Won a $43,214,515.83 federal court jury award favor of Apache Deepwater LLC and
against W&T Offshore in an oil and gas related breach of contract case having to do with
deepwater wells in the Gulf of Mexico. This verdict was named by The National Law
Journal as one of “The Top 100 Verdicts of 2016.”

•

Secured over half a billion dollars with several international automobile parts suppliers
in the In Re Automotive Parts (Auto Parts) price-fixing class action. The multidistrict
litigation, pending in the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan,
alleges long-running global collusion by auto parts companies to fix prices of automotive
component parts.

•

Secured in excess of $14 million in a precedent-setting victory for Humble Surgical
Hospital against health insurer CIGNA, proving our clients allegations that that CIGNA
violated the terms of its policies by denying coverage to patients who exercised their
contractual right to choose Humble Surgical Hospital, an out-of-network provider, for
care.

•

Secured a $244 million settlement in a federal monopolization and antitrust class action
against News Corporation (News Corp) on behalf of a certified class of more than 500
consumer packaged goods companies. The media giant also agreed to change its
business practices regarding in-store advertising.
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•

Representation of the plaintiffs in a number of successful private antitrust actions against
Microsoft Corporation, including litigation or private negotiations on behalf of Gateway,
Novell, Caldera, Be, Inc., Paltalk Holdings, and others.

•

Representation of MicroUnity Systems in a variety of patent infringement litigation, which
has led to confidential settlements with a variety of defendants, including Intel and Sony.

•

Defeated claims for $550 million in damages brought by Alcoa against our client,
Luminant and convinced the jury to award Luminant $10 million in counterclaim
damages.

•

Secured a $225 million jury award for Dillard’s, Inc. against I2 Technologies for fraud and
breach of warranty.

These are only a few of our recent cases. Our practice area inserts provide a more complete
description of Susman Godfrey's successes in a number of areas of commercial litigation,
including intellectual property, antitrust, accounting malpractice, energy and natural resources,
securities litigation, and climate change litigation.
The will to win
At Susman Godfrey, we want to win because we are stand-up trial attorneys, not discovery
litigators. We approach each case as if it is headed for trial. Everything that we do is designed to
prepare our attorneys to persuade a jury. When you are represented by Susman Godfrey, the
opposing party will know that you are willing to take the case all the way to a verdict if necessary;
this fact alone can make a good settlement possible.
Susman Godfrey has a longstanding reputation as one of the premier firms of trial lawyers in the
United States. We are often brought in on the eve of trial to "rescue" troubled cases or to take the
reins when the case requires trial lawyers with a proven record of courtroom success.
We also want to win because we share the risk with our clients. We prefer to work on a
contingency-fee basis so that our time and efforts pay off only when we win. Our interests are
aligned with our clients-we want to achieve the best-possible outcome at the lowest possible cost.
Finally, we want to win because each of our attorneys shares a commitment to your success.
Each attorney at the firm — associate as well as partner — examines every proposed contingent
fee case and has an equal vote on whether or not to accept it. The resulting profit or loss affects
the compensation of every attorney at the firm. This model has been a tremendous success for
both our attorneys and our clients. In recent years, we have achieved the highest profit-perpartner results in the nation. Our associates have enjoyed performance bonuses equal to their
annual salaries. When you win, our attorneys win.
Unique perspective
Susman Godfrey represents an equal number of plaintiffs and defendants. Ours is not a cookiecutter practice turning out the same case from the same side of the bar time after time. We thrive
on variety, flexibility, and creativity. Clients appreciate the insights that our broad experience
brings. "I think that's how they keep their tools sharp," says one.
Many companies who have had to defend cases brought by Susman Godfrey on behalf of
plaintiffs are so impressed with our work in the courtroom that they hire us themselves next time
around – companies like El Paso Corporation, Georgia-Pacific Corporation, Mead Paper, and
Nokia Corporation.
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We know from experience what motivates both plaintiffs and defendants. This dual perspective
informs not just our trial tactics, but also our approach to settlement negotiations and mediation
presentations. We are successful in court because we understand our opponent's case as well as
our own.
An uncommon structure
At Susman Godfrey, our clients hire us to achieve the best possible result in the courtroom at the
least possible cost. Because we learned to run our practice on a contingency-fee model where
preparation of a case is at our expense, we have developed a very efficient approach to
commercial litigation. We proved that big cases do not require big hours. And, because we staff
and run all cases using the same model, clients who prefer to hire us by the hour also benefit
from our approach.
There is no costly pyramid structure at Susman Godfrey. As a business, we are lean, mean and
un-leveraged – with a two-to-one ratio between partners and associates. To counter the structural
bloat of our opponents, who often have three associates for each partner, we rely on creativity
and efficiency.
Susman Godfrey's experience has taught what is important at trial and what can be safely
ignored. We limit document discovery and depositions to the essential. For most depositions and
other case related events we send one attorney and one attorney alone to handle the matter.
After three decades of trials, we know what we need – and what is just a waste of time and
money.
Unparalleled talent
Susman Godfrey prides itself on a talent pool as deep as any firm in the country. Clerking for a
judge in the federal court system is considered to be the best training for a young trial attorney,
and 91% of our lawyers served in these highly sought-after clerkships after law school. Seven of
our attorneys have clerked at the highest level – for Justices of the United States Supreme Court.
Our associates are not document-churning drones. Each associate at Susman Godfrey is
expected to second-chair cases in the courtroom from the start. Because we are so confident in
their abilities, we consider associates for partnership after seven years with the firm, unless they
joined us following a federal judicial clerkship. In that case, we give credit for the clerkship, and
the partnership track is generally six years. We pay them top salaries and bonuses, make them
privy to the firm's financials, and let them vote — on an equal standing with partners — on
virtually all firm decisions.
Each trial attorney at Susman Godfrey is invested in our unique model and stands ready to
handle your big-stakes commercial litigation.
No Matter What the Case
Our firm is made up of the best and the brightest trial lawyers in the country. Quite simply, we can
try any case, no matter what the subject matter. And our record proves it.
Patent law. Our lawyers are not "patent" lawyers. Yet Susman Godfrey is one of the nation's goto firms for patent litigation. Indeed, as the amount in controversy soared in patent cases in the
early 2000s, so has the number of patent cases tried and won by Susman Godfrey. Clients know
that they need real trial lawyers to translate the patent talk into language that can be understood
by a jury. And juries listen when Susman Godfrey lawyers talk. Our firm has won some of the
largest jury verdicts in patent cases in the country.
Family law. Our lawyers are not "family" lawyers. Yet when the richest couples get in the nastiest
divorce battles, they call the real trial lawyers for the ultimate show down. When the owner of the
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Dodgers risked losing his team to his wife in a bitter divorce battle, Frank McCourt called Susman
Godfrey. When David Saperstein found himself in divorce proceedings with his wife in over their
multi-million dollar estate, including their $125 million "Fleur de Lys" mansion, he hired Susman
Godfrey.
Tax law. Our lawyers are not "tax" lawyers. Yet, when an individual had a $ 800 million tax
dispute and needed a trial lawyer, he hired Terry Oxford of Susman Godfrey. Terry, with the
assistance of tax counsel, tried the case for 5 weeks in federal court. The result: a decision that
would return the taxpayer more than half the disputed amount.
Criminal law. Our lawyers are not "criminal " lawyers . Yet when evidence suggested a death row
inmate was wrongly convicted, those trying to right the wrong called Susman Godfrey. When
Barry Scheck and his Innocence Project wanted help reversing the wrongful conviction of George
Rodriguez, they teamed up with Susman Godfrey. The conviction was reversed and Mr.
Rodriguez freed, and Susman Godfrey continues the battle to obtain fair compensation for the 17
years he spent behind bars.
It does not matter what area of law your case is. If we haven't already been involved in pathbreaking litigation there, we will master it. And you will have the best possible trial team on your
side.
Disclaimer: The information contained herein is revised frequently and is only accurate and current as of the date printed
below. Please call us for the most recent edition.
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Hausfeld is “the
world’s leading antitrust
OLWLJDWLRQÀUPµ
– Politico

Hausfeld Firm Summary
In the last decade, Hausfeld attorneys have won landmark trials, negotiated complex
settlements among dozens of defendants, and recovered billions of dollars in recoveries for
clients both in and out of court. Renowned for skillful prosecution and resolution of complex
DQGFODVVDFWLRQOLWLJDWLRQ+DXVIHOGLVWKHRQO\FODLPDQWV·ÀUPWREHUDQNHGLQWKHWRSWLHULQ
private enforcement of antitrust/competition law in both the United States and the United
Kingdom by the Legal 500.
From our locations in Washington, D.C., Boston, New York, Philadelphia, San Francisco,
Berlin, Brussels, Düsseldorf, and London, Hausfeld contributes to the development of law
in the United States and abroad in the areas of antitrust/competition, consumer protection,
environmental threats, human and civil rights, mass torts, and securities fraud. Hausfeld
attorneys have studied the global integration of markets—and responded with innovative
legal theories and a creative approach to claims in developed and emerging markets.
Hausfeld was founded by Michael D. Hausfeld, who is widely recognized as one of the
FRXQWU\·VWRSFLYLOOLWLJDWRUVDQGDOHDGLQJH[SHUWLQWKHÀHOGVRISULYDWHDQWLWUXVWFRPSHWLWLRQ
enforcement and international human rights. The New York Times has described Mr. Hausfeld
as one of the nation’s “most prominent antitrust lawyers,” while Washingtonian Magazine
characterizes him as a lawyer who is “determined to change the world—and succeeding,”
noting that he “consistently brings in the biggest judgments in the history of law.”

Antitrust and Competition Litigation
Hausfeld’s reputation for leading groundbreaking antitrust class actions in the United States
is well-earned. Having helmed more than thirty antitrust class actions, Hausfeld attorneys are
prepared to litigate and manage cases with dozens of defendants (In re Blue Cross Blue Shield
Antitrust Litigation, with more than thirty defendants), negotiate favorable settlements for class
members and clients (In re Air Cargo Shipping Services Antitrust Litigation, settlements of more
WKDQELOOLRQ WDNHRQWKHÀQDQFLDOVHUYLFHVLQGXVWU\ In re Foreign Exchange Antitrust Litigation,
with settlements of more than $2 billion), take cartelists to trial (In re Vitamin C Antitrust
Litigation, trial victory of $162 million against Chinese manufacturers of vitamin C), and push
legal boundaries where others have not (In re NCAA Antitrust Litigation, another trial victory in
which the court found the NCAA rules prohibiting payment of players to be unlawful).

Consumer Protection Litigation
Hausfeld also pursues consumer protection, defective product, and Lanham Act cases on
EHKDOIRIDYDULHW\RIOLWLJDQWVLQFOXGLQJFRQVXPHUVHQWHUWDLQHUVÀQDQFLDOLQVWLWXWLRQVDQG
other businesses. For example, we obtained class-wide settlements for purchasers of defective
Acer laptops (Wolph v. Acer America Corp.) and victims of unfair and deceptive practices
(Radosti v. Envision EMI, LLC and In re Tyson Foods, Inc., Chicken Raised Without Antibiotics
Consumer Litigation); and sought compensation for domestic beekeepers and honey packers for
fraudulent mislabeling of imported honey (In re Honey Transshipping Litigation).
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Hausfeld
Firm Summary
continued

Financial Services
+DXVIHOGKDVEHHQDWWKHIRUHIURQWRIQXPHURXVFODVVDFWLRQVDJDLQVWWKHÀQDQFLDOVHUYLFHV
industry since 2009, pursuing wrongful conduct that spans the globe. Hausfeld leads two of
the largest class actions against the world’s biggest banks for manipulation of prices paid in
the Libor and foreign exchange (Forex) markets, in which they obtained more than $2 billion
in settlements for the class.

Mass Tort and Environmental Litigation
Hausfeld attorneys have pursued wide-ranging mass tort cases over the last decade. We
have represented homeowners with defective drywall (In re Chinese-Manufactured Drywall
Products Liability Litig.), former IRRWEDOOSOD\HUVZKRVX;HUHGIURPWKHORQJODVWLQJH;HFWV
of concussions (In re National Football League Players’ Concussion Injury Litigation) mine
workers in southern Africa who contracted silicosis from their workplace environment –
WKHÀUVWFDVHRILWVNLQGEURXJKWLQ6RXWK$IULFDDQGvictims of dangerous prescription drugs
and medical devices, including women whose hormone replacement therapy caused them to
VXͿHUIURPEUHDVWFDQFHU In re Prempro Products Liability Litigation), and patients with defective
hip replacements (In re Stryker Rejuvenate and ABG II Hip Implant Products Liability Litigation).

Intellectual Property & Technology
Hausfeld lawyers have achieved notable successes in representing clients in enforcing their
intellectual property rights, including litigating numerous patent cases in the computer
VRIWZDUHDQGKDUGZDUHÀHOGV)RUH[DPSOHLQBurst v. Microsoft, Hausfeld attorney Bruce
:HFNHUDQGFRFRXQVHOUHSUHVHQWHGDVPDOOWHFKQRORJ\ÀUPDJDLQVWEHKHPRWK0LFURVRIWLQ
a complex intellectual property and antitrust action involving streaming media software.
After over two years of litigation, they successfully negotiated a settlement in which
0LFURVRIWOLFHQVHGWKHSODLQWLͿ·VSDWHQWSRUWIROLRDQGSDLGRXW$60 million. Hausfeld has
also represented clients in major class actions intersecting antitrust and technology issues,
including In re: Cathode Ray Tube (CRT) Antitrust Litigation, In re: TFT-LCD Antitrust Litigation,
In re Optical Disk Drive Antitrust Litigation, and In re DRAM Antitrust Litigation.
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“Hausfeld stands out
for its ability to provide
worldwide solutions,
leveraging its network
RIRFHVDFURVVWKH

Hausfeld: A Global Reach
Hausfeld’s international reach enables it to advise across multiple jurisdictions and pursue
claims on behalf of clients worldwide. Hausfeld works closely with clients to deliver
outstanding results, while always addressing their business concerns. Hausfeld does so by
anticipating issues, considering innovative strategies, and maximizing the outcome of legal
disputes in a way that creates shareholder value. Its inventive cross border solutions work to
WKHEHQHÀWRIWKHPXOWLQDWLRQDOFRPSDQLHVLWRIWHQUHSUHVHQWV

US and in Europe.”
– The Legal 500 2016

Creative Solutions to Complex Legal Challenges
Hausfeld lawyers consistently apply forward-thinking ideas and creative solutions to the most
YH[LQJJOREDOOHJDOFKDOOHQJHVIDFHGE\FOLHQWV$VDUHVXOWWKHÀUP·VOLWLJDWRUVKDYHGHYHORSHG
numerous innovative legal theories that have expanded the quality and availability of legal
recourse for claimants around the globe that have a right to seek recovery. Hausfeld’s impact
was recently recognized by the Financial Times, which awarded Hausfeld the “Most Innovative
Law Firm in Dispute Resolution of 2013,” as well as by The Legal 500 who has ranked Hausfeld
DVWKHRQO\WRSWLHUFODLPDQWVÀUPLQSULYDWHHQIRUFHPHQWRIDQWLWUXVWFRPSHWLWLRQODZLQ
both the United States and the United Kingdom. For example, the landmark settlement that
Hausfeld negotiated to resolve claims against Parker ITR for antitrust overcharges on marine
KRVHVUHSUHVHQWHGWKHÀUVWSULYDWHUHVROXWLRQRIDFRPSDQ\·VJOREDOFDUWHOOLDELOLW\ZLWKRXWDQ\
arbitration, mediation, or litigation – creating opportunities never before possible for dispute
resolution and providing a new model for global cartel settlements going forward.

Unmatched Global Resources
7KHÀUPFRPELQHVLWV86RFHVRQERWKFRDVWVDQGYLEUDQW(XURSHDQSUHVHQFHZLWKDEURDG
DQGGHHSQHWZRUNDURXQGWKHJOREHWRRͿHUFOLHQWVWKHDELOLW\WRVHHNUHGUHVVRUFRQIURQW
disputes in every corner of the world and across every industry. With over 70 lawyers in
RFHVLQ:DVKLQJWRQ'&%RVWRQ1HZ<RUN3KLODGHOSKLD6DQ)UDQFLVFR%HUOLQ%UXVVHOV
and London, Hausfeld is a “market leader for claimant-side competition litigation.”
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“Hausfeld LLP is ‘one

Antitrust Litigation

of the most capable

Hausfeld’s antitrust litigation experience is unparalleled

SODLQWLͿV·ÀUPVLQYROYHG
in the area of civil cartel
enforcement’, is ‘[w]idely
recognised as a market
leader for claimant-side
competition litigation…
[It is the] market leader
in terms of quantity of
cases, and also the most
advanced in terms of
tactical thinking.”
– The Legal 500 2014 and 2015

)HZLIDQ\86ODZÀUPVKDYHOLWLJDWHGPRUHFODVVDFWLRQVRQEHKDOIRIFRPSDQLHVDQG
LQGLYLGXDOVLQMXUHGE\DQWLFRPSHWLWLYHFRQGXFWWKDQ+DXVIHOG7KHÀUPKDVOLWLJDWHGFDVHV
LQYROYLQJSULFHÀ[LQJSULFHPDQLSXODWLRQPRQRSROL]DWLRQW\LQJDQGEXQGOLQJWKURXJK
individual and class representation and has experience across a wide variety of industries,
LQFOXGLQJDXWRPRWLYHEDQNLQJFKHPLFDOVFRQVWUXFWLRQPDQXIDFWXULQJHQHUJ\ÀQDQFLDO
services, food and beverage, health care, mining & metals, pharmaceuticals and life sciences,
retail, sports and entertainment, technology, transportation. Clients rely on us for our antitrust
H[SHUWLVHDQGRXUKLVWRU\RIVXFFHVVLQWKHFRXUWURRPDQGDWWKHQHJRWLDWLRQWDEOHDQGWKHÀUP
does not shy away from challenges, taking on some of the most storied institutions. Hausfeld
is not only trusted by its clients, it is trusted by judges to pursue these claims, as evidenced by
WKHIDFWWKDWWKHÀUPKDVEHHQDSSRLQWHGDVOHDGRUFROHDGFRXQVHOLQRYHUDQWLWUXVWFDVHV
in the last decade. In one recent example, Judge Morrison C. England of the Eastern District
of California praised Hausfeld for having “the breadth of experience, resources and talent
necessary to navigate” cases of import.
5HFRJQL]LQJWKHÀUP·VDQWLWUXVWSURZHVVGlobal Competition Review has opined that Hausfeld
LV´RQHRI²LIQRWWKH²WRS3ODLQWLͿV·DQWLWUXVWÀUPLQWKH86µThe Legal 500 likewise
FRQVLVWHQWO\UDQNV+DXVIHOGDPRQJWKHWRSÀYHÀUPVLQWKH8QLWHG6WDWHVIRUDQWLWUXVW
OLWLJDWLRQRQEHKDOIRISODLQWLͿV$QGLQQDPLQJ+DXVIHOGWRLWV3ODLQWLͿV·+RW/LVWIRUWKH
third year in a row in 2014, The National Law Journal opined that Hausfeld ”punches above its
ZHLJKWµDQGµLVQ·WDIUDLGWRWDNHRQÀUPVIDUODUJHUWKDQLWVVL]HDQGGHOLYHUUHVXOWVHVSHFLDOO\
in antitrust litigation.”

Hausfeld has achieved outstanding results in antitrust cases
Hausfeld lawyers have achieved precedent-setting legal decisions and historic trial
victories, negotiated some of the world’s most complex settlement agreements, and have
collectively recovered billions of dollars in settlement and judgments in antitrust cases.
Key highlights include:
• O’Bannon v. NCAA1RFY 1'&DO

Hausfeld serves as lead counsel in this case, which has received considerable
press attention and has been hailed as a game-changer for college sports.
Following a three-week trial, Hausfeld attained a historic trial victory when the
court ruled that the NCAA’s rules prohibiting payments to student-athletes for
their names, images, and likenesses violate the antitrust laws. This ruling was
upheld by the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals.
• In re Foreign Exchange Benchmark Rates Antitrust Litig.FY 6'1<

+DXVIHOGVHUYHVDVFROHDGFRXQVHOLQWKLVFDVHDOOHJLQJÀQDQFLDOLQVWLWXWLRQV
participated in a conspiracy to manipulate a key benchmark in the foreign
H[FKDQJHPDUNHW7RGDWHWKHÀUPKDVREWDLQHGRYHU$2 billion in settlements
from nine defendants. The case is ongoing against the remaining defendants.
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Antitrust
Litigation
continued

• In re Air Cargo Shipping Services Antitrust Litig.1RPG ('1<

Hausfeld serves as co-lead counsel in this case alleging over thirty international
DLUOLQHVHQJDJHGLQFRQVSLUDF\WRÀ[WKHSULFHRIDLUFDUJRVKLSSLQJVHUYLFHV7KH
ÀUPQHJRWLDWHGPRUHWKDQ$1.2 billion in settlements from over 30 defendants for
WKHFODVVZRQFHUWLÀFDWLRQRIWKHFODVVDQGGHIHDWHGWKHGHIHQGDQWV·PRWLRQVIRU
summary judgment.
• In re Vitamin C Antitrust Litig.1RPG ('1<

+DXVIHOGVHUYHVDVFROHDGFRXQVHOLQWKHÀUVWFODVVDQWLWUXVWFDVHLQWKH8QLWHG
States against Chinese manufacturers. Hausfeld obtained settlements for the class
of $22.5 million from two of the defendants²WKHÀUVWDIWHUVXPPDU\MXGJPHQW
and the second, just before closing arguments at trial. Days later, the jury reached
a verdict against the remaining defendants, and the court entered a judgment for
$162 million after trebling the damages awarded. Appeals are pending.
• In re International Air Passenger Surcharge Antitrust Litig.1RPG

1'&DO
Hausfeld served as co-lead counsel in this case against two international airlines
DOOHJHGWRKDYHÀ[HGIXHOVXUFKDUJHVRQÁLJKWVEHWZHHQWKH8QLWHG6WDWHVDQG
8QLWHG.LQJGRP/DZ\HUVDWWKHÀUPQHJRWLDWHGDJURXQGEUHDNLQJ$200 million
international settlement that provides recovery for both U.S. purchasers under
U.S. antitrust laws and U.K. purchasers under U.K. competition laws.
• In re LIBOR-Based Financial Instruments Antitrust Litig.1RPG

6'1<
Hausfeld serves as co-lead counsel in this case against sixteen of the world’s
ODUJHVWÀQDQFLDOLQVWLWXWLRQVIRUFRQVSLULQJWRÀ[/,%25WKHSULPDU\EHQFKPDUN
IRUVKRUWWHUPLQWHUHVWUDWHV7RGDWHWKHÀUPKDVREWDLQHG$120 million in a
settlement with one defendant. The case is ongoing against the
remaining defendants.
• In re Municipal Derivatives Antitrust Litig.1RFY 6'1<

Hausfeld serves as co-lead counsel in this case against banks, insurance
companies, and brokers accused of rigging bids on derivative instruments
SXUFKDVHGE\PXQLFLSDOLWLHV7KHÀUPKDVREWDLQHGRYHU$223 million in
settlements with 11 defendants.
• In re Automotive Aftermarket Lighting Products Antitrust Litig.1R0/

 &'&DO
Hausfeld served as co-lead counsel in this case against three manufacturers for
SDUWLFLSDWLQJLQDQLQWHUQDWLRQDOFRQVSLUDF\WRÀ[WKHSULFHVRIDIWHUPDUNHW
DXWRPRWLYHOLJKWLQJSURGXFWV7KHÀUPREWDLQHGRYHU$50 million in settlements.
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Antitrust
Litigation
continued

• In re Processed Egg Products Antitrust Litig.1RFY ('3D

Hausfeld serves as co-lead counsel in this case alleging that egg producers, through
WKHLUWUDGHDVVRFLDWLRQVHQJDJHGLQDVFKHPHWRDUWLÀFLDOO\LQÁDWHHJJSULFHVE\
DJUHHLQJWRUHVWULFWWKHVXSSO\RIERWKOD\LQJKHQVDQGHJJV7RGDWHWKHÀUPKDV
obtained nearly $60 millionLQVHWWOHPHQWVDQGZRQFHUWLÀFDWLRQRIDFODVVRIVKHOO
egg purchasers. The case is ongoing against the remaining defendants.
• In re Fresh and Process Potatoes Antitrust Litig.1R0' ',GDKR 

Hausfeld serves as chair of the executive committee in this case alleging that
potato growers, their cooperatives, processors, and packers conspired to
manipulate the price and supply of potatoes. In defeating defendants’ motion to
GLVPLVVWKHÀUPVHFXUHGDMXGLFLDOGHWHUPLQDWLRQWKDWVXSSO\UHVWULFWLRQVDUHQRW
protected conduct under a limited federal antitrust exemption available to certain
grower associations—a novel question that had never before been decided by any
FRXUW7KHÀUPREWDLQHG$19.5 million in settlements and valuable injunctive relief
prohibiting future production limitation agreements, achieving global resolution
of the case.
• In re American Express Anti-Steering Rules Antitrust Litig.1RPG

('1<
As lead counsel, Hausfeld represents a class of merchants and retailers against
American Express. The merchants allege that American Express violated antitrust
laws by requiring them to accept all American Express cards, and by preventing
them from steering their customers to other payment methods.
• In re Blue Cross Blue Shield Antitrust Litig.1RPGO 1'$OD

Hausfeld attorneys serve as co-lead counsel and hold court-appointed committee
positions in this case against Blue Cross Blue Shield entities, alleging that they
illegally agreed not to compete with each other for health insurance subscribers
across the United States. Having defeated motions to dismiss, Hausfeld is now
marshalling evidence against more than thirty defendants in preparation for
summary judgment and trial.
• In re Rail Freight Fuel Surcharge Antitrust Litig.1RPF ''&

Hausfeld is co-lead counsel in this case alleging fuel-surcharge collusion among
WKHQDWLRQ·VODUJHVWUDLOIUHLJKWFDUULHUV/HDGLQJGR]HQVRIÀUPV+DXVIHOG
PDVWHUHGWKHGLVFRYHU\UHFRUGDQGREWDLQHGFODVVFHUWLÀFDWLRQLQWKHGLVWULFWFRXUW
after which the D.C. Circuit remanded for further consideration of discrete expert
LVVXHV7KLVDQWLWUXVWFDVHLVRQHRIWKHPRVWKLJKSURÀOHFODVVDFWLRQVLQWKH8QLWHG
States and concerns the claims of some 30,000 shippers, from small businesses to
Fortune 500 companies.
• In Re Korean Ramen Antitrust Litig., 1RFY:+2 1'&DO

Hausfeld represents direct purchasers of Korean ramen noodles alleging a priceÀ[LQJFRQVSLUDF\DPRQJQRRGOHPDQXIDFWXUHUVDQGWKHLU86DOLDWHV-XGJH
:LOOLDP+2UULFNDSSRLQWHG+DXVIHOGDWWRUQH\VDVFROHDGFODVVFRXQVHOIRUWKH
direct purchasers, and after achieving an early settlement for the class against
6DP\DQJ.RUHDWKHÀUPUHFHQWO\ZRQFODVVFHUWLÀFDWLRQDJDLQVW.RUHDQUDPHQ
QRRGOHPDQXIDFWXUHUV1RQJVKLP&R/WGDQG2WWRJL&R/WG
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Antitrust
Litigation
continued

• In re Disposable Contact Lens Antitrust Litig., 1RPG--5.

0')OD
$VRQHRIWKHWKUHHFROHDGFRXQVHOIRUWKHGLUHFWSXUFKDVHUSODLQWLͿV+DXVIHOG
successfully defeated virtually all of the defendants’ motions to dismiss in this
case, which alleges complex horizontal and vertical conspiracies by the four
leading contact lens manufacturers and a company that acts as the middleman for
over 19,000 eyecare professionals throughout the United States.
• In re Packaged Seafood Products Antitrust Litigation, 1RPG

-/60'' 6'&DO
The Court appointed Hausfeld attorneys as sole interim lead counsel for the
putative class of direct purchasers of packaged seafood products, alleging a
SULFHÀ[LQJFRQVSLUDF\DPRQJWKHOHDGLQJ86PDQXIDFWXUHUV³&KLFNHQRIWKH
Sea, StarKist and Bumble Bee. Hausfeld successfully defeated most of the
defendants’ motions to dismiss, and is now engaged in extensive discovery.
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eDiscovery Expertise
When 90% of information is created and stored electronically, success in complex litigation
UHTXLUHVOHJDOSUDFWLWLRQHUVZLWKWKHVNLOODQGH[SHULHQFHWRHFLHQWO\PDQDJH´H'LVFRYHU\µ³
the process of discovering electronically stored information (or “ESI”). Poorly managed,
H'LVFRYHU\FDQEHH[SHQVLYHWLPHFRQVXPLQJDQGFRQÁLFWULGGHQ6NLOOIXOO\PDQDJHGZLWK
FLYLOLW\FRRSHUDWLRQDQGNQRZKRZLWRͿHUVHQRUPRXVSRWHQWLDOWROLWLJDQWVODZ\HUVDQGWKH
FRXUWVIRUHFLHQWDQGHͿHFWLYHGLVFRYHU\DQGFDVHPDQDJHPHQW
Hausfeld attorneys bring their expertise and skills to achieve the latter result. They are at the
forefront of eDiscovery, internationally recognized and frequently called upon to educate
other attorneys on both sides of the “v.” on sound ESI discovery practices and emerging
technologies. They are experienced in all aspects of eDiscovery from the earliest stages of
OLWLJDWLRQKROGVDQGSUHVHUYDWLRQWRWKHFRVWHFLHQWPDQDJHPHQWRIODUJHDQGFRPSOH[
electronic document reviews involving tens of millions of documents.
Rather than waiting for problems to arise, Hausfeld attorneys manage eDiscovery from
inception to minimize future disputes and reduce costs to the parties and the court. They work
cooperatively with opposing counsel to identify and resolve likely eDiscovery issues at the
earliest stages and proactively negotiate ESI preservation, disclosure, search, and production
protocols that set clear rules of the game going forward.

Leading Hausfeld’s eDiscovery efforts are:
0HJDQ-RQHV, a nationally recognized litigator and skilled ESI negotiator, is frequently called
upon to lead complex ESI negotiations and to speak at national ESI training events.
Ms. Jones, a member of the Sedona Conference, regularly writes on the topic of e-discovery.
She is a co-author of The Sedona Conference’s highly regarded Glossary: E-Discovery and
Digital Information Management (Dec. 2007) as well as its publication, Navigating the Vendor
Proposal Process. Her commentary has been published in leading trade and legal journals
such as Law Technology News, The National Law Journal, and the Federal Courts Law
Review0V-RQHVKDVWHVWLÀHGEHIRUHWKH)HGHUDO5XOHV&RPPLWWHHRQHOHFWURQLFGLVFRYHU\
participates in high-level legal gatherings such as the invitation-only Duke Law Conference
on Implementing Discovery Proportionality Standard, and frequently speaks at leading
national ESI conferences, such as the ABA’s National E-Discovery Institute and Sedona
Conference educational conferences.
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continued
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-HDQQLQH.HQQH\, an experienced litigator who works in the eDiscovery trenches daily, has
navigated detailed, complex and contentious ESI issues from dispute to resolution.
Ms. Kenney, a member of the Sedona Conference’s Working Group on Electronic Document
Retention and Production, leads and counsels litigation teams in the negotiation of protocols
for the preservation, search, and production of ESI in litigation often involving dozens of
defendants, negotiates ESI search terms, technology assisted review (predictive coding)
methodologies, and database disclosures and productions, and manages complex document
reviews using advanced review analytics to speed discovery. She educates other practitioners
on eDiscovery realities, serving as a faculty coach to participants in Georgetown University
Law Center’s weeklong, intensive eDiscovery Training Academy, and speaking at legal
conferences. She co-authored a chapter on technology assisted review to appear in the
American Bar Association’s book, Perspectives on Predictive Coding.
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Litigation Achievements
Signiﬁcant Trial Victories
:KLOHPDQ\ODZÀUPVOLNHWRWDONDERXWOLWLJDWLRQH[SHULHQFH+DXVIHOGODZ\HUVUHJXODUO\EULQJ
cases to trial—and win. Among our trial victories are some of the largest antitrust cases in
the modern era. For example, in O’Bannon v. NCAA 1'&DO , we conducted a three-week
bench trial before the Chief Judge of the Northern District of California, resulting in a complete
victory for college athletes who alleged an illegal agreement among the National Collegiate
Athletic Association and its member schools to deny payment to athletes for the commercial
OLFHQVLQJRIWKHLUQDPHVLPDJHVDQGOLNHQHVVHV2XUYLFWRU\LQWKH2·%DQQRQOLWLJDWLRQIROORZHG
WKHVXFFHVVIXOWULDOHͿRUWVLQ Law v. NCAA '.DQ , a case challenging earning restrictions
imposed on assistant college coaches in which the jury awarded PLOOLRQ to the class
SODLQWLͿVWKDWRQHRIRXUODZ\HUVUHSUHVHQWHG
In In re Vitamin C Antitrust Litigation ('1< , we obtained, on behalf of our direct
purchaser clients, a $162 million jury verdict and judgment against Chinese pharmaceutical
FRPSDQLHVZKRÀ[HGSULFHVDQGFRQWUROOHGH[SRUWRXWSXWRI9LWDPLQ&³RQWKHKHHOVRI
PLOOLRQLQVHWWOHPHQWVZLWKRWKHUGHIHQGDQWVZKLFKUHSUHVHQWHGWKHÀUVWFLYLOVHWWOHPHQWVZLWK
Chinese companies in a U.S. antitrust cartel case. Years earlier, we took on a global vitamin
SULFHÀ[LQJFDUWHOLQIn re Vitamins ''& , in which we secured a $1.1 billion settlement for
a class of vitamin purchasers and then took the remaining defendants to trial, culminating in a
PLOOLRQMXU\YHUGLFW.
2XUWULDOH[SHULHQFHH[WHQGVWRLQWHOOHFWXDOSURSHUW\PDWWHUVDQGJHQHUDOFRPPHUFLDOOLWLJDWLRQ
as well. Recently, we represented entertainment companies that sought to hold internet service
provider Cox Communications accountable for willful contributory copyright infringement
by ignoring the illegal downloading activity of its users. Following a trial in BMG Rights
Management (US) LLC, v. Cox Enterprises, Inc. ('9D , the jury returned a $25 million
verdict for our client.

Exceptional Settlement Results
In less than a decade, Hausfeld has recouped over $20 billion for clients and the classes
they represented. We are proud of our record of successful dispute resolution. Among our
settlement achievements, three cases merit special mention. In a case involving allegations of
SULFHÀ[LQJDPRQJWKHZRUOG·VODUJHVWDLUIUHLJKWFDUULHUVIn re Air Cargo Shipping Services
Antitrust Litigation ('1< , we negotiated settlements with more than 30 defendants
totaling over $1.2 billion—all in advance of trial. During the same time period, in In re Foreign
Exchange Benchmark Rates Antitrust Litigation 6'1< , we negotiated settlements
totaling more than $2 billion with nine banks accused of conspiring to manipulate prices paid
in the foreign-exchange market. And in the global Marine Hose matter, we broke new ground
ZLWKWKHÀUVWSULYDWHUHVROXWLRQRIDFRPSDQ\·VJOREDOFDUWHOOLDELOLW\ZLWKRXWDQ\DUELWUDWLRQ
mediation, or litigation. That settlement enabled every one of Parker ITR’s non-US marinehose purchasers to recover up to 16% of their total purchases. These cases are just three among
dozens of recent landmark settlements across our practice areas.
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Reputation and Leadership in the
Antitrust Bar
Court Commendations
Judges across the country have taken note of Hausfeld’s experience and results achieved in
antitrust litigation.

“All class actions generally are more complex than routine actions…
%XWWKLVRQHLVDGRR]\7KLVFDVHLVQRZ,JXHVVQHDUO\PRUHWKDQ
WHQ\HDUVROG7KHGLVFRYHU\DV,·YHQRWHGKDVEHHQH[WHQVLYH7KH
motion practice has been extraordinary… The recovery by the class is
itself extraordinary. The case, the international aspect of the case is
H[WUDRUGLQDU\&KDVLQJDURXQGWKHZRUOGDIWHUDOOWKHVHDLUOLQHVLVDQ
undertaking that took enormous courage.”
²-XGJH%ULDQ0&RJDQ
In re Air Cargo Shipping Services Antitrust Litigation, No. 06-md-1775 (E.D.N.Y.)

&RPSDULQJ+DXVIHOG·VZRUNWKURXJKWULDOWRGame of Thrones:
“where individuals with seemingly long odds overcome unthinkable
FKDOOHQJHV«)RUSODLQWL;VWKHLUWULDOYLFWRU\LQWKLVDGYHQWXURXVULVN\
suit, while more than a mere game, is nothing less than a win… ”
²0DJLVWUDWH-XGJH1DWKDQDHO0&RXVLQV
O’Bannon v. Nat’l College Athletic Ass’n, 09-cv-3329 (N.D. Cal.)

+DXVIHOGODZ\HUVKDGDFKLHYHG´UHDOO\DQRXWVWDQGLQJVHWWOHPHQW
LQZKLFKDJURXSRIODZ\HUVIURPWZRÀUPVFRRUGLQDWHGWKHZRUN«
and brought an enormous expertise and then experience in dealing
ZLWKWKHFDVHµ´>+DXVIHOGODZ\HUVDUH@PRUHWKDQFRPSHWHQW7KH\
are outstanding.”
²-XGJH&KDUOHV5%UH\HU
In re International Air Passenger Surcharge Antitrust Litig., No. 06-md-01793 (N.D. Cal.)
(approving a ground-breaking $200 million international settlement that provided recovery
for both U.S. purchasers under U.S. antitrust laws and U.K. purchasers under U.K.
competition laws.)

+DXVIHOGKDV´WKHEUHDGWKRIH[SHULHQFHUHVRXUFHVDQGWDOHQWQHFHVVDU\
WRQDYLJDWHDFDVHRIWKLVLPSRUWµ+DXVIHOG´VWDQGVRXWIURPWKHUHVWµ
²'LVWULFW-XGJH0RUULVRQ&(QJODQG-U
Four In One v. SK Foods, No. 08-cv-3017 (E.D. Cal.)
12
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Reputation and
Leadership in the
Antitrust Bar
continued

Awards and Recognitions
Global Competition Review:
In 2016, Hausfeld was awarded Global Competition Review’s “Litigation of the Year – Cartel
Prosecution” for its work on In re Foreign Exchange Antitrust Benchmark Litigation. The award
recognized Hausfeld’s success in the Foreign Exchange litigation to date, which has included
securing settlements for more than $2 billion in on behalf of a class of injured foreign exchange
investors and overcoming two motions to dismiss in the action.
In 2015, Hausfeld attorneys were awarded Global Competition Review’s “Litigation of the Year –
Non-Cartel Prosecution,” which recognized their trial victory in O’Bannon v. National Collegiate
Athletics Association, a landmark case brought on behalf of college athletes challenging the
NCAA’s restrictions on payment for commercial licensing of those athletes’ names, images,
and likenesses in various media.

National Law Journal:
In 2015, Hausfeld was named to the National Law Journal’s´3ODLQWLͿV+RW/LVWµIRUWKH)RXUWK
Year in a Row.

“Hausfeld’s creative approaches underpinned key antitrust wins last year,
including a trailblazing victory for former college athletes over the use of
their likenesses in television broadcasts and video games…” also noting
that Hausfeld along with its co-counsel, “nailed down a $99.5 million
settlement with JPMorgan Chase & Co. in January in New York federal
court for alleged manipulation of market benchmarks. And it helped land
nearly $440 million in settlements last year, and more than $900 million
thus far, in multidistrict antitrust litigation against air cargo companies.”
In 2014, The National Law Journal named Hausfeld as one of a select group of America’s Elite
Trial Lawyers, as determined by “big victories in complex cases that have a wide impact on
the law and legal business.” The award notes that Hausfeld is among those “doing the most
FUHDWLYHDQGVXEVWDQWLDOZRUNRQWKHSODLQWLͿVVLGHµ

Financial Times:
In 2015, Michael Hausfeld was recognized by the Financial Times as one of the Top 10
Innovative Lawyers in North America.
In 2013, Hausfeld won the Financial Times Innovative Lawyer Dispute Resolution Award. The
FT states that Hausfeld has “[p]ioneered a unique and market-changing litigation funding
structure that improved accessibility and enabled victims to pursue actions with little or
no risk.”
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Reputation and
Leadership in the
Antitrust Bar
continued

Chambers & Partners:
In 2016, Chambers & Partners UKUDQNHG+DXVIHOGLQWKHWRSWLHUDPRQJ/RQGRQÀUPV
UHSUHVHQWLQJSULYDWHFODLPDQWVLQFRPSHWLWLRQPDWWHUVDQGUHFRJQL]HGWKHÀUP·V
DFFRPSOLVKPHQWVLQ%DQNLQJ/LWLJDWLRQ&KDPEHUVREVHUYHGWKDWWKHÀUPZDV

“Synonymous with competition damages claims in the UK thanks to its
leading role in developing the market in this area. Adept at handling classstyle actions and can co-ordinate proceedings for large groups of claimants
DFURVVGLͿHUHQWMXULVGLFWLRQV:HOOSODFHGWRKDQGOHERWKVWDQGDORQHDQG
follow-on actions.”
Chambers and Partners has also ranked Hausfeld’s U.S. operations in the top tier nationally
IRUDQWLWUXVW7KHSXEOLFDWLRQQRWHGWKHÀUP·VDWWULEXWHVDVLQFOXGLQJ
• $UHSXWDWLRQDVD´>P@DUNHWOHDGLQJSODLQWLͿV·ÀUPZLWKFRQVLGHUDEOHH[SHULHQFHLQ

antitrust class action suits and criminal cartel investigations.”
• “[N]umerous successes in the area resulting in major recovery or settlements for

its clients.”
• Firm Chair Michael Hausfeld’s record as “a very successful and able antitrust

OLWLJDWRUµDQG´RQHRIWKHWLWDQVRIWKH3ODLQWLͿV%DUµ

U.S. News & World Report:
In 2016, U.S. News & World Report – Best Law Firms named Hausfeld to its top tier in both
Antitrust Law and Litigation, and among its top tiers in Commercial Litigation. Hausfeld was
also recognized in New York, San Francisco, and Washington, DC in Antitrust Law, Litigation,
Mass Torts and Commercial Litigation.

Legal 500:
,Q+DXVIHOGZDVUDQNHGIRUWKHHLJKWK\HDULQDURZWRWKHWRSWLHUQDWLRQDOO\IRUÀUPVLQ
civil litigation and class actions and was also ranked nationally for antitrust – cartel work by
The Legal 500. The Legal 500 has declared:

“Representing large companies, small and medium-sized businesses, as
ZHOODVLQGLYLGXDOV:DVKLQJWRQ'&ÀUP+DXVIHOG//3UHPDLQV¶WRSQRWFK·
LQDQWLWUXVWOLWLJDWLRQ«+DXVIHOG//3LV¶RQHRIWKHPRVWFDSDEOHSODLQWLͿV·
ÀUPVLQYROYHGLQWKHDUHDRIFLYLOFDUWHOHQIRUFHPHQW·DQGLVKDQGOLQJVRPH
of the major cartel-related cases…”
The Legal 500 has also recognized that Hausfeld is a “market transformer,” the “most
LQQRYDWLYHÀUPZLWKUHVSHFWWRDQWLWUXVWGDPDJHVµLV´>G@ULYHQE\H[FHOOHQFHµ´DQWLFLSDWHVWKH
evolving needs of clients,” and delivers “outstanding advice not only in legal terms but also
with a true entrepreneurial touch’. . . .”
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Reputation and
Leadership in the
Antitrust Bar
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Concurrences
In 2015, Hausfeld Partners Michael Hausfeld, Michael Lehmann and Sathya Gosselin,
joined by co-authors Gordon Rausser and Gareth Macartney, were elected the winners of
the Concurrences’ 2015 Antitrust Writing Awards in the Private Enforcement (Academic)
category for their article, Antitrust Class Proceedings - Then and Now, Research in Law and
(FRQRPLFV9RO

American Antitrust Institute:
In 2016, Hausfeld the American Antitrust Institute honored two Hausfeld case teams – In re
Air Cargo Shipping Services Antitrust Litig. (E.D.N.Y.) and In re Municipal Derivatives Antitrust
Litig. 6'1< ³ZLWKLWVWRSDZDUGIRU2XWVWDQGLQJ$QWLWUXVW/LWLJDWLRQ$FKLHYHPHQW
in Private Law Practice. Taken together, these two cases have yielded settlements of over
$1.4 billion to class members after nearly a decade of litigation. The award celebrates private
FLYLODFWLRQVWKDWSURYLGHVLJQLÀFDQWEHQHÀWVWRFOLHQWVFRQVXPHUVRUDFODVVDQGFRQWULEXWH
to the positive development of antitrust policy.
In 2015, Hausfeld and fellow trial counsel won the American Antitrust Institute’s award for
2XWVWDQGLQJ$QWLWUXVW/LWLJDWLRQ$FKLHYHPHQWLQ3ULYDWH/DZ3UDFWLFHIRUWKHLUWULDODQG
appellate victories in O’Bannon v. NCAA.
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Thought Leadership
+DXVIHOGODZ\HUVGRPRUHWKDQOLWLJDWLRQ7KH\H[HUFLVHWKRXJKWOHDGHUVKLSLQPDQ\ÀHOGV
Hausfeld lawyers host, lecture at, and participate in leading legal conferences worldwide
addressing ground-breaking topics, including: the pursuit of damages actions in the United
6WDWHVDQGWKH(XURSHDQ8QLRQRQEHKDOIRI(8DQGRWKHUQRQ86SODLQWLͿVQDVFHQW
private civil enforcement of EU competition laws; application of the FTAIA; the impact
of Wal-mart Stores, Inc. v. Dukes and Comcast Corp. v. BehrendRQWKHFODVVFHUWLÀFDWLRQ
reforms to the Federal Civil Rules of Procedure, emerging issues in complex litigation; legal
technology and electronic discovery.
Hausfeld attorneys have presented before Congressional subcommittees, regulators,
judges, business leaders, in-house counsel, private lawyers, public-interest advocates,
HOHFWHGRFLDOVDQGLQVWLWXWLRQDOLQYHVWRUVDQGKROGOHDGHUVKLSSRVLWLRQVLQRUJDQL]DWLRQV
such as the American Bar Association, the American Antitrust Institute, the Women
$QWLWUXVW3ODLQWLͿV·$WWRUQH\QHWZRUNJURXSWKH6HGRQD&RQIHUHQFHDQG,$$/6
Hausfeld attorneys also regularly organize and facilitate panels and conferences discussing
the latest developments and trends in their respective practices and are frequently
published in scholarly articles, journals, bulletins and legal treatises. Highlights from these
publications and conferences include:

Recent Articles
• Michael D. Hausfeld and Irving Scher, “'DPDJH&ODVV$FWLRQV$IWHU&RPFDVW

$9LHZIURPWKH3ODLQWL;V·6LGH,” Antitrust Magazine (Spring 2016).
• James J. Pizzirusso, “3URYLQJ'DPDJHVLQ&RQVXPHU&ODVV$FWLRQV,” Consumer

3URWHFWLRQ&RPPLWWHH9RO1R$%$6HFWLRQRI$QWLWUXVW/DZ 0DU 
• Brent Landau and Gary Smith, “%XQGOLQJ&ODLPV8QGHU6HFWLRQRIWKH

6KHUPDQ$FW)RFXVLQJRQ)LUPV·$ELOLWLHVWR&UHDWH$QWLFRPSHWLWLYH(;HFWV
LQD0DUNHW5DWKHU7KDQ7KHLU6KDUHRI,W,” Antitrust Health Care Chronicle,
9RO1R$%$6HFWLRQRI$QWLWUXVW/DZ -DQ 
• Bonny E. Sweeney, “(DUQLQJ$&3(5$·V&LYLO%HQHÀWV,” 29 Antitrust Magazine

37 (Summer 2015).
• Michael D. Hausfeld, Gordon C. Rausser, Gareth J. Macartney, Michael P.

Lehmann, Sathya S. Gosselin, “$QWLWUXVW&ODVV3URFHHGLQJV²7KHQDQG1RZ,”
5HVHDUFKLQ/DZDQG(FRQRPLFV 9RO  5HFLSLHQWRIConcurrences’ 2015
Antitrust Writing Award for Private Enforcement (Academic) Category.
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• Brent Landau and Brian Ratner, “&KDSWHU86$,” The International

Comparative Legal Guide to Cartels & Leniency (Ch. 39, 2014).
• Michael Hausfeld and Brian Ratner, “3URVHFXWLQJ&ODVV$FWLRQVDQG*URXS

/LWLJDWLRQ²8QGHUVWDQGLQJWKH5LVHRI,QWHUQDWLRQDO&ODVVDQG&ROOHFWLYH
$FWLRQ/LWLJDWLRQDQG+RZWKLV/HDGVWR&ODVVHVWKDW6SDQ,QWHUQDWLRQDO
Borders,” World Class Actions (Ch. 26, 2012)
• Michael Hausfeld and Kristen Ward Broz, “7KH%XVLQHVVRI$PHULFDQ&RXUWV

in Kiobelµ-85,67²6LGHEDU 2FW 
• Bonny E. Sweeney, “2YHUYLHZRI6HFWLRQ(QIRUFHPHQWVDQG'HYHORSPHQWV,”

2008 Wis. L. Rev. 231 (2008).
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