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. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Rule 23(e) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, the Direct Purchaser
Plaintiff class representatives (“Plaintiffs”), through Bernstein Liebhard LLP, Hausfeld LLP,
Susman Godfrey LLP, and Weinstein Kitchenoff & Asher LLC (“Interim Co-Lead Counsel™),
respectfully move for an award of attorneys’ fees and reimbursement of litigation expenses from
the settlement with the defendant Cal-Maine Foods, Inc. (“Cal-Maine Settlement”).

Plaintiffs are direct purchasers of shell eggs and egg products in the United States, and
bring this action on their own behalf and on behalf of a class of similarly situated entities (the
“Class”).! Plaintiffs assert that Defendants, including Cal-Maine, violated Section 1 of the
Sherman Act, 15 U.S.C. 8 1, by engaging in an unlawful combination and conspiracy to fix, raise,
maintain, and/or stabilize prices for egg products in the United States. Plaintiffs allege that this
conduct caused direct purchasers to suffer damages in the form of overcharges for their egg and
egg product purchases.

The successes achieved to date in this litigation are the product of the initiative,
investigation and hard work of skilled counsel over the course of nearly six years. The Cal-Maine
Settlement is the second settlement to confer a substantial monetary benefit on Class members (in
addition to cooperation), and the third of six settlements achieved by Plaintiffs to date.?

The Cal-Maine Settlement provides, inter alia, for a payment of $28 million to the Class.

This amount has been deposited into escrow, where it is earning interest. The Court granted

! The Class is more fully defined in Plaintiffs’ Motion for Class Certification (ECF 978-79).

2 The Court previously approved Plaintiffs’ settlements with defendants Sparboe Farms, Inc.
(“Sparboe”) and Moark, LLC, Norco Ranch, Inc., and Land O’ Lakes, Inc. (“Moark”). (ECF 698
(Sparboe) and 700 (Moark)). Plaintiffs have recently moved for preliminary approval of
settlements with defendants National Food Corp. and Midwest Poultry (ECF 952), as well as
defendants United Egg Producers and United States Egg Marketers (ECF 997).
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preliminary approval of the Cal-Maine Settlement on February 28, 2014 (ECF 908), at which time
the Court granted Plaintiffs leave to file this Motion for an Award of Attorneys’ Fees and for
Reimbursement of Litigation Expenses.

In light of the substantial benefits conferred on members of the proposed Class through the
diligent work of counsel, Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs’ Counsel respectfully request an award from the
Cal-Maine Settlement fund of a reasonable attorneys’ fee in the amount of 30% of the fund for
work undertaken between March 2011 and February 2014 (the “Covered Period”), as well as
reimbursement of non-taxable litigation expenses in the amount of $1,066,101.83.

1. BACKGROUND

A. Facts and Procedural History

This multi-district litigation concerns an alleged output-reduction conspiracy among the
nation’s largest egg producers. Plaintiffs allege that Defendants and other named and unnamed co-
conspirators violated the Sherman Antitrust Act, 15 U.S.C. § 1, et seq., by engaging in an unlawful
conspiracy to reduce output and thereby artificially fix, raise, maintain and/or stabilize the prices
of shell eggs and egg products in the United States. As a result of Defendants’ alleged conduct,
Plaintiffs and members of the Class paid prices for shell eggs and egg products that were higher
than they otherwise would have been absent the conspiracy. The lawsuit seeks treble damages,
injunctive relief, attorneys’ fees and costs from Defendants.

On January 30, 2009, Plaintiffs filed their first consolidated amended complaint (“CAC”)
detailing these allegations. (ECF 41). Plaintiffs then entered into a settlement agreement with
defendant Sparboe Farms, pursuant to which Plaintiffs uncovered additional detail about the egg
industry, the alleged conspiracy, and the specific actions taken by the remaining Defendants in
furtherance of this conspiracy. Plaintiffs included these details in a second consolidated amended

complaint (“2CAC”), filed on December 14, 2009. (ECF 221).
2
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In February 2010, nine Defendants filed individual motions to dismiss the 2CAC,
challenging the sufficiency of the allegations in the 2CAC as to their individual participation in
the conspiracy. (See, e.g., ECF 232-34, 236, 238-40). All remaining Defendants filed motions to
dismiss the 2CAC to the extent its allegations were directed to egg products as opposed to shell
eggs (ECF 235), and a motion to dismiss claims for damages incurred prior to September 22, 2004.
(ECF 241). In March 2010, Plaintiffs filed their opposition to the motions to dismiss the 2CAC.
(ECF 263-265).

In June 2010, Plaintiffs entered into a settlement agreement with the Moark Defendants,
and moved the Court for preliminary approval of the Moark settlement in June 2010. (ECF 347,
349). The Court granted final approval of the Moark settlement in July 2012. (ECF 700).

In September 2011, the Court denied the motions to dismiss filed by most of the
Defendants, but granted motions by the (then-named) Hillandale Defendants and United Egg
Association (“UEA”) without prejudice. (ECF 563). Plaintiffs subsequently obtained leave to file
a Third Amended Complaint (“TAC”) over the opposition of Defendants Hillandale-Gettysburg
and Hillandale of Pa., who remain Defendants in this litigation. (ECF 772). The TAC is the
operative pleading in the litigation. (ECF 779).

Discovery began in earnest following the rulings on the motions to dismiss the 2CAC.
Fact discovery commenced in April 2012, and, as detailed below, was an enormous undertaking.
Depositions commenced in April 2013. On August 2, 2013, in the midst of heated discovery,
Plaintiffs and Cal-Maine entered into this settlement agreement.

Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s depositions of non-settling Defendants continued until May 2014.
Following the conclusion of fact discovery, Plaintiffs filed their Motion for Class Certification on

May 30, 2014. (ECF 978).
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B. Plaintiffs’ Counsel Have Vigorously Prosecuted This Case

Plaintiffs’ Counsel obtained the $28 million Cal-Maine Settlement through diligent and
thorough work. Examples of just some of their efforts during the Covered Period are highlighted
below and discussed in the accompanying Declaration of Mindee J. Reuben (“Reuben Decl.”).?

1. Discovery

Plaintiffs’ Counsel devoted substantial resources during the Covered Period to all facets of
discovery.

a. Document Discovery

Fact discovery commenced in April 2012, and Plaintiffs’ Counsel promptly began
negotiating with Defendants regarding Defendants’ objections and responses to Plaintiffs’ requests
for production, as well as Plaintiffs” objections to Defendants’ requests for production. These
intense negotiations, which included both global and individual meet and confer sessions
extending over many months, implicated such issues as the relevant time period for Defendants’
production, Plaintiffs’ production of “downstream” transactional data, terms and conditions of on-
site document review, and the technical specifications for production of documents. See Reuben
Decl. at 1 9.

Interim Co-Lead Counsel also oversaw the review and production of Plaintiffs’ responsive
documents, including detailed transactional data. This process required the careful examination

of hundreds of thousands of documents by Plaintiffs’ Counsel, as well as effective coordination

3 Plaintiffs’ Counsel have skillfully and aggressively litigated this matter from the outset, and will
continue doing so through trial. The examples set forth in this Motion generally reflect work
undertaken during the Covered Period from March 2011 through February 2014, unless otherwise
noted. Additional detail regarding the work performed by Plaintiffs’ Counsel on a firm-by-firm
basis can be found in each firm’s declaration filed in support of this Motion, which are attached to
the Declaration of Jeremy S. Spiegel (“Spiegel Declaration”), filed herewith.

4
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between Plaintiffs” Counsel and their clients to ensure thorough and responsive productions. See
Reuben Decl. at { 10.

Defendants produced documents during the second half of 2012. Included in the
production were hard copy and electronic documents. With regard to the hard copy documents,
which were offered for on-site review by Defendants, Plaintiffs’ Counsel preliminarily reviewed
thousands of boxes of documents at or near facilities belonging to defendants Rose Acre Farms,
R.W. Sauder, and Ohio Fresh Eggs. Plaintiffs’ Counsel, working closely with Indirect Purchaser
Plaintiffs and Direct Action Plaintiffs, carefully catalogued the document boxes and made the
threshold determination whether such boxes should be copied and scanned for upload to the Joint
Document Depository. Defendants’ document production, in its various forms, was completed in
January 2013 (other than supplemental transactional data productions, which have continued). See
Reuben Decl. at { 11.

Plaintiffs’ Counsel also served over fifteen subpoenas on third parties seeking the
production of certain categories of documents. Among these third parties were Donald Bell (a
poultry science and economic consultant for UEP), other egg producers, and the Hillandale entities
which were dismissed from the litigation. See Reuben Decl. at ] 12.

Plaintiffs’ Counsel ultimately reviewed over one million documents that were produced by
Defendants and third parties. This enormous undertaking was meticulously overseen by Interim
Co-Lead Counsel, who ensured that the review was conducted efficiently and effectively. See,
e.g., Section VI.A., below. As a result of their massive document review efforts, Plaintiffs’
Counsel have been extremely well prepared for depositions in this litigation. See Reuben Decl. at

f13.
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b. Deposition Discovery

Plaintiffs’ Counsel commenced depositions of Defendants in April 2013. During the
Covered Period, Plaintiffs’ Counsel conducted critical depositions, including those of Gene
Gregory and Al Pope from UEP, as well as Donald Bell. The importance of these particular
depositions is underscored by their repeated citation in Plaintiffs’ recently filed Motion for Class
Certification. Other significant depositions taken during the Covered Period included witnesses
from Defendants Daybreak Foods (William Rehm); Hillandale (Gary Bethel, Orland Bethel, and
James Minkin); Michael Foods (Terry Baker and Tim Beebe); Midwest Poultry (Robert Krouse);
Rose Acre (Ky Hendrix); and R.W. Sauder (Paul Sauder). See Reuben Decl. at | 14.

In total, Plaintiffs’ Counsel participated in fifteen depositions during the Covered Period
(the bulk of the depositions occurred in March and April 2014, after the Covered Period). The
testimony obtained through these depositions and review of the documents greatly enhanced
Plaintiffs” knowledge of the alleged conspiracy and strengthened Plaintiffs’ position in negotiating
the Cal-Maine Settlement, as well as in preparing Plaintiffs’ recently-filed Motion for Class
Certification. See Reuben Decl. at § 15. Without question, the discovery taken by Plaintiffs’
Counsel has already paid dividends to the Class and likely will continue to do so as the litigation
progresses.

C. Written Discovery

Plaintiffs’ Counsel drafted and served two sets of interrogatories during the Covered
Period. Counsel then conducted meet-and-confer sessions with counsel for Defendants with
respect to those interrogatories. See Reuben Decl. at  16.

Plaintiffs’ Counsel also answered interrogatories from Defendants seeking detailed
information regarding Plaintiffs’ egg purchases, and further supplemented their responses pursuant

to a March 5, 2014 Order (ECF 799). The process of gathering complete answers and identifying
6
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responsive business records pursuant to Rule 33(d), and in further supplementing their responses,
was resource-intensive and required significant effort by Plaintiffs’ Counsel and their clients. See
Reuben Decl. at  17.

d. UEP Privilege Issues

Plaintiffs’ Counsel continued their efforts to challenge UEP claims of privilege over key
documents produced by settling Defendant Sparboe Farms. In May 2011, following UEP’s
withdrawal of numerous privilege claims, Plaintiffs’ Counsel moved the Court to compel
production of many of the documents remaining on UEP’s Sparboe privilege log (ECF 511). After
oral argument on Plaintiffs’ motion to compel, Magistrate Judge Rice ordered the production of
all of the documents sought by Plaintiffs. (ECF 586). This outcome, which was the product of
months of diligent work on the part of Plaintiffs” Counsel, further strengthened Plaintiffs’ position
in this litigation as it provided Plaintiffs with powerful documents regarding the UEP Animal Care
Certified Program. Reuben Decl. at | 18.

2. Statement of Law

In October 2012, at the Court’s request, Plaintiffs’ Counsel filed a Statement of Law
addressing the Capper Volstead affirmative defense as well as the applicability of “standard
setting” jurisprudence in this antitrust litigation. (ECF 747). Plaintiffs’ 71-page analysis addressed
these topics in detail and provided the Court, at the outset of discovery, with Counsel’s view of
these two legal issues as they relate to the conduct at issue in this litigation. Plaintiffs’ Counsel
devoted significant attention to the Statement of Law in an effort to provide the Court — and
opposing counsel — with a clear view of the strengths of Plaintiffs’ legal position. See Reuben

Decl. at § 19.
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3. Settlement Negotiations

During the Covered Period, Plaintiffs’ Counsel engaged in several efforts to obtain
settlement agreements on behalf of the Class.

a. Cal-Maine Settlement Negotiations and Mediation

Plaintiffs’ Counsel and Cal-Maine’s counsel engaged in extensive arms’ length
negotiations over the course of a year and a half. The initial negotiations, which began in March
2012 and continued intermittently into early 2013, were conducted via telephone conferences and
email. Lead Counsel then mediated the settlement agreement with Cal-Maine over the course of
a full day on June 25, 2013, with mediated negotiations continuing over the course of the following
weeks. See Plaintiffs’ Memorandum in Support of Preliminary Approval of Cal-Maine Settlement
at 3 (ECF 848-1).

With the benefit of significant discovery completed prior to the mediation, Plaintiffs’
Counsel provided the mediator with an extensive mediation brief setting forth a detailed evaluation
of Plaintiffs’ case. Plaintiffs’ Counsel also drew heavily upon the document and deposition
discovery to evaluate Cal-Maine’s positions and to advocate for a fair settlement that serves the
best interests of the Class. Reuben Decl. at 11 19-20. The Cal-Maine Settlement is thus a testament
to both the strong negotiating efforts by Lead Counsel and the effective discovery work by all of
Plaintiffs’ Counsel. Plaintiffs” Counsel prepared and filed the papers seeking preliminary approval
of the Cal-Maine settlement in August 2013. (ECF 848).

b. Global Mediation

In September 2013, all parties were granted a litigation stay in an attempt to globally
resolve this litigation. (ECF 854). Drawing on even more completed discovery, Plaintiffs’
Counsel prepared a detailed mediation brief regarding the litigation as against the remaining
Defendants. See Reuben Decl. at  22. Although these mediation efforts did not result in any

8
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immediate settlements for Plaintiffs, these negotiations laid the groundwork for the three additional
settlements that have been reached in 2014. Id.

4. Pleading and Other Motion Practice

During the Covered Period, Plaintiffs’ Counsel prepared, filed and, in certain instances,
presented oral argument on a variety of matters in this litigation. Included among such motions
are Plaintiffs” Motion to Compel Production of Sparboe Documents and Other Information (ECF
511); Plaintiffs’ Motion to Further Lift Stay of Discovery (ECF 522); and Plaintiffs’ Motion for
Leave to File Third Amended Complaint (ECF 613).

Plaintiffs’ Counsel also prepared and filed their Third Amended Complaint during the
Covered Period (aided by their review of Defendants” documents) and defended against a motion
to dismiss the Third Amended Complaint based on the statute of limitations. Reuben Decl. at ] 23.

5. Work Performed March 2014 — May 2014

Plaintiffs’ Counsel have also performed a tremendous amount of work (and incurred
substantial expenses) over just the last few months. For example, in addition to targeted document
searches and review, Plaintiffs’ Counsel participated in over 50 depositions across the United
States between March and May 2014. Plaintiffs also responded to requests for admissions and
contention interrogatories served by Defendants, participated in meet and confer sessions relating
to the contention interrogatories, and amended their responses twice. Reuben Decl. at | 24.

Plaintiffs’ Counsel prepared and filed their Motion for Class Certification (ECF 978).
Plaintiffs’ supporting memorandum is over 80 pages long, and is supported by a detailed expert
report and 188 exhibits culled principally from the documents produced and reviewed in this

litigation. Reuben Decl. at § 25.
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Finally, Plaintiffs’ Counsel negotiated three additional settlements in this litigation — with
Defendants National Food Corp., Midwest Poultry and UEP/USEM - between March 2014 and
May 2014. Reuben Decl. at { 26.

I11.  PLAINTIFFS’ COUNSEL’S APPLICATION FOR AWARD OF REQUESTED
FEES AND REIMBURSEMENT OF EXPENSES WARRANTS APPROVAL

Plaintiffs’ Counsel seek Court approval of an award of $8,400,000 in attorneys’ fees and
$1,066,101.83 in reimbursement of expenses in connection with their work on behalf of the Class
Members in this litigation. Plaintiffs’ Counsel have provided Class Members with reasonable
notice of their intention to make this request, and Class Members will still have an adequate
opportunity to object to this Motion after its filing. The attorneys’ fees requested represent 30%
of the value of the “common fund” created by the Cal-Maine Settlement, and are a fraction of the
lodestar (0.39) for work undertaken by counsel during the Covered Period. For the reasons set
forth below, this fee request is reasonable and should be granted.

A Reasonable Notice of the Requested Fees, Litigation Expenses, and Incentive
Awards and An Opportunity to Object Has Been Given to the Class

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23(h) provides that “[n]otice of the motion [for an award
of attorneys’ fees and costs] must be served on all parties and, for motions by class counsel,
directed to class members in a reasonable manner.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(h)(1). Plaintiffs’ Counsel
has provided reasonable notice of Plaintiffs’ Motion for an Award of Attorneys’ Fees and
Reimbursement of Expenses, and has afforded Class Members an opportunity to object to such
motion.

1. Summary of the Notice Provided

The Garden City Group, Inc. (“GCG”), the Court-appointed Claims Administrator,
effectuated a notice program that ensured Settlement Class members are apprised of their rights.

Pursuant to the February 28, 2014 Order granting preliminary approval, on April 15, 2014, GCG
10



Case 2:08-md-02002-GP Document 999-1 Filed 06/20/14 Page 18 of 42

mailed 16,796 Notice Packets to Class members whose addresses GCG had compiled from
Defendants’ sales data. Reuben Decl. at § 4. Notice was published in The Wall Street Journal on
April 8, 2014, and in a variety of trade magazines that specifically cater to the restaurant and food
industries. Reuben Decl. at § 5. Further details regarding the notice program and its effectiveness
can be found in the Affidavit of Jennifer M. Keough Regarding Notice Dissemination and Claims
Administration (ECF 975) and the Supplemental Affidavit of Jennifer M. Keough Regarding
Claims Administration, filed herewith.

The Notice Packets expressly notified potential Class Members that Settlement Counsel
would be seeking Court approval of (i) attorneys’ fees of up to thirty percent of the $28 million
settlement amount, and (ii) reimbursement of litigation expenses. See Long Form Notice at { 12
(ECF 975-1). In the section entitled “How will the lawyers be paid?” the notice provides:

These attorneys and their respective firms are referred to as Class Counsel. Class

Counsel, in compensation for their time and risk in prosecuting the litigation on a

wholly contingent fee basis, intend to apply to the Court for an award, from the Cal-

Maine Settlement Fund, of attorneys’ fees in an amount not to exceed thirty percent

of $28 million, as well as the costs and expenses incurred (the “Fee Petition”),

including fees and costs expended while providing Notice to the Class and while

administering the Settlement Fund (including the plan of allocation).

Class Counsel will file their Fee Petition on or before June 20, 2014. The Fee

Petition, which will identify the specific amount of fees requested and the expenses

to be reimbursed, will be available on the settlement website,

www.eggproductssettlement.com, on that date. Any attorneys’ fees and

reimbursement of costs will be awarded only as approved by the Court in amounts
it determines to be fair and reasonable.

Id. The notice also explains the process of, and set deadlines for, opting out of the settlement as
well as objecting to the settlement. See generally Long Form Notice (ECF 975-1).

2. Timing of Motion for Fees and Expenses and Opportunity to Object

The schedule approved by the Court requires Plaintiffs to file their Motion for Fees and

Expenses in advance of the deadline for asserting objections consistent with Rule 23(f). (ECF 908

11
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at 1 16 (setting forth relevant portion of schedule)). Objections to the Cal-Maine Settlement,
including the Fee Petition, are due no later than August 1, 2014. See, e.g., Long Form Notice at
114 (ECF 975-1). Accordingly, Class members have nearly six weeks after the filing of Plaintiffs’
Motion for Fees and Expenses to lodge their objections to Plaintiffs’ proposed Fee and Expense
Award. This Motion for Fees and Expenses and supporting papers* will be available on the
Settlement website. See Keough Supp. Aff. at { 4.

Six weeks is a sufficient amount of time for Class Members to object to a motion for fees
and expenses. Indeed, courts have found far less time to be adequate. See, e.g., In re: Imprelis
Herbicide Marketing, Sales Practices and Prods. Liability Litig., 296 F.R.D. 351 (E.D. Pa. 2013)
(granting fee award where class members had two weeks to review motion); Batmanghelich v.
Sirius XM Radio, Inc., No. CV 09-9190, 2011 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 155710, at *5 (C.D. Cal. Sept.
13, 2011) (“Plaintiff’s application for attorneys’ fees and costs and a Class Representative service
payment was filed with the Court and made available for Class Members to review on the
settlement website two weeks prior to the deadline for Class Members to file objections to the
Settlement, giving Class Members adequate time to review the application and object to the
attorneys’ fees, costs and/or service payment.”). Accordingly, Class Members have received
reasonable notice of Plaintiffs’ Motion for Fees and Expenses and have had a sufficient
opportunity to object.

B. The Fees Requested by Plaintiffs’ Counsel are Fair and Reasonable

Where, as here, funds have been recovered for the benefit of a class, counsel is entitled,

upon motion and notice to the class, to an award of attorneys’ fees and reimbursement of litigation

4 Each firm’s declaration and summary chart of its time and expenses during the Covered Period
will be available on the website. Each firm’s time and expense reports will not be available on the
website due to volume. They will be available in the Clerk’s Office in hard copy.

12
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expenses to be paid from the fund. See generally Boeing Co. v. Van Gamert, 444 U.S. 472, 478
(1980); In re Rite Aid Corp. Sec. Litig., 362 F. Supp. 2d 587, 590 (E.D. Pa. 2005); In re ATI Techs.,
Inc. Sec. Litig., No. 01-2541, 2003 WL 1962400, at *2 (E.D. Pa. 2004); In re U.S. Bioscience Sec.
Litig., 155 F.R.D. 116, 118-20 (E.D. Pa. 1994).% Plaintiffs respectfully submit that the requested
fee is appropriate, given the nature and extent of Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s efforts in creating
settlements beneficial to the Class in this hard-fought litigation and the risks assumed by Counsel
in prosecuting this complex matter with no guarantee of recovery.

A court may exercise its discretion in assessing attorneys’ fees by applying the percentage-
of-recovery method or lodestar method. Sullivan v. DB Investments, Inc., 667 F.3d 273, 329 (3d
Cir. 2011); In re AT&T Corp. Secs. Litig., 455 F.3d 160, 164 (3d Cir. 2006). The former method
“applies a certain percentage to the [settlement] fund.” In re Diet Drugs Antitrust Litig., 582 F.3d
524, 540 (3d Cir. 2009) (citations and internal quotations omitted). In a case such as this, where
Plaintiffs” Counsel’s “efforts create, discover, increase, or preserve a fund to which others also

have a claim . . . the percentage-of-recovery method is generally favored.” Id. (citation omitted);

® Interim Co-Lead Counsel also request the Court’s authorization to distribute the fees in a manner
which, in the judgment of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, fairly compensates each firm for its
contribution to the prosecution of Plaintiffs’ claims. This is consistent with the Interim Co-Lead
Counsel’s duties under CMO No. 1 to “perform any task necessary and proper for the Direct
Purchasers Co-Lead Counsel” to accomplish their respective responsibilities as defined or
authorized by the Court’s orders” and seek “[r]Jeimbursement for costs and/or fees for services,”
see ECF No. 3, CMO No. 1 at 7-8. See, e.g., In re Warfarin Sodium Antitrust Litig., 391 F.3d 516,
533 n.15 (3d Cir. 2004) (affirming the District Court’s decision to permit attorneys’ fees to be
divided according to the discretion of the co-chairs of the Executive Committee and declining to
“deviate from the accepted practice of allowing counsel to apportion fees amongst themselves”);
In re Prudential Ins. Co. Am. Sales Practice Litig., 148 F.3d 283, 329 n.96 (3d Cir. 1998) (“The
court need not undertake the difficult task of assessing counsels’ relative contributions™); In re
Linerboard Antitrust Litig., MDL No. 1261, 2004 WL 1221350, at *18 (E.D. Pa. June 2, 2004),
order amended by 2004 WL 1240775 (E.D. Pa. June 4, 2004) (granting liaison counsel authority
to apportion attorneys’ fees because liaison counsel was in the best position to “describe the weight
and merit of each [counsel’s] contribution”) (internal quotations omitted); In re Auto. Paint, 2004
U.S. Dist. LEXIS 29162, at *36-37.

13
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see also In re Fasteners Antitrust Litig., No. 08-md-1912, 2014 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 9990, at *9 (E.D.
Pa. Jan. 27, 2014) (“In practice, courts in the Third Circuit assess requests for attorney’s fees in
antitrust cases using the percentage-of-recovery method, and then cross-check the result with the
lodestar method.); In re Processed Egg Prods. Antitrust Litig., No. 08-md-2002, 2012 U.S. Dist.
LEXIS 160764 (E.D. Pa. Nov. 9, 2012) (“Eggs I”’) (applying percentage-of-recovery method with
lodestar cross-check).

Here, Plaintiffs’ Counsel is seeking $8.4 million in attorneys’ fees, which is 30% of the
$28 million settlement with Cal-Maine and a fraction of the total lodestar (0.39).° As set forth
below, Plaintiffs’ request for a fee award is reasonable under the percentage-of-recovery and
lodestar-crosscheck assessments.

1. The Request For Attorneys’ Fees Is Fair and Reasonable Under the
Percentage-of-Recovery Method

In determining whether the requested fee is appropriate under the percentage-of-recovery
method, courts in this Circuit consider the following factors:

(1) the size of the fund created and the number of persons benefited; (2) the
presence or absence of substantial objections by members of the class to the
settlement terms and/or fees requested by counsel; (3) the skill and efficiency of the
attorneys involved; (4) the complexity and duration of the litigation; (5) the risk of
nonpayment; (6) the amount of time devoted to the case by plaintiffs’ counsel,
(7) the awards in similar cases; (8) the value of benefits accruing to class members
attributable to the efforts of class counsel as opposed to the efforts of other groups,
such as government agencies conducting investigations; (9) the percentage fee that
would have been negotiated had the case been subject to a private contingent fee
agreement at the time counsel was retained; and (10) any “innovative” terms of
settlement.

® The Court previously awarded Plaintiffs’ Counsel $7.5 million in attorneys’ fees from the
$25 million Moark settlement fund, which was 30% of that settlement fund. The award from the
Moark settlement fund was also a fraction of the lodestar incurred during the relevant period
(approximately 0.68).

14
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See In re Diet Drugs, 582 F. 3d at 541 (citing Gunter v. Ridgewood Energy Corp., 223 F.3d 190,
195 n.1 (3d Cir. 2000) (factors 1-7); In re Prudential, 148 F.3d at 336-40 (factors 8-10)). The
percentage-of-recovery factors “need not be applied in a formulaic way. Each case is different,
and in certain cases, one factor may outweigh the rest.” Gunter, 223 F.3d at 195 n.1. Here,
virtually all of the ten factors counsel in favor of the requested attorney fee award.

a. Size of the Fund Created and Number of Persons Benefitted

Through the Cal-Maine Settlement, Plaintiffs’ Counsel have created a $28 million fund
(plus interest) for the benefit of the Class. This represents an outstanding recovery for thousands
of direct purchasers of eggs and egg products, particularly in light of the complexity, duration, and
expense of ongoing litigation and the risk of establishing liability and damages.

In addition to this outstanding monetary recovery, Plaintiffs’ Counsel have secured
cooperation from Cal-Maine in their prosecution of this matter against the remaining Defendants.
Such cooperation could help lead to additional monetary recovery on behalf of the Class. See Eggs
I, 2012 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 160764, at *7 (noting the potential supplemental value of cooperation
from a settling defendant). This first factor therefore strongly supports Plaintiffs’ fee request.

b. Absence of Substantial Objections

To date, no Class member has objected to the Cal-Maine Settlement, including with respect
to Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s intent (as communicated in the Class notice) to seek an award of attorneys’
fees up to 30% of the fund. Keough Supp. Aff. at | 8; Reuben Decl. at 6. While the deadline for
objections is August 1, 2014, the lack of objections thus far firmly counsels in favor of the fee and
expense award sought by Plaintiffs’ Counsel. See In re Diet Drugs, 582 F.3d at 541-42 (affirming
district court’s conclusion that “few objections to the settlement terms and to the fees requested by
counsel” counseled in favor of approval of fees sought by plaintiffs’ counsel); In re AT&T, 455

F.3d at 170 (affirming district court’s conclusion that “the absence of substantial objections by
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class members to the fees requested by counsel strongly supports approval,” where eight potential
class members objected); In re Rite Aid Corp. Sec. Litig., 396 F.3d 294, 305 (3d Cir. 2005) (holding
that “[t]he class’s reaction to the fee request supports approval of the requested fees,” where two
class members objected); Serrano v. Sterling Testing Sys., Inc., 711 F. Supp. 2d 402, 420 (E.D.
Pa. 2010) (the fact that there had “been no objections to the settlement or to the attorneys’ fees
request” supported approval of 35% fee and expense award (citing Barel v. Bank of America, 255
F.R.D. 393, 404 (E.D. Pa. 2009)).

C. The Skill and Efficiency of the Attorneys Involved

Plaintiffs’ Counsel comprise a group of highly skilled attorneys with significant experience
prosecuting complex antitrust class action litigation throughout the United States. Indeed, the
Court has observed that Interim Co-Lead Counsel “have extensive documented experience in
complex class action litigation,” are “well-respected law firms in the plaintiffs class action bar,”
and have “capably managed this suit on behalf of Plaintiffs since the Court formally appointed
them.” In re Processed Egg Prods. Antitrust Litig., 284 F.R.D. 249, 262 (E.D. Pa. 2012). The
substantial recovery obtained in the Cal-Maine Settlement demonstrates that Plaintiffs’ Counsel
continue to represent their clients’ interests with skill, diligence and expertise.

Plaintiffs’ Counsel, under the strict guidance of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, also continue to
litigate this matter efficiently. Interim Co-Lead Counsel have promoted efficient case management
through audits and quality control measures. Since the inception of this action, Interim Co-Lead
Counsel have held weekly conference calls to delegate assignments, monitor activities, and
approve expenses and costs when necessary. These measures promote efficiency by avoiding
unnecessary duplication and excessive time and cost expenditures. Reuben Decl. | 27.

Interim Co-Lead Counsel have carefully monitored attorney time and expenses. Since the

inception of this case, Plaintiffs’ Counsel have been required to submit time and expense reports
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for work performed and expenditures made by their respective firms, broken out on a monthly
basis (“monthly reports”). Reuben Decl. { 28. Interim Co-Lead Counsel carefully review monthly
reports to ensure that they reflect the work assigned and that the expenses are reasonable. Plaintiffs’
Liaison Counsel provides periodic statements on time and expenses to Interim Co-Lead Counsel.
Reuben Decl. 1 29. Time and expenses not authorized by Interim Co-Lead Counsel, not found to
provide some benefit to the class, or which is excessive (e.g., traveling first class or business class),
will not be reimbursed. Reuben Decl. at { 30.

During the Covered Period, Plaintiffs’ Counsel dedicated a significant amount of time to
document collection, document review and depositions. Accordingly, Interim Co-Lead Counsel
developed protocols to manage time and expenses and avoid duplication of effort. For example,
certain Defendants produced hard copy documents for review by Plaintiffs’ Counsel at locations
around the country. Two representatives from Plaintiffs’ Counsel, working with representatives
for Indirect Purchaser Plaintiffs and Direct Action Plaintiffs, were specifically tasked to handle the
hard copy document review. Reuben Decl. at { 31.

Plaintiffs’ Counsel also developed systems for consistent coding and cataloguing of
documents, and implemented a team structure to maximize reviewer efficiency and avoid
duplication of efforts. For example, in order to be assigned to a team, the reviewer was requested
to have at least three years of antitrust document review experience (although the majority of the
reviewers had significantly more), and was required to complete a form describing prior legal and
antitrust experience so that the reviewer’s qualifications could be assessed before assignment.
Rates for first tier document review were also capped at $400/hour. As teams completed
assignments, certain reviewers were reassigned to assist with document review on other teams.

Reuben Decl. at § 32.
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A similar mechanism was used in responding to discovery from Defendants. For example,
one representative from Plaintiffs’ Counsel was tasked with coordinating with counsel for the class
representatives to supplement transactional data, to respond to written discovery, and to schedule
and prepare class representatives for deposition. Reuben Decl. at § 33.

With regard to depositions, Plaintiffs’ Counsel, in conjunction with Indirect Purchaser
Plaintiffs and Direct Action Plaintiffs, obtained bids from several court reporting companies in
order to obtain the best rates and terms for the litigation (Veritext was ultimately retained). Reuben
Decl. at 1 34. Depositions, with limited exceptions, were only attended by one representative from
Plaintiffs” Counsel. In addition, if it was acceptable for Plaintiffs’ Counsel to attend a deposition
telephonically (e.g., the deponent was a representative of a settled Defendant), or for Interim Co-
Lead Counsel to assign a firm that was geographically close to the location of the deposition, such
protocols were followed. Reuben Decl. at { 35.

Plaintiffs’ Counsel have thus acted both skillfully and efficiently. Accordingly, this factor
supports the proposed fee award.

d. The Complexity and Duration of the Litigation

“Antitrust class actions are particularly complex to litigate.” In re Flonase Antitrust Litig.,
951 F. Supp. 2d 739, 743 (E.D. Pa. 2013). “The legal and factual issues involved are always
numerous and uncertain in outcome.” Linerboard, 2004 WL 1221350, at *10 (quoting In re
Motorsports Merch. Antitrust Litig., 112 F. Supp. 2d 1329, 1337 (N.D. Ga. 2000)). This
agricultural output restriction case is no exception. See Eggs I, 2012 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 160764, at
*10 (*This litigation, ‘like most antitrust cases, has been exceedingly complex, expensive, and
lengthy.’”) (citation omitted). Plaintiffs’ Counsel have expended significant time and effort over
the past six years to generate support for allegations that Defendants conspired to reduce the output

of eggs. As set forth above, discovery alone has been a monumental undertaking. Plaintiffs’
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Counsel’s work in that area, as well as in challenging claims of privilege, negotiating settlements,
seeking settlement approval and efficiently managing the litigation over a long time period,
strongly counsel in favor of granting the Fee Petition.

e. The Risk of Nonpayment

Plaintiffs’ Counsel have invested over three years of attorney time and significant out-of-
pocket expenses while facing a risk of receiving nothing in recompense for their efforts. While
Plaintiffs’ Counsel received an award of attorneys’ fees and expenses with respect to work
undertaken through February 2011, Counsel have continued to prosecute this litigation on a wholly
contingent basis since that time. Plaintiffs’ Counsel thus incurred significant risk with the
possibility of no additional recovery whatsoever.” See In re Auto. Refinishing Paint Antitrust
Litig., MDL No. 1426, 2008 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 569, at *14-16 (E.D. Pa. Jan. 3, 2008) (finding that
risk of nonpayment supported award of one-third fee award in antitrust matter where interim
attorneys’ fee had previously been awarded). The risk of nonpayment here is underscored by the
lack of a corresponding governmental investigation, see Reuben Decl. §{ 56-57, or the cooperation
of amnesty applicants under the Antitrust Criminal Penalty Enhancement and Reform Act of 2004.
See, e.g., In re Auto. Refinishing Paint Antitrust Litig., MDL No. 1426, 2004 U.S. Dist. LEXIS
29162, at *25-26 (E.D. Pa. Oct. 3, 2004).

In addition, Plaintiffs’ Counsel have advanced expenses over the past several years, which
expenses would not have been reimbursed absent a successful result. See In re Rent-Way Sec.

Litig., 305 F. Supp. 2d 491, 516 (W.D. Pa. 2003) (“Aside from investing their time, counsel had

" Even with the requested attorneys’ fee award of 30% of the Cal-Maine Settlement fund, much of
Plaintiffs” Counsel’s time for the Covered Period will remain uncompensated absent additional
recovery on behalf of the Class. See § 111.B.2, infra (detailing total lodestar of $21.7 mil. over
Covered Period as compared with $8.4 mil. fee request). Plaintiffs’ Counsel have also incurred
significant lodestar and expenses since February 28, 2014 for which they still risk nonpayment.
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to front copious sums of money . .. Thus, the risks that counsel incurred in prosecuting this case
were substantial and further support the requested fee award.”). Therefore, this factor favors
granting the motion for attorneys’ fees.

f. The Amount of Time Devoted to the Case

Plaintiffs’ Counsel devoted 44,804 hours to this litigation during the Covered Period. This
represents a significant commitment of resources to the litigation, and strongly supports the
requested fee award.

At the inception of this litigation, Interim Co-Lead Counsel set forth criteria for the billing
of time and expenses by all counsel for the Class. See Reuben Decl. at  36. In order to facilitate
the accurate review and efficient management of this billing, attorney and paralegal time has been
billed to one of seven categories: (1) Investigations/Factual Research; (2) Discovery;
(3) Pleadings, Briefs, Pretrial Motions (including legal research); (4) Court Appearances;
(5) Settlement; (6) Litigation Strategy, Analysis & Case Management; and (7) Class Certification.
Id. at § 37.

In accordance with these criteria, Plaintiffs’ Counsel have been regularly submitting from
the outset of this litigation reports of time and expenses to Plaintiffs’ Liaison Counsel, and Liaison
Counsel has prepared a summary report (“Comprehensive Summary Report”) of each firm’s
cumulative time and non-taxable expenses during the Covered Period. Reuben Decl. at {{ 38-39
& Exhibit A.  The Comprehensive Summary Report also shows that the aggregate fees of
Plaintiffs’ Counsel incurred on an hourly basis during the Covered Period (without any fee
enhancement) is $21,737,934.85, and that these firms have incurred non-taxable expenses in the
amount of $204,392.13. Id.

The time expended by Plaintiffs’ Counsel has been necessary to obtain this outstanding

recovery, and to effectively prosecute this action against the remaining defendants. This antitrust

20



Case 2:08-md-02002-GP Document 999-1 Filed 06/20/14 Page 28 of 42

class action is complex, and Plaintiffs are facing off against some of the most skilled antitrust
litigators in the nation. See Reuben Decl. at § 41. Absent the diligence and commitment of
Plaintiffs’ Counsel, Plaintiffs would not be poised to obtain this excellent recovery.

The fact that Plaintiffs’ Counsel could have spent those attorney hours, and those out-of-
pocket expenditures, litigating other matters further supports the fee request. See Lazy Oil Co. v.
Witco Corp., 95 F. Supp. 2d 290, 323 (W.D. Pa. 1997) (“In addition to noting the vast amount of
work which was required in prosecuting this case, we also note Class Counsels’ representation that
their involvement in this litigation required them to abstain from working on other matters.”). As
noted above, Interim Co-Lead Counsel have carefully monitored the time submissions by
Plaintiffs’ Counsel in order to ensure that only time attributable to assigned tasks is included.

g. Awards in Similar Cases

The fee requested by Plaintiffs’ Counsel — 30% of the Cal-Maine Settlement fund — is a
reasonable amount that falls well within the range of amounts approved by this Court in similar
cases. Indeed, a “request for one third of the settlement fund is consistent with other direct
purchaser antitrust actions . . . [and] consistent with attorney’s fees awards generally granted in
this Circuit.” Fasteners, 2014 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 9990, at *17; see, e.g., Flonase, 951 F. Supp. 2d
at 752 (awarding requested fees of one third of $150 million settlement fund and citing cases); In
re Auto. Paint, 2008 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 569, at *1-2 (awarding requested fees of one third of the
$39 million settlement fund); Bradburn Parent Teacher Store, Inc. v. 3M, 513 F. Supp. 2d 322,
339 (E.D. Pa. 2007) (awarding 35% of $39.75 million common settlement fund in Section 2
antitrust action, with a multiplier of 2.5); In re Ravisent Techs., Inc. Sec. Litig., No. 00-CV-1014,
2005 WL 906361, at *11 (E.D. Pa. April 18, 2005) (“courts within this Circuit have typically
awarded attorneys’ fees of 30% to 35% of the recovery, plus expenses”); Nichols v. SmithKline

Beecham Corp., No. 00-6222, 2005 WL 950616, at *24 (E.D. Pa. April 22, 2005) (awarding 30%
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of a $65 million dollar common settlement fund achieved in Section 2 antitrust action, with a
multiplier of 3.15); In re Residential Doors Antitrust Litig., Nos. 94-cv-3744 & 96-cv-2125, 1998
WL 151804, at *11 (E.D. Pa. Apr. 2, 1998) (noting prior approval of 30% of a $14.5 million
settlement fund in price-fixing class action, with a multiplier of 2.48); In re Remeron Direct
Purchaser Antitrust Litig., No. 03-0085, 2005 WL 3008808, at *13 n.1 (D.N.J. Nov. 9, 2005)
(awarding fees of 33 1/3% from $75 million settlement fund); In re Gen. Instrument Sec. Litig.,
209 F. Supp. 2d 423, 433-34 (E.D. Pa. 2001) (awarding 1/3 of a $48 million settlement fund).
Each of the cases cited, while differing in some respects, is similar to the settlement and
action here in a number of ways: each was a class action in a court within the Third Circuit
involving complex or novel legal or factual matters; most were pending for several years prior to
reaching settlement, as is the case here; in those cases addressing objections to the settlement or
fee petition, there were few or no objectors; and, where lodestar multipliers were calculated, the
multipliers were equal to or greater than the multiplier here.2 Moreover, Flonase ($150 mil.) and
Remeron ($75 mil.) are antitrust cases involving common funds greater than that recovered by

Plaintiffs’ Counsel thus far,and in each case the respective court awarded one-third of the common

8 Fasteners, 2014 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 9990, at *13-14 (complex antitrust matter litigated for six
years; no objections; multiplier of 0.68); Flonase, 951 F. Supp. 2d at 743, 747-51 (*highly
complex” antitrust class action litigated for over four years; no objectors; and multiplier of 2.99);
In re Auto. Paint, 2008 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 569, at *2-8 (complex, expensive and lengthy antitrust
MDL, with claims against multiple defendants pending for nearly four years at time of agreement;
no objections filed; and multiplier of less than one); Ravisent, 2005 WL 906361, at *11-12
(complex securities class action with difficult matters of proof; pending for five years at the time
of settlement; no objectors; and multiplier of 3.1); Remeron, 2005 WL 3008808, at *4-8 (complex
antitrust class action pending for three years; no objections filed; difficult legal and factual
questions remained; and multiplier of 1.8); Godshall v. Franklin Mint Co., No. 01-CV-06539,
2004 WL 2745890, at*1, *5 (E.D. Pa. Dec. 1, 2004) (complex ERISA class action with unsettled
questions of law, pending for three years at time of settlement and four years at time of approval;
and no objections filed); Gen. Instrument, 209 F. Supp. 2d at 433-34 (securities class action
involving complex issues; no objections; 1.38 multiplier).
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fund as fees—a greater percentage than that sought by Plaintiffs here. See Flonase, 951 F. Supp.
2d at 752; Remeron, 2005 WL 3008808, at *13 n.1.

Accordingly, an attorneys’ fee award of 30% of the Cal-Maine Settlement fund is well
within the range of reasonableness as demonstrated by fee awards in similar cases.®

h. The Value of Benefits Attributable to Class Counsel

The entire $28 million Cal-Maine Settlement fund and the cooperation received through
the settlement are entirely attributable to the work of Plaintiffs’ Counsel. Plaintiffs have obtained
this recovery through their prosecution of a class action alleging a nationwide conspiracy to reduce
domestic egg supply. Accordingly, this factor supports the requested award of attorneys’ fees.

Although there were reports of a limited investigation into the processed egg products
industry before Plaintiffs initially filed suit, it quickly became clear that this narrow investigation
(which appears to have ended) was wholly unrelated to the claims concerning shell eggs and egg
products asserted in Plaintiffs’ class action complaints. Reuben Decl. at { 56. As such, Plaintiffs’
Counsel was not assisted by any government investigation, Reuben Decl. at ] 56-57, and this
factor also supports the fee request. See In re AT&T Corp., 455 F.3d at 173 (“Here, class counsel
was not aided by the efforts of any governmental group, and the entire value of the benefits
accruing to class members is properly attributable to the efforts of class counsel. This strengthens
the District Court’s conclusion that the fee award was fair and reasonable.”); Fasteners, 2014 U.S.
Dist. LEXIS 9990, at *18 (*“The fact that Co-Lead Counsel were not assisted by a United States
governmental investigation weighs in favor of approving the fee award.”); Flonase, 951 F. Supp.

2d at 748-49 (same, citing In re AT&T Corp.); Stop & Shop Supermarket Co. v. SmithKline

® The Moark and Cal-Maine settlements have generated $53 million for the Class. If Plaintiffs’
fee request is granted, the total fees awarded to Plaintiffs’ Counsel would be $15.9 million,
representing 30% of the combined settlement funds.
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Beecham Corp., No. 03-4578, 2005 WL 1213926, at *12 (E.D. Pa. May 19, 2005) (“[T]his action
was riskier than many other antitrust class actions because there was no prior government
investigation, or prior finding of civil or criminal liability based on antitrust violations, in this
case.”).

I. Private Contingent Fee Arrangement

A one-third (or higher) contingency is standard in individual litigation, and could be even
higher in antitrust cases, given the complexities and risks involved. See Bradburn Parent Teacher
Store, 513 F. Supp. 2d at 340 (holding that a fee award of 35% of the net settlement fund was
comparable to the percentage counsel would have negotiated had the case been subject to a private
contingency fee agreement when counsel was retained); Remeron, 2005 WL 3008808, at *16
(observing that “[a]ttorneys regularly contract for contingent fees between 30% and 40% with their
clients in non-class, commercial litigation” and holding, in the context of a direct purchaser
pharmaceutical antitrust class action, that the “requested 33 1/3% fee reflects the market rate in
other litigation of this type”); In re Ins. Brokerage Antitrust Litig., MDL No. 1663, Civ. No. 04-
5184, 2009 WL 411856, at *7 (D.N.J. Feb. 17, 2009) (same).’

“In determining the market price for such services, evidence of negotiated fee arrangements

in comparable litigation should be examined.” Remeron, 2005 WL 3008808, at *16 (citing In re

10 See also Milliron v. T-Mobile USA, Inc., No. 08-4149, 2009 WL 3345762, at *13 (D.N.J. Sept.
14, 2009); In re Ikon Office Solutions, Inc. Sec. Litig., 194 F.R.D. 166, 194 (E.D. Pa. 2000) (“[I]n
private contingency fee cases, particularly in tort matters, plaintiffs’ counsel routinely negotiate
agreements providing for between thirty and forty percent of any recovery.”); In re U.S.
Bioscience, 155 F.R.D. at 119 (adopting Special Master’s conclusion that thirty percent would
likely have been negotiated in securities action); In re U.S. Bioscience Sec. Litig., No. 92-0678,
1994 WL 485935, at *9-10 (E.D. Pa. May 23, 1994) (Special Master’s report examining practice
by attorneys in this district who reported negotiating agreements between 30-40%); In re
Orthopedic Bone Screws Products Liability Litig., No. 97-381, 2000 WL 1622741, at *7 (E.D. Pa.
Oct. 23, 2000) (“the court notes that plaintiffs’ counsel in private contingency fee cases regularly
negotiate agreements providing for thirty to forty percent of any recovery.”).
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Continental Illinois Sec. Litig., 962 F.2d 566, 572 (7th Cir.1992)). Indeed, counsel in this case
(such as Hausfeld LLP), which both handle a significant amount of non-class action contingency
work, routinely charge a contingent fee of 33 1/3% or greater in individual litigation. See Hausfeld
Decl. at 1 7. Moreover, Bernstein Liebhard charges the same hourly rates in both contingent and
non-contingent fee matters. See Bernstein Liebhard Decl. at § 4. That the fees requested here are
comparable to those that Interim Co-Lead Counsel have negotiated in the marketplace also
supports the reasonableness of the fee request.

J. Innovative Terms of the Settlement

The Cal-Maine Settlement provides for an excellent monetary recovery for the Class, as
well as potentially important cooperation from the settling defendant. It does not include any
particularly innovative terms. Therefore, this factor is neutral with respect to Plaintiffs” Counsel’s
fee award request.

2. The Request for Attorneys’ Fees Is Fair and Reasonable Under the
Lodestar Method

The Third Circuit has suggested that courts “cross-check” the percentage of recovery award
against the “lodestar” that contributed to that recovery. See Gunter, 223 F.3d at 195 n.1. Pursuant
to this method, the Court initially evaluates (1) the reasonableness of the hourly rate and
(2) whether the hours were reasonably expended. See, e.g, Public Interest Research Group of N.J.,
Inc. v. Windall, 51 F.3d 1179, 1185, 1188 (3d Cir. 1985). The Court then multiplies the hours
worked by the applicable hourly rates in order to calculate the lodestar.

Here, Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s lodestar from March 2011 through February 2014 is
$21,737,934.85 (based on 44,804.5 hours), resulting in a fractional multiplier of 0.39 (requested
fee award + lodestar). This confirms the reasonableness of Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s request for a fee

award of 30% of the Cal-Maine Settlement amount.
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a. Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s Hourly Rates Are Reasonable

Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s hourly rates are reasonable, and have been expressly evaluated and
approved by this and other district courts in other class action matters. See In re Mercedes-Benz
Tele Aid Contract Litig., MDL No. 1914, 2011 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 101995, at *19 (D.N.J. Sept. 9,
2011) (“These rates reflect the experience and skill of the lawyers involved and are comparable to
rates the courts have approved in similar cases in other metropolitan areas.”).

In assessing the reasonableness of an attorney’s hourly rate, courts consider the prevailing
market rate in the community for similar services by lawyers of reasonably comparable skill,
experience, and reputation. Barkouras v. Hecker, No. 06-366, 2007 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 44615, at
*12 (D.N.J. June 20, 2007) (citing Blum v. Stenson, 465 U.S. 886, 895-96 n.11 (1984)). Courts
look to the forum in which the District is located to determine the hourly rates that should apply.
Interfaith Cmty. Org. v. Honeywell Int’l, Inc., 426 F.3d 694, 704 (3d Cir. 2005).

Here, Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s customary rates, which were used for purposes of calculating
the lodestar from March 2011 through February 2014, have been approved in this District and
elsewhere.!! The declarations on behalf of each firm contain a paragraph which sets forth, under
oath, that the hourly rates sought are the usual and customary, historical hourly rates in effect at
the time work was performed; that the rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used
by the firm in similar types of actions; that the firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that
have reported hourly rates at amounts comparable to those sought herein; and that courts have

approved an award of attorneys’ fees based on such rates. See generally Individual Firm

11 The Court found the hourly rates of Plaintiffs’ Counsel (and staff) through February 2011 to be
reasonable in connection with the Moark Settlement. See Eggs I, 2012 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 160764,
at *16-17.
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Declarations, Exhibits to Spiegel Declaration. Where available, the firms have identified cases
where fee awards have been approved at those rates.

b. The Number of Hours Plaintiffs’ Counsel Worked Is
Reasonable

The number of hours worked by Plaintiffs’ Counsel is reasonable. Interim Co-Lead
Counsel have made every effort to prevent the duplication of work or inefficiencies that might
have resulted from having multiple firms on the case, and have sought to restrict time submissions
to those efforts that have substantially advanced the litigation. See also § I11.B.1.c., supra.

By way of example, Interim Co-Lead Counsel set forth the criteria for the billing of time
(and expenses) by Plaintiffs’ Counsel at the inception of this litigation. Time has been billed to
one of seven categories: (1) Investigations/Factual Research; (2) Discovery; (3) Pleadings, Briefs,
Pretrial Motions (including legal research); (4) Court Appearances; (5) Settlement; (6) Litigation
Strategy, Analysis & Case Management; and (7) Class Certification. Reuben Decl. at § 37.

In accordance with these criteria, Plaintiffs’ Counsel have submitted their reports to
Plaintiffs’ Liaison Counsel. The Comprehensive Summary Report shows, inter alia, that
Plaintiffs’ Counsel spent 44,804.5 hours litigating this case during the Covered Period. Reuben
Decl. 1 40 and Exhibit A thereto. In addition, each firm that has worked on this litigation has
submitted a declaration and individual summary chart setting forth its fees, identifying the
individuals who worked on this litigation (including usual and customary historical rates and
length of experience), and describing each firm’s contributions to this litigation. See generally,
Exhibit 1 to Firm Declarations, attached to Spiegel Declaration.

C. Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s Negotiated Fee Results in a Fractional
Multiplier

The fee requested by Plaintiffs” Counsel represents a fractional multiplier of 0.39. It is

certainly appropriate to award a fee where there is a fractional multiplier (sometimes referred to
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as “negative” when the value is less than 1). See In re Flonase Antitrust Litig., No. 08-3301, 2013
U.S. Dist. LEXIS 85926, at *41 (E.D. Pa. June 19, 2013) (“A negative multiplier strongly
underscores the risk counsel accepted to prosecute this case to trial.”); Fasteners, 2014 U.S. Dist.
LEXIS 9990, at *21 (finding that a negative multiplier “confirms the reasonableness of Co-Lead
Counsel’s request for attorney’s fees”); see also In re Ins. Brokerage Antitrust Litig., 579 F.3d
241, 284-85 (3d Cir. 2009) (affirming fee award and noting that lodestar multiplier was less than
one).1?

An attorney fee award representing a multiplier of less than 1.0 is well within the range of
awards approved by the Third Circuit. See, e.g., Sullivan, 667 F.3d at 333 (affirming lodestar
multiplier of approximately 3.3); Milliron v T-Mobile USA, Inc., 423 F. App’x 131, 135 (3d Cir.
2011) (affirming award representing multiplier of 2.21 and commenting that, “[a]lthough the
lodestar multiplier need not fall within any pre-defined range, we have approved a multiplier of
2.99 in a relatively simple case”) (internal citations omitted); In re Cendant Corp. Prides Litig.,
243 F.3d 722, 742 (3d Cir. 2001) (approving a suggested multiplier of three and stating that
multipliers “ranging from one to four are frequently awarded in common fund cases when the
lodestar method is applied”); La. Mun. Police Emps. Ret. Sys. v. Sealed Air Corp., No. 03-cv-4372,
2009 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 112989, at *28-29 (D.N.J. Dec. 4, 2009) (lodestar ratio of 0.35 supported
court’s reasonableness analysis and finding that plaintiffs’ fee request fair, adequate and
reasonable); In re Auto. Paint, 2008 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 569, at *18-19 (E.D. Pa. Jan. 3, 2008)

(finding the requested fee percent fair and reasonable when lodestar multiplier was 0.81).

12 When the Moark and Cal-Maine settlements are combined, and a total fee award of $15.9 is
assumed, the lodestar cross-check results in a fractional multiplier of 0.49 based on the total
lodestar of $32,739,267.25 for work undertaken through February 28, 2014.
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Accordingly, the fee requested by Plaintiffs’ Counsel is fair and reasonable under either
the percentage or lodestar cross-check method.

C. The Request for Reimbursement of Non-Taxable Litigation Expenses
Incurred Is Reasonable

Attorneys “who create a common fund for the benefit of a class are entitled to
reimbursement of reasonable litigation expenses from the fund.” Nichols, 2005 WL 950616, at
*24 (quoting In re Aetna Inc., MDL No. 1219, 2001 WL 20928, at *13 (E.D. Pa. Jan. 4, 2001));
see also Meijer, Inc. v. 3M, No. 04-5871, 2006 WL 2382718, at *18 (E.D. Pa. Aug. 14, 2006)
(granting plaintiffs’ motion for approval of expenses “incurred in connection with the prosecution
and settlement of the litigation”; In re Corel Corp., Inc. Sec. Litig., 293 F. Supp. 2d 484, 498 (E.D.
Pa. 2003) (“There is no doubt that an attorney who has created a common fund for the benefit of
the class is entitled to reimbursement of . . . reasonable litigation expenses from the fund.”)
(quoting lkon, 194 F.R.D. at 192); In re Unisys Corp. Sec. Litig., No. 99-5333, 2001 U.S. Dist.
LEXIS 20160, at *12 (E.D. Pa. Dec. 6, 2001). As detailed below, Plaintiffs’ Counsel seek

reimbursement of non-taxable expenses as follows:

Non-Taxable Expense Amount
Individual Firm Paid Expenses (Less $204,392.13
Assessments) During the Covered
Period
Litigation Fund Expenses Paid or $861,709.70
Incurred During The Covered Period

TOTAL $1,066,101.83

See Reuben Decl. {1 40-45 & Ex. A (Comprehensive Summary Sheet), Ex. B (Analysis of
Litigation Fund During Covered Period). These expenses were reasonable and necessary to the

litigation of this case, and include, among other things, costs for experts, document management,
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travel, overnight mail, electronic research, and mediation expenses. See Reuben Decl. | 42.
Details regarding each category of non-taxable expenses in the preceding chart that are sought by
Plaintiffs’ Counsel are below set forth.!3

1. Individual Firm Expenses During the Covered Period

Plaintiffs’ Counsel have incurred and paid non-taxable expenses!* (less assessments) of

$204,392.13 that have not been reimbursed during the Covered Period. Reuben Decl. at 1 43 &
Ex. A. Each firm’s declaration, at Exhibit 1, provides a summary of its non-taxable, unreimbursed
expenses that were incurred during the Covered Period. Exhibit 3 to each firm’s declaration are
the expense reports (including both taxable and non-taxable expenses) that the firm submitted to
Interim Co-Lead Counsel, categorized as follows:

e Commercial Copies: Copies made by outside vendors.

e Internal Reproduction/Copies: Copies made at a law firm.

e Court Fees (filing, etc.): All fees paid to the court, including filing fees.

e Court Reporters/Transcripts: Payment to court reporters for transcription
services as well as payment for transcripts of court proceedings and depositions.

e Telephone/Fax/Email: Phone, fax and email charges incurred.

e Postage/Express Delivery/Messenger: Mailing and delivery costs.

e Professional Fees (expert, investigator, accountant, etc.): Fees for services of
expert witnesses, investigators, discovery vendors and other professionals who
are not employees of counsel.

e Travel (air transportation, ground travel, meals, lodging, etc.): Travel expenses

including airfare, ground transportation, meals and entertainment while
traveling, hotel or other appropriate accommodation and parking.

13 The Court previously awarded Plaintiffs’ Counsel $434,944.79 in expenses with accrued
interest. ECF 760 at { 2.

14 Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (ECF No. 759), id. at 13, reimbursement may only
be sought for nontaxable costs.
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e Clerical Overtime: Clerical overtime costs incurred by counsel in connection
with the litigation of this matter.

e Miscellaneous (describe): An opportunity for counsel to identify an additional

expense which does not fit into other categories provided on the expense report
form.

The Comprehensive Summary Report attached to the Reuben Declaration provides a complete list
of all non-taxable, unreimbursed expenses (less assessments) paid by individual firms during the
Covered Period. Reuben Declaration at Ex. A.

2. Litigation Fund Expenses During the Covered Period

In addition to the foregoing out-of-pocket expenses, each firm contributed assessments to
a general litigation fund (“Litigation Fund”). The Litigation Fund pays expenses which are
incurred collectively by Plaintiffs’ Counsel, rather than by individual firm. Thus, for example, the
Litigation Fund will pay the costs of expert fees, electronic discovery costs, hearing transcripts,
and deposition transcripts. See Reuben Decl. at  44.

Plaintiffs” Counsel are also seeking reimbursement of nontaxable expenses paid or incurred
by the Litigation Fund during the Covered Period in the amount of $861,709.70."> See Reuben
Decl. at 1 45. A significant portion of these expenses are expert fees related to class certification,
costs of electronic database and discovery providers, mediation costs, and costs of notice. Reuben
Decl. at 1 47. Interim Co-Lead Counsel reviewed the bills to ensure they were appropriate and
accurate prior to payment out of the Litigation Fund. Reuben Decl. at | 48. If awarded, this
amount would either be returned to Plaintiffs’ Counsel on a pro rata basis or be returned to the

Litigation Fund.

15 Plaintiffs’ Counsel have incurred additional litigation expenses since the conclusion of the
Covered Period of over $700,000, but are not seeking reimbursement of these expenses at this
time. See Reuben Decl. at § 50. Plaintiffs’ Counsel continue to carry these expenses as this
contingent matter proceeds.
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Attached to the Reuben Declaration as Exhibit B is a summary chart outlining the opening
balance and categories of expenditures from the Litigation Fund from March 1, 2011 through
February 28, 2014. In addition to the expenditures set forth in Exhibit B, Plaintiffs’ Counsel seek
reimbursement for the $202,171.87 in notice and administration costs billed by GCG in connection
with the Sparboe settlement.’® See Reuben Decl. at { 49.

IV.  SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION FOR CONSIDERATION

This Court issued an Order dated July 18, 2012 (ECF 704) seeking supplemental
information regarding Plaintiffs’ motion for an award of fees and for reimbursement of expenses
in connection with the Moark settlement. The majority of the information sought by the Court has
already been addressed by Plaintiffs’ Counsel in this memorandum and in the supporting
documents (in particular, the declarations of individual firms and the Reuben Declaration). The
additional information sought by the Court in its July 18, 2012 Order is further addressed below.

A. Agreements Among Counsel Regarding Fees, Expenses and Budgeting

On September 12, 2012, the Court authorized Plaintiffs’ Counsel to file, in camera, a chart
of referral agreements among counsel. Since that submission, there has been one change to an
existing referral agreement and the addition of another referral agreement; all other referral
agreements remain the same. Plaintiffs’ Counsel will separately move for leave to provide this
new information to the Court in camera.

There is an understanding and agreement among the four Interim Co-Lead Counsel, which
was also communicated to and understood by all Plaintiffs’ Counsel, that time and expenses must

be reasonable and of the type typically compensated by Courts in this District. In addition,

16 On July 3, 2013, the Court ruled that Sparboe had no obligation to reimburse Direct Purchasers
for any such notice and administration costs. (ECF 833).
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Plaintiffs’ Counsel were explicitly told that only time and expenses which were incurred at the
direction of Co-Lead Counsel would be considered to be compensable. Reuben Decl. at  51.

In light of their economic contribution to the case (which was at the same rate as Interim
Co-Lead Counsel) as well as the quality of their work, Interim Co-Lead Counsel also agreed to
recommend to the Court that Quinn Emanuel be compensated for work it performed (detailed in
that firm’s declaration), and be reimbursed for expenses on the same basis as, Interim Co-Lead
Counsel, subject to the Court’s approval. Reuben Decl. at  52.

Given the nature of the litigation and the lack of information regarding the number and
types of documents that would be produced during discovery, there was no set budget at the outset
of the litigation. All firms that desired to be active participants in this case were asked to contribute
to the litigation fund. Reuben Decl. at  53. Collectively, all firms have contributed $315,000 to
the litigation fund during the Covered Period. Reuben Decl. at § 54. Interim Co-Lead Counsel
and Quinn Emanuel have paid a total of $225,000 in assessments during the Covered Period.
Reuben Decl. at { 55.

B. Agreements Among Counsel, or Between Counsel and Clients, Regarding the
Motion for Fees and Expenses, Including Incentive Awards

There are no agreements among counsel, or between counsel and clients, regarding the
motion for fees and expenses (except to the extent that referral agreements may be relevant). No

agreement exists between any counsel in this case and their clients regarding incentive awards.
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V. CONCLUSION
For the reasons set herein, Plaintiffs” Counsel respectfully request that the Court grant their
request for an award of the attorneys’ fees and reimbursement of litigation expenses.

Dated: June 20, 2014 Respectfully submitted,

/sl Steven A. Asher

Steven A. Asher

WEINSTEIN KITCHENOFF & ASHER LLC
1845 Walnut Street, Suite 1100

Philadelphia, PA 19103

(215) 545-7200

(215) 545-6535 (fax)

asher@wka-law.com

Interim Co-Lead Counsel and Liaison Counsel
for Direct Purchaser Plaintiffs

Michael D. Hausfeld
HAUSFELD LLP

1700 K Street NW

Suite 650

Washington, DC 20006
(202) 540-7200

(202) 540-7201 (fax)
mhausfeld@hausfeldllp.com

Interim Co-Lead Counsel for Direct Purchaser
Plaintiffs

Stanley D. Bernstein
BERNSTEIN LIEBHARD LLP
10 East 40th Street, 22nd Floor
New York, New York 10016
(212) 779-1414

(212) 779-3218 (fax)
bernstein@bernlieb.com

Interim Co-Lead Counsel for Direct Purchaser
Plaintiffs
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Stephen D. Susman

SUSMAN GODFREY LLP
654 Madison Avenue, 5th Floor
New York, NY 10065-8404
(212) 336-8330

(212) 336-8340 (fax)

ssusman @susmangodfrey.com

Interim Co-Lead Counsel for Direct Purchaser
Plaintiffs and Settlement Class Counsel
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I, Mindee J. Reuben, declare pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746 as follows:

1. I am admitted to practice in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the State of
New Jersey, am a member of the Bar of this Court, and am a member in the law firm of
Weinstein Kitchenoff & Asher LLC (“WKA”), one of the Interim Co-Lead Counsel and Liaison
Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Plaintiffs (“Plaintiffs”) in the above-captioned matter. I submit
this declaration in support of Plaintiffs’ Motion for an Award of Attorneys’ Fees and for
Reimbursement of Expenses (“Fee Petition”).

2. The Fee Petition seeks compensation for Plaintiffs’ Counsel for work undertaken
on behalf of Plaintiffs from a Settlement Fund of twenty-eight million dollars' ($28,000,000.00)
(the “Settlement Amount™), which Plaintiffs’ Counsel have created as a result of the settlement
between Plaintiffs and Cal-Maine Foods, Inc. (“Cal-Maine Settlement™). Plaintiffs’ Counsel
seek compensation for time and expenses advanced over three years of diligently prosecuting
this case.

3. The Settlement Agreement Between Direct Purchaser Plaintiffs and Defendant
Cal-Maine (“Settlement Agreement”) calls for the creation of such a “Settlement Fund,”
Settlement Agreement Y 34, and provides that “each Class Member shall look solely to the
Settlement Amount for settlement and satisfaction, as provided herein, of all claims released by
Releasors pursuant to the Agreement,” id. § 35. The Settlement Agreement further provides that
“Class counsel may seek an award of attorneys’ fees and reasonable litigation expenses approved
by the Court, to be paid out of the Settlement Amount after the Final Approval of the
Agreement,” and that the “Cal-Maine shall have no obligation to pay any fees or expenses for

Class Counsel.” Id. q 36.

' Not including any interest that has since accrued for the benefit of the Class.
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4. By order of the Court, The Garden City Group, Inc. (“GCG”), the Court-
appointed Claims Administrator, effectuated a notice program that ensured Settlement Class
members are apprised of their rights. Pursuant to the February 28, 2014 Order granting
preliminary approval, on April 15, 2014, GCG mailed 16,796 Notice Packets to Class members
whose addresses GCG had compiled from Defendants’ sales data. The Notice Packets expressly
notified potential Class Members that Settlement Counsel would be seeking Court approval of (i)
attorneys’ fees of up to thirty percent of the $28 million settlement amount, and (ii)
reimbursement of litigation expenses. The Notice Packets further stated that, “Class Counsel
will file their Fee Petition on or before June 20, 2014. The Fee Petition, which will identify the
specific amount of fees requested and the expenses to be reimbursed, will be available on the

settlement website, www.eggproductssettlement.com, on that date. Any attorneys’ fees and

reimbursement of costs will be awarded only as approved by the Court in amounts it determines
to be fair and reasonable.”

5. Notice was also published in The Wall Street Journal on April 8,2014, and in a
variety of trade magazines that specifically cater to the restaurant and food industries.

6. As of this date, no class member has objected to the Cal-Maine Settlement with
regard to either its material terms or the amount of attorneys’ fees sought.

7. Consistent with the above-referenced provision in the Notice, Plaintiffs’ Counsel
now seek an award of 30% of the Settlement Fund, that is, eight million four hundred thousand
dollars ($8,400,000), as reasonable attorneys’ fees, as well as accrued litigation expenses. The
Fee Petition describes the extensive work by Plaintiffs” Counsel between March 1, 2011 and
February 28, 2014 (the “Covered Period™), work that culminated in, among other things, the Cal-

Maine Settlement.
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Work Performed  Plaintiffs’ Counsel

8. In this Declaration I will, inter alia, review the work performed by Plaintiffs’
Counsel on behalf of the Plaintiff Class during the Covered Period. The description set forth
herein is summary, and is intended to provide the Court with an overview of the work performed
by Interim Co-Lead Counsel, and by other firms at the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel.

9. Fact discovery in this litigation commenced in April 2012. Plaintiffs’ Counsel
promptly began negotiating with Defendants regarding Defendants’ objections and responses to
Plaintiffs’ requests for production, as well as Plaintiffs’ objections to Defendants’ requests for
production. These intense negotiations, which included both global and individual meet and
confer sessions extending over many months, implicated such issues as the relevant time period
for Defendants’ production, Plaintiffs’ production of “downstream” transactional data, terms and
conditions of on-site document review, and the technical specifications for production of
documents. The parties required Court intervention regarding certain of these issues, and on
September 14, 2012, Interim Co-Lead Counsel transmitted to the Court a submission setting
forth Plaintiffs’ positions on disputed issues regarding document production.

10. Interim Co-Lead Counsel also oversaw the review and production of Plaintiffs’
responsive documents, including detailed transactional data. This process required the careful
examination of hundreds of thousands of documents by Plaintiffs’ Counsel, as well as effective
coordination between Plaintiffs’ Counsel and their clients to ensure thorough and responsive
productions.

11.  Defendants produced documents during the second half of 2012. Included in the
production were hard copy and electronic documents. With regard to the hard copy documents,

which were offered for on-site review by Defendants, Plaintiffs’ Counsel preliminarily reviewed
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thousands of boxes of documents at or near facilities belonging to defendants Rose Acre Farms,
R.W. Sauder, and Ohio Fresh Eggs. Plaintiffs’ Counsel, working closely with Indirect Purchaser
Plaintiffs and Direct Action Plaintiffs, carefully catalogued the document boxes and made the
threshold determination whether such boxes should be copied and scanned for upload to the Joint
Document Depository. Defendants’ document production, in its various forms, was completed
in January 2013 (other than supplemental transactional data productions, which have continued).

12.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel also served over fifteen subpoenas on third parties seeking the
production of certain categories of documents. Among these third parties were Donald Bell (a
poultry science and economic consultant for UEP), other egg producers, and those Hillandale
entities which were dismissed from the litigation.

13.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel ultimately reviewed over one million documents that were
produced by Defendants and third parties. This enormous undertaking was meticulously
overseen by Interim Co-Lead Counsel, who ensured that the review was conducted efficiently
and effectively. As a result of their massive document review efforts, Plaintiffs’ Counsel have
been extremely well prepared for depositions in this litigation.

14.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel commenced depositions of Defendants in April 2013. During
the Covered Period, Plaintiffs’ Counsel conducted critical depositions, including those of Gene
Gregory and Al Pope from UEP, as well as Donald Bell. Other significant depositions taken
during the Covered Period included witnesses from Defendants Daybreak Foods (William
Rehm); Hillandale (Gary Bethel, Orland Bethel, and James Minkin); Michael Foods (Terry
Baker and Tim Beebe); Midwest Poultry (Robert Krouse); Rose Acre (Ky Hendrix); and R.W.

Sauder (Paul Sauder).
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15.  Intotal, Plaintiffs’ Counsel participated in fifteen depositions during the Covered
Period (the bulk of the depositions occurred in March and April 2014, after the Covered Period).
The testimony obtained through these depositions and review of the documents greatly enhanced
Plaintiffs’ knowledge of the alleged conspiracy and strengthened Plaintiffs’ position in
negotiating the Cal-Maine Settlement, as well as in preparing Plaintiffs’ recently-filed Motion
for Class Certification.

16.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel drafted and served two sets of interrogatories during the
Covered Period. Counsel then conducted meet-and-confer sessions with counsel for Defendants
with respect to those interrogatories.

17.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel also answered interrogatories from Defendants seeking
detailed information regarding Plaintiffs’ egg purchases, and further supplemented their
responses pursuant to a March 5, 2014 Order (ECF 799). The process of gathering complete
answers and identifying responsive business records pursuant to Rule 33(d), and in further
supplementing their responses, was resource-intensive and required significant effort by
Plaintiffs’ Counsel and their clients.

18.  InMay 2011, following UEP’s withdrawal of numerous privilege claims,
Plaintiffs’ Counsel moved the Court to compel production of many of the documents remaining
on UEP’s Sparboe privilege log (ECF 511). After oral argument on Plaintiffs’ motion to compel,
Magistrate Judge Rice ordered the production of all documents sought by Plaintiffs in their
motion. This outcome, which was the product of months of diligent work on the part of
Plaintiffs’ Counsel, further strengthened Plaintiffs’ position in this litigation as it provided

Plaintiffs with powerful documents regarding the UEP Animal Care Certified Program.
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19. In October 2012, at the Court’s request, Plaintiffs’ Counsel filed a Statement of
Law addressing the Capper Volstead affirmative defense as well as the applicability of “standard
setting” jurisprudence in this antitrust litigation (ECF 747). Plaintiffs’ Counsel devoted
significant attention to the Statement of Law in an effort to provide the Court — and opposing
counsel — with a clear view of the strengths of Plaintiffs’ legal position.

20.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel and Cal-Maine’s counsel engaged in extensive arms’ length
negotiations over the course of a year and a half. The initial negotiations, which began in March
2012 and continued intermittently into early 2013, were conducted via telephone conferences
and email. Plaintiffs’ Counsel then mediated the settlement agreement with Cal-Maine over the
course of a full day on June 25, 2013, with mediated negotiations continuing over the course of
the following weeks.

21.  With the benefit of significant discovery completed prior to the mediation,
Plaintiffs’ Counsel provided the mediator with an extensive mediation brief setting forth a
detailed evaluation of Plaintiffs’ case. Plaintiffs’ Counsel also drew heavily upon the document
and deposition discovery to evaluate Cal-Maine’s positions and to advocate for a fair settlement
that serves the best interests of the Class.

22.  For the parties’ global mediation efforts, Plaintiffs’ Counsel prepared a detailed
mediation brief regarding the litigation as against the remaining Defendants. Although these
mediation efforts did not result in any immediate settlements for Plaintiffs, the negotiations laid
the groundwork for the three additional settlements that have been reached in 2014.

23.  During the Covered Period, Plaintiffs’ Counsel prepared, filed and, in certain
instances, presented oral argument on a variety of matters in this litigation. Included among such

motions are Plaintiffs’ Motion to Compel Production of Sparboe Documents and Other
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Information (ECF 511); Plaintiffs” Motion to Further Lift Stay of Discovery (ECF 522); and
Plaintiffs’ Motion for Leave to File Third Amended Complaint (ECF 613). Plaintiffs’ Counsel
also prepared and filed their Third Amended Complaint during the Covered Period (aided by
their review of Defendants’ documents) and defended against a motion to dismiss the Third
Amended Complaint based on the statute of limitations.

24.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel have also performed a substantial amount of work (and
incurred substantial expenses) over just the last few months. In addition to targeted document
searches and review, Plaintiffs’ Counsel participated in over 50 depositions across the United
States between March and May 2014. Plaintiffs also responded to requests for admissions and
contention interrogatories served by Defendants, participated in meet and confer sessions relating
to the contention interrogatories, and amended their responses twice.

25.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel prepared and filed their Motion for Class Certification on May
30, 2014 (ECF 978). Over 80 pages long, it is supported by a detailed expert report and 188
exhibits culled principally from the documents produced and reviewed in this litigation.

26.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel negotiated three additional settlements in this litigation — with
Defendants National Food Corp., Midwest Poultry and UEP/USEM — between March 2014 and
May 2014.

Efficient Management of the Litigation

27.  Since the inception of this action, Interim Co-Lead Counsel have held weekly
conference calls to delegate assignments, monitor activities, and approve expenses and costs
when necessary. These measures promote efficiency by avoiding unnecessary duplication and

excessive time and cost expenditures.
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28.  Interim Co-Lead Counsel have carefully monitored attorney time and expenses.
Since the inception of this case, Plaintiffs’ Counsel have been required to submit time and
expense reports for work performed and expenditures made by their respective firms, as incurred
on a monthly basis (“monthly reports™).

29.  Interim Co-Lead Counsel carefully review these reports to ensure that they reflect
the work assigned and that the expenses are reasonable. Plaintiffs’ Liaison Counsel provides
periodic statements on time and expenses to Interim Co-Lead Counsel.

30.  Time and/or expenses not authorized by Interim Co-Lead Counsel, not found to
provide some benefit to the class, or which are excessive (e.g., traveling first class or business
class), will not be reimbursed.

31.  Interim Co-Lead Counsel also developed protocols to manage time and expenses
and avoid duplication of effort with respect to document production, document review, and
depositions. For example, where certain Defendants produced hard copy documents for review
by Plaintiffs’ Counsel at locations around the country, two representatives from Plaintiffs’
Counsel, working with representatives for Indirect Purchaser Plaintiffs and Direct Action
Plaintiffs, were specifically tasked to handle the initial hard copy document review.

32.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel also developed systems for consistent coding and cataloguing
of documents, and implemented a team structure to maximize reviewer efficiency and avoid
duplication of efforts. For example, in order to be assigned to a team, the reviewer was
requested to have at least three years of antitrust document review experience (although the
majority of the reviewers had significantly more), and was required to complete a form
describing prior legal and antitrust experience so that the reviewer’s qualifications could be

assessed before assignment. Rates for first tier document review were also capped at $400/hour.
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As teams completed assignments, certain reviewers were reassigned to assist with document
review on other teams.

33.  One representative from Plaintiffs’ Counsel was tasked with coordinating with
counsel for the class representatives to supplement transactional data, to respond to written
discovery, and to schedule and prepare class representatives for deposition.

34.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel, in conjunction with Indirect Purchaser Plaintiffs and Direct
Action Plaintiffs, obtained bids from several court reporting companies in order to obtain the
best rates and terms for the litigation (Veritext was ultimately retained).

35.  Depositions, with limited exceptions, were only attended by one representative
from Plaintiffs’ Counsel. In addition, if it was acceptable for Plaintiffs’ Counsel to attend a
deposition telephonically (e.g., the deponent was a representative of a settled Defendant), or for
Interim Co-Lead Counsel to assign a firm that was geographically close to the location of the
deposition, such protocols were followed.

Litigation Time and Expenses

36. At the inception of this litigation, Interim Co-Lead Counsel set forth criteria for
the billing of time and expenses by all counsel for the Class.

37.  Inorder to facilitate the accurate review and efficient management of this billing,
attorney and paralegal time has been billed to one of seven categories: (1) Investigations/Factual
Research; (2) Discovery; (3) Pleadings, Briefs, Pretrial Motions (including legal research); (4)
Court Appearances; (5) Settlement; (6) Litigation Strategy, Analysis & Case Management; and
(7) Class Certification.

38.  In accordance with these criteria, Plaintiffs’ Counsel have been regularly

submitting from the outset of this litigation reports of time and expenses to Plaintiffs’ Liaison
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Counsel, and Liaison Counsel has prepared a summary report (“Comprehensive Summary
Report”) of each firm’s cumulative time and non-taxable expenses during the Covered Period.

39.  The Comprehensive Summary Report is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

40. The Comprehensive Summary Report shows that Plaintiffs’ Counsel worked a
total of 44,804.5 hours during Covered Period. The aggregate fees of Plaintiffs’ Counsel
incurred on an hourly basis during the Covered Period (without any fee enhancement) are
$21,737,934.85, and these firms incurred non-taxable expenses in the amount of $204,392.13
during that period.

41. The time expended by Plaintiffs’ Counsel was necessary to obtain the Cal-Maine
Settlement, and to effectively prosecute this action against the remaining Defendants. This
antitrust class action is complex, and Plaintiffs are facing off against some of the most skilled
antitrust litigators in the nation. For example, Cal-Maine is represented by attorneys from
Gibson Dunn & Crutcher LLP, a firm recognized for its outstanding antitrust litigation advocacy.

42,  Inthe course of prosecuting this litigation, Plaintiffs’ Counsel have incurred
significant expenses. These expenses were reasonable and necessary to the litigation of this case,
and include, among other things, costs for experts, document management, travel, overnight mail,
electronic research, and mediation expenses.

43.  As set forth in the Comprehensive Summary Report, Plaintiffs’ Counsel have
incurred and paid non-taxable expenses (less assessments) of $204,392.13 during the Covered
Period that have not been reimbursed.

44. In addition to these out-of-pocket expenses, each firm contributed assessments to
a general litigation fund (“Litigation Fund”). The Litigation Fund pays expenses which are

incurred collectively by Plaintiffs’ Counsel, rather than by individual firm. Thus, for example,

10
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the Litigation Fund will pay the costs of expert fees, electronic discovery costs, hearing
transcripts, and deposition transcripts.

45.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel are seeking reimbursement of nontaxable expenses paid or
incurred by the Litigation Fund during the Covered Period in the amount of $861,709.70.

46.  Attached hereto as Exhibit B is a summary chart outlining the opening balance
and categories of expenditures from the Litigation Fund from March 1, 2011 through February
28, 2014.

47. A significant portion of the Litigation Fund expenses are expert fees related to
class certification, costs of electronic database and discovery providers, mediation costs, and
costs of notice.

48.  Interim Co-Lead Counsel reviewed bills to the Litigation Fund to ensure they
were appropriate and accurate prior to payment out of the Fund.

49.  In addition to the expenditures detailed in Exhibit B, Plaintiffs’ Counsel seek
reimbursement for the $202,171.87 in notice and administration costs billed by GCG in
connection with the Sparboe Settlement notice and administration. On July 3, 2013, the Court
ruled that Sparboe had no obligation to reimburse Direct Purchasers for any such notice and
administration costs. (ECF 833).

50. From March 1, 2014 to the present, Plaintiffs’ Counsel have incurred additional
litigation expenses of over $700,000. These expenses are not being sought at this time.

Supplemental Information

51.  There is an understanding and agreement among the four Interim Co-Lead

Counsel, which was also communicated to and understood by all Plaintiffs” Counsel, that time

and expenses must be reasonable and of the type typically compensated by Courts in this District.

11
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In addition, Plaintiffs’ Counsel were explicitly told that only time and expenses which were
incurred at the direction of Co-Lead Counsel would be considered to be compensable.

52.  Inlight of their economic contribution to the case (which was at the same rate as
Interim Co-Lead Counsel) as well as the quality of their work, Interim Co-Lead Counsel also
agreed to recommend to the Court that Quinn Emanuel be compensated for work it performed
(detailed in that firm’s declaration), and be reimbursed for expenses on the same basis as, Interim
Co-Lead Counsel, subject to the Court’s approval.

53. Given the nature of the litigation and the lack of information regarding the
number and types of documents that would be produced during discovery, there was no set
budget at the outset of the litigation. All firms that desired to be active participants in this case
were asked to contribute to the litigation fund.

54. Collectively, all firms have contributed $315,000 to the litigation fund during the
Covered Period.

55. Interim Co-Lead Counsel and Quinn Emanuel have paid a total of $225,000 in
assessments during the Covered Period.

56.  Although there were reports of a limited investigation into the processed egg
products industry before Plaintiffs initially filed suit, it quickly became clear that this narrow
investigation (which appears to have ended) was wholly unrelated to the claims concerning shell
eggs and egg products asserted in Plaintiffs’ class action complaints.

57. Plaintiffs’ Counsel are not aware of, and have not benefited from, any other

governmental investigation of the supply-reduction allegations set forth in Plaintiffs’ complaint.

12
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Dated: June 20, 2014 MJ

Mindee cuben

13
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EXHIBIT A
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A C | D E F H

1 |Comprehensive Summary Report March 1, 2011 thru February 28, 2014
2 |

] Non-Taxable

Expenses (excl.

| 3 |Firm Lodestar assessments) Totals Hours
4 |Bernstein Liebhard LLP S 2,020,612.50 | S 21,218.73 S 2,041,831.23 3,330.00
5 [Hausfeld LLP S 2,026,996.50 $ 34,599.06 S 2,061,595.56 4,607.40
6 [Susman Godfrey LLP S 1,281,520.00 $ 26,133.49 S 1,307,653.49 2,837.94
7 |Weinstein Kitchenoff & Asher WKA S 2,541,989.25  $ 55,186.82 S 2,597,176.07 4,629.40
8 [Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan LLP S 3,339,654.00 $ 42,520.74 S 3,382,174.74 5,679.80

i Subtotal S 11,210,772.25 S 179,658.84 S 11,390,431.09 21,084.54
10
11 |Arthur N. Bailey & Assoc. S 50,876.00 | S - S 50,876.00 128.80
12 |Barrack Rodos & Bacine S - S - S - -
13 |Bolognese & Associates S 273,700.00 S - S 273,700.00 476.00
14 |Cafferty Clobes Meriweather & Sprengel S 567,468.00 $ - S 567,468.00 1,051.50
15 |Criden & Love PA S 4,856.25  $ - S 4,856.25 9.50
16 |Edelson & Associates S 714,995.00  $ 3,891.28 S 718,886.28 1,811.70
17 |Fine Kaplan & Black RPC S 736,536.50 | S 849.73 S 737,386.23 1,595.80
18 |Freed Kanner London & Millen S 633,075.50  $ 77.50 S 633,153.00 1,611.20
19 |Gold Bennett Cera & Sidener LLP S 378,862.50 | S 2,742.53 S 381,605.03 666.00
20 |Gustafson Gluek PLLC S 325,043.75  § 64.43 S 325,108.18 952.50
21 [Heins Mills & Olson PLC S 433,672.50 $ 608.47 S 434,280.97 1,141.00
22 |Keller Rohrback LLP S 674,861.60 | S 521.09 S 675,382.69 1,584.30
23 |Leopold Kuvin (now Cohen Milstein) S 29,445.00 | S - S 29,445.00 50.65
24 [Levin Fishbein Sedran & Berman S 278,204.25 | S 2,284.93 S 280,489.18 694.55
25 |Lieff Cabraser Heimann & Bernstein S 612,142.00 $ 20.30 S 612,162.30 1,248.90
26 [Lite DePalma Greenberg S 473,497.50 ' S 5,908.89 S 479,406.39 1,098.60
27 |Lockridge Grindal Nauen S 587,681.25 | S 26.92 S 587,708.17 1,800.00
28 [Malkinson & Halpern S 537,903.25  §$ 1,018.11 S 538,921.36 1,244.09
29 |Nast Law LLC S 101,570.50 ' $ 1,999.32 S 103,569.82 253.40
30 |Saltz Mogeluzzi Barrett & Bendesky S 442,262.50 | S - S 442,262.50 1,102.10
31 |Seeger Weiss S 85,063.00 S 6.40 S 85,069.40 209.00
32 |Sher Corwin Winters LLC S 241,345.00  $ 1,795.65 S 243,140.65 687.30
33 [Spector, Roseman & Kodroff & Willis S 849,012.50 ' S 6.18 S 849,018.68 2,356.35
34 |Steyer Lowenthal Boodrookas Alvarez & Smith S 735,215.25 | § 2,606.13 S 737,821.38 1,227.45
35 [Trujillo Rodriguez & Richards (now Schnader) S 89,641.00 | $ - S 89,641.00 261.80
36 |Tuggle Duggins & Meschan S 55,408.00 S 216.33 S 55,624.33 205.30
37 |Zelle Hoffman Voelbel & Mason S 577,004.00 S 89.10 S 577,093.10 133.50
38 |Schnader Harrison Segal & Lewis S 37,820.00 | S - S 37,820.00 118.70
39 S -
40
42 |Total S 21,737,934.85 S 204,392.13 S 21,942,326.98 44,804.53

43
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A | B | c | D E | F | G
1
2 [In Re Processed Egg Products Anti-Trust Litigation MDL No. 2002, E.D. Pa 08-md-02002
3 |Analysis of Litigation Fund
4 |Period from March 1, 2011 thru February 28, 2014
5
6
7 |Opening Balance 62,289.00
8
9 [Reimbursement of Expenses (ECF 760) 434,944.79
10 |Assessments Received: 325,000.00
11
12
13 |Expenditures: Non-Taxable Taxable
14 Experts 221,600.00
15 Hearing Transcripts 839.56
16 Deposition Transcripts 0
17 Mediation 38,661.87
18 Electronic Database & Discovery Providers 374,361.17
19 Process & Filing Fees 1,078.40
20 Hard Copy Document Collection 22,550.76
21 Other (1) 2,364.03
23 [Total Expenses 659,537.83 1,917.96
24
25
26 Balance as of February 28, 2014 142,766.97
27
28
29
30 (1) Courier fees, new checks, and fund administration

w
=
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS MDL No. 2002
ANTITRUST LITIGATION
Case No. 08-md-02002
THIS DOCUMENT APPLIES TO ALL
DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

SUPPLEMENTAL AFFIDAVIT OF JENNIFER M. KEOUGH
REGARDING CLAIMS ADMINISTRATION

STATE OF WASHINGTON )
) SS.:
COUNTY OF KING )

JENNIFER M. KEOUGH, being duly sworn, states:

1. I am Chief Operating Officer of The Garden City Group, Inc. (“GCG”). I have
over 20 years of experience working in the legal field. The overwhelming majority of that
time has been spent managing complex projects and class action administration. The
following statements are based on my personal knowledge and information provided by other
experienced GCG employees working under my supervision, and if called on to do so, I could
and would testify competently thereto.

2. GCG has a considerable amount of expertise in class action administration and
the development of notice programs. In its histofy of over 25 years, our team has served as
administrator for over 2,500 cases. GCG has mailed over 290 million notices, disseminated

over 800 million emails, handled over 28 million phone calls, processed over 50 million
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claims, and distributed over $35 billion in benefits. GCG’s legal notices have appeared in
more than 40 languages in approximately 170 countries.

3. GCG was appointed by the Court in the above-captioned litigation to act as
Claims Administrator. As previously outlined in my May 29, 2014 Affidavit Regarding
Notice Dissemination and Claims Administration, all elements of the Notice Plan have been
successfully implemented. I submit this Affidavit to update the Court and the Parties
regarding claims administration.

WEBSITE

4, Pursuant to Paragraph 16(d)(i) of the Court’s February 28, 2014 Order (1)
Granting Preliminary Approval of the Proposed Settlement Agreement Between Direct
Purchaser Plaintiffs and Cal-Maine Foods, Inc.; (2) Certifying the Class for Purposes of
Settlement; (3) Granting Leave to File Motion for Fees and Expenses; (4) Granting
Preliminary Approval of the Proposed Amendment to Settlement Agreement Between Direct
Purchaser Plaintiffs and Sparboe Farms, Inc.; and (5) Approving the Parties’ Notice Plan (the
“Order”), GCG established and maintains a website dedicated to this Settlement

(www.EggProductsSettlement.com) to provide additional information to the Class Members

and to answer frequently asked questions. Users of the website can download a Notice Packet
as well as review the Order, Settlement Agreements and other relevant Court documents. The
Settlement website has been operational since August 30, 2010, and is accessible 24 hours a
day, 7 days a week. The website was updated to include information about the Cal-Maine
Settlement and the Sparboe Amendment on April 4, 2014. Between April 4, 2014 and the

date of this Affidavit, the website has received 2,415 visits.
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TOLL-FREE TELEPHONE HELPLINE

5. Pursuant to Paragraph 16(d)(ii) of the Order, beginning on August 30, 2010,
GCG set up and continues to maintain an automated toll-free telephone number (1-866-881-
8306), where potential Class Members can obtain information about the Settlement. This toll-
free number is accessible twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week. Class Members who
call the toll-free number have the option of leaving a voice message requesting a return call
from a call center representative. The automated toll-free number was updated to include
information about the Cal-Maine Settlement and the Sparboe Amendment on April .4, 2014.
Between April 4, 2014 and the date of this Affidavit, there have been 341 calls to the
automated number. GCG has and will continue to expeditiously handle Class Member
inquiries.

CLAIM SUBMISSIONS

6. Pursuant to Paragraph 16(1) of the Order, Class Members who wish to file a
claim in the Cal-Maine Settlement are required to submit a completed Claim Form to GCG
via mail postmarked or hand-delivered no later than August 1, 2014. As of the date of this
Affidavit, GCG has received 63 timely Claim Forms. Class Members who previously filed a
claim in the Moark Settlement are not required to file a Claim Form in the Cal-Maine
Settlement for those same purchases. Class Members with valid Moark Settlement claims
automatically have claims in the Cal-Maine Settlement. Including both prior and new and
supplemental submissions, there are currently 928 claims on file in the Cal-Maine Settlement.

OBJECTIONS AND EXCLUSIONS

7. Pursuant to Paragraph 16(f) and Paragraph 16(h) of the Order, any Class
Member who wishes to be excluded from the Cal-Maine Settlement and/or the Sparboe

Settlement as amended by the Sparboe Amendment is required to submit their exclusion
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request to GCG postmarked or hand-delivered no later than August 1, 2014. As of the date of

this Affidavit, GCG has received 41 exclusion requests.

8. Pursuant to Paragraph 16(g) and Paragraph 16(i) of the Order, any Class
Member who wishes to object to the approval of the Cal-Maine Settlement and/or the Sparboe
Settlement as amended by the Sparboe Amendment is required to submit their objection to the
Court and the Parties, postmarked or hand-delivered no later than August 1, 2014. As of the

date of this Affidavit, GCG has not received any objections from Class Members.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS
ANTITRUST LITIGATION

MDL No. 2002

Case No. 08-md-02002

THIS DOCUMENT APPLIES TO:

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS )

DECLARATION OF JEREMY S. SPIEGEL IN SUPPORT OF DIRECT PURCHASER
PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR AN AWARD OF ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND FOR
REIMBURSEMENT OF EXPENSES

I, Jeremy S. Spiegel, Esquire, declare pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746 as follows:

1. I am admitted to practice in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the State of
New Jersey, am a member of the Bar of this Court, and am an attorney with the law firm of
Weinstein Kitchenoff & Asher LLC (“WKA”), one of the Interim Co-Lead Counsel and Liaison
Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Plaintiffs (“Plaintiffs”) in the above-captioned matter. I submit
this declaration in support of Plaintiffs’ Motion for an Award of Attorneys’ Fees and for
Reimbursement of Expenses (“Fee Petition”).

2. Each individual firm that has performed work in furtherance of this litigation during
the Covered Period has prepared a declaration (“Firm Declaration(s)”) and Summary Chart
(Exhibit 1 to the Firm Declarations) setting forth its fees, identifying the individuals who worked
on this litigation (including usual and customary historical rates and length of experience), and
describing each firm’s contributions to this litigation. A true and correct copy of each Firm

Declaration and Summary Chart is attached hereto and identified by firm name.
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3. Each Firm Declaration also references time reports (Exhibit 2 to Firm Declarations)
and expense reports (Exhibit 3 to Firm Declarations) that were submitted by the firm to Interim
Co-Lead Counsel during the Covered Period. Due to the volume of Exhibits 2 and 3, these (along
with the Firm Declarations and Summary Sheets) will be filed in hard copy with the Clerk of Court.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Dated: June 20, 2014 /
MWegel
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS
ANTITRUST LITIGATION

MDL Docket No, 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF STANLEY D. BERNSTEIN, ESQUIRE

I, Stanley D. Bernstein, declare as follows:

1. I am a Senior Partner at the law firm of Bernstein Liebhard LLP. My firm is
Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class and counsel to Karetas Foods, Inc. and
Somerset Industries, Inc. in this action. [ make this Declaration based on my personal
knowledge. If called as a witness, [ could and would competently testify to the matters stated
herein.

z This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Liaison Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth the hours
which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing period of time,
and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with this firm’s work
on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon records of time and

expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of conducting its business.
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g8 Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from my firm who have worked on this case;

(if) the dates of admission {attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual
that has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for
work performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on
this case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses’ less assessments for the firm.

4, Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which my firm has
submitted to Liaison Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011 through
February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work assigned
by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by the professional staff at my law firm
for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. 1 have reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
{attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as the rates charged in non-contingent fee matters. In addition, our firm’s
hourly rates have been approved by many courts over the years. Examples include: Inre
Tremont Securities Law, State Law and Insurance Litigation, No. 08-CV-11117 (TPG)
(S.DN.Y.); Inre Marsh & McLennan Cos., Inc. Securities Litigation, No. 04-CV-08144 (CM)

(S.D.N.Y.); Inre Beazer Homes U.S.A., Inc. Securities Litigation, No. 07-CV-725-CC (N.D.

" Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, and the cost
of obtaining hearing transcripts.
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Ga.); In re Royal Dutch/Shell Transport Securities Litigation, No. 04-374 (JAP) (D.N.J.); and In
re Cigna Corp. Securities Litigation, No. 02-CV-8088 (E.D. Pa.).

5. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by my firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014.
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 16, 2014 at New York, New York.
/L____-—-———-*‘
Stan[&‘ D. [}érns(cin
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EXHIBIT 1
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SUMMARY OF MARCH 2011 - FEBRUARY 2014 TIME & EXPENSES

BERNSTEIN LIEBHARD LLP

Stanley Bernstein (Partner)
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE: 1981

March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

Ronald Aranoff (Partner)
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE: 1998

March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

Dana Smith (Associate)
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE: 2006

March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

TOTAL:

TOTAL:

TOTAL.:

& oam s

& H AP

RS-

Rate

850.00
925.00
950.00
975.00

Rate

800.00
850.00
875.00
900.00

Rate

450.00
475.00
500.00
525.00

Hours

33.75
42.75
139.75
24.50

240.75

Hours

171.00
309.50
445.50

69.75

995.75

Hours

39.75
293.25
364.75

68.00

765.75

Rate x Hours

$28,687.50
$39,543.75
$132,762.50
$23,887.50

$224,881.25

Rate x Hours

$136,800.00
$263,075.00
$389,812.50

$62,775.00

$852,462.50

Rate x Hours

$17,887.50
$139,293.75
$182,375.00
$35,700.00

$375,256.25
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Matthew Stuart (Paralegal)
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE: 2005

March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

Heather Lynch (Associate)
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE: 2010

March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

Margret Williams (Secretary)
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE:

March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

TOTAL:

TOTAL:

TOTAL:

&

Filed 06/20/14

Rate

350.00
260.00
350.00

Rate

425.00

Rate

250.00

Page 7 of 63

Hours

11.75
5.00
7.00

23.75

Hours

6.75

6.75

Hours

0.75

0.75

Rate x Hours

$0.00
$4,112.50
$1,300.00
$2,450.00

$7,862.50

Rate x Hours

$2,868.75
$0.00
$0.00

$2,868.75

Rate x Hours

$0.00
$187.50
$0.00
$0.00

$187.50
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Peter Harrington (Associate)
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE: 2010

March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

Tania Taveras (Associate)
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE: 2004

March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

Tashi Minns (Paralegal)
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE: 1999

March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

TOTAL:

TOTAL:

TOTAL:

&4

&

Rate

425.00

Rate

500.00
525.00
550.00

Rate

350.00
350.00
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Hours

5.00

5.00

Hours

5.50
88.75
1.00

95.25

Hours

2.00
8.50

10.50

Rate x Hours

$0.00
$2,125.00
$0.00
$0.00

$2,125.00

Rate x Hours

$0.00
$2,750.00
$46,593.75
$550.00

$49,893.75

Rate x Hours

$0.00
$700.00
$2,975.00
$0.00

$3,675.00
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Joseph Beige (Associate)
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE:

March 2011 - December 2011
2012 $
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

TOTAL:

Lisa Goldman (Contract Attorney)
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE: 2011

March 2011 - December 2011
2012 $
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

TOTAL:

Teresa Maloney (Paralegal)
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE: 1988

March 2011 - December 2011
2012 $
2013
January 2014 - February 2014 $

&

TOTAL:

Rate

575.00

Rate

425.00

Rate

350.00
350.00
375.00

Page 9 of 63

Hours

90.75

90.75

Hours

12.00

12.00

Hours

7.25
29.25
6.75

43.25

Rate x Hours

$0.00
$52,181.25
$0.00
$0.00

$52,181.25

Rate x Hours

$0.00
$5,100.00
$0.00
$0.00

$5,100.00

Rate x Hours

$0.00
$2,537.50
$10,237.50
$2,531.25

$15,306.25
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Cory Greenbaum (Associate)
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE: 2012

March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

Stacey Meachem
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE:

March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

Matthew Bistritzky
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE:

March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

TOTAL:

TOTAL:

TOTAL:

“ o B
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Rate

400.00
450.00
475.00

Rate

275.00

Rate

150.00
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Hours

687.25
259.75
65.50

1012.50

Hours

1.00

1.00

Hours

17.75

17.75

Rate x Hours

$0.00

$0.00
$274,900.00
$116,887.50
$31,112.50

$422,900.00

Rate x Hours
$0.00

$275.00
$0.00

$275.00

Rate x Hours

$0.00
$0.00
$2,662.50
$0.00

$2,662.50
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Janna Birkeland
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE:
Rate
March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013 $ 350.00
January 2014 - February 2014
TOTAL:
MARCH 2011 - FEBRUARY 2014 CUMULATIVE TOTALS
CUMULATIVE FIRMWIDE HOURS..........cee.n.e.e. 3330.00
CUMULATIVE FIRMWIDE LODESTAR................. $2,020,612.50
NON-TAXABLE EXPENSES* ... i $ 46,218.73
NON-TAXABLE EXPENSES* LESS ASSESSMENTS... § 21,218.73

*Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at
13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded. Accordingly, the expense
values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees,
copying, or the cost of obtaining hearing transcripts.

Hours

8.50

8.50

Rate x Hours

$0.00
$0.00
$2,975.00
$0.00

$2,975.00
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HAUSFELD LLP
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF MICHAEL D. HAUSFELD, ESQUIRE

I, Michael D. Hausfeld, declare as follows:

1. I am a Chairperson of the law firm Hausfeld LLP. I am one of the Court-
appointed Interim Co-Lead Counsel for Direct Purchasers in the above captioned action and my
firm is counsel to T.K. Ribbing’s Family Restaurant, LLC, a named plaintiff and class
representative in this action. I make this Declaration based on my personal knowledge. If called
as a witness, I could and would competently testify to the matters stated herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of

conducting its business.



Case 2:08-md-02002-GP Document 999-5 Filed 06/20/14 Page 14 of 63

3. As one of the Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this action, my firm has performed the

following tasks in this litigation, among others:

a.

Overseen and participated in discovery against Defendants and third
parties (in particular, National Food Corp., Cal-Maine, Nucal, and Ken
Klippen);

Reviewed and coded tens of thousands of pages of Defendants’
documents;

Drafied briefs and argued motions pertaining to various discovery
disputes;

Appeared at and participated in hearings before the Court;

Assisted in drafting Plaintiffs’ Cal-Maine and global mediation briefs and
participated in both mediation efforts;

Led and oversaw settlement negotiations with the various individual
defendants who have now settled;

Led and oversaw work with Plaintiffs’ economic experts in support of
class certification;

Participated in numerous case strategy sessions with other Interim Co-
Lead Counsel;

Defended the deposition of T.K. Ribbings;

Participated in cooperation interviews with Moark representatives;
Participated in the discovery and deposition of Donald Bell;

Led and oversaw briefing related to Capper-Volstead issues in Plaintiffs’

Statement of Law; and
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1. Assisted in the drafting of Plaintiffs’ Amended Complaints.

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses’ less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. I have reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions.
In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at
amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’
fees in such cases (including in this case herein). Other examples include: Order approving fee

award, In re TFT-LCD (Flat Panel) Antitrust Litig., No. 07-md-1827 (N.D.Cal. Dec. 27, 2011),

! per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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ECF No. 4436; Order approving fee award, In re Air Cargo Shipping Serv. Antitrust Litig., No.
06-md-1775, (E.D.N.Y. July 15, 2011), ECF No. 1524; Order approving fee award, In re Flat
Glass Antitrust Litig., MDL No. 1942 (W.D. Pa. May 15, 2011), ECF No. 291; Order approving
fee award, In re Ethylene Propylene Diene Monomer (EPDM) Antitrust Litig., No. 03-md-1542
(D. Conn. Oct. 1, 2010), ECF No. 574; Order approving fee award, In re Endosurgical Prods.
Direct Purchaser Antitrust Litig., No. 05-cv-08809 (C.D. Cal. May 11, 2009), ECF No. 195;
among others.

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014.
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

7. Further, for cases in which my firm offers legal services on a contingency basis in

individual litigation, my firm routinely charges a contingent fee of 33 1/3% or greater.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the

foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 18, 2014 at Washington, DC.

VA NYT/ SN

Michael D. Hausfeld
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EXHIBIT 1
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF TERRELL W. OXFORD

I, Terrell W. Oxford, declare as follows:

1. I, through my L.L.C., am a Partner of the law firm of Susman Godfrey LLP. My
firm is Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchasers Class. I make this Declaration based
on my personal knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and would competently testify to the
matters stated herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm and the
expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014. My
firm has submitted to Liaison Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth the hours that
this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing period of time, and
(i) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with this firm’s work on the
case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon records of time and
expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of conducting its business.

3. As Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the following tasks in this

litigation, among others: (a) appeared in court on behalf of plaintiffs; (b) drafted numerous
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motions and responses; (c) deposed defendants and attended plaintiff’s depositions; (d) answered
written discovery requests; and (e) reviewed thousands of documents produced by defendants.

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses' less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Liaison Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011 through
February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work assigned
by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law firm for
the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. I have reviewed the lodestar reports attached
hereio and can confirm that they are irue and correct. All work reporied by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions.
In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at
amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’

fees in such cases. Examples include: Clark v. AdvanceMe, Inc., No. CV 08-3540 VBF (C.D.

! Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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Cal.); CLRB Hanson Indus., LLC v. Google, Inc., No. 05-03649 JW (N.D. Cal.); In re Ready-
Mixed Concrete Antitrust Litigation, No. 1:05-CV-00979-SEB-TAB (8.D. Ind.); In re Universal
Service Fund Telephone Billing Practices Litigation, No. 02-MD-1468-JWL (D. Kan.); McGuire
v. Dendreon Corp., No. C07-800MJP (W.D. Wash.); In re Ecoly Int'l, Inc., No. 1:10-bk-25921-
GM, 1:10-bk-25922-GM (Bankf. Ct. C.D. Cal.); Witmer v. Dynegy Inc., No. 2010-50609 (Tex.
Dist. Ct.).

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts se&ing forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014.
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a
contingent basis and have not been reimbursed.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 19, 2014 at Dallas, Texas.

Qzé’/m@u) 075/}}’/14/

Terrell W. Oxford
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EXHIBIT 1
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WEINSTEIN KITCHENOFF & ASHER
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF STEVEN A. ASHER, ESQUIRE

I, Steven A. Asher, declare as follows:

1. I am a Member of the law firm of Weinstein Kitchenoff & Asher LLC. My firm
is Interim Co-Lead and Liaison Counsel to Direct Purchaser Plaintiffs, as well as counsel to
Nussbaum-SF, Inc., a plaintiff in this action. I make this Declaration based on my personal
knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and would competently testify to the matters stated
herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has prepared in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth the hours which this firm (by
individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing period of time, and (ii) monthly
reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with this firm’s work on the case during
that same period. These monthly reports are based upon records of time and expenses regularly
maintained by my firm in the normal course of conducting its business.

3. As one of the Interim Co-Lead Counsel and Liaison Counsel in this action, my
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firm has performed the following tasks in this litigation, among others:

4.

Overseen and participated in the discovery in this litigation, including document
review and depositions, particularly with regard to Ohio Fresh, R.W. Sauder, and
the Hillandale Defendants;

Assisted our client, Nussbaum-SF, Inc., in responding to written discovery;
Prepared Nussbaum-SF, Inc. to testify and defended the designated witness at the
30(b)(6) deposition;

Assisted in drafting discovery responses, drafting various briefs and arguing
motions pertaining to discovery and other matters;

Appeared at and participated in hearings before the Court;

Coordinated discovery and other matters with liaison counsel for Indirect
Purchaser Plaintiffs, Direct Action Plaintiffs and Defendants;

Coordinated with non-lead Direct Purchaser Plaintiffs’ counsel on discovery and
other matters, as well as provided routine updates of significant developments to
Direct Purchaser Plaintiffs’ counsel;

Organized and participated in weekly meetings with the other Interim Co-Lead
Counsel;

Participated in numerous case strategy sessions with the other Interim Co-Lead
Counsel; and

Collected, monitored and reviewed time and expense reporting by all firms.

Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through

February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)

the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
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has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses! less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
prepared for the March 2011 through February 2014 time period. [ have reviewed the lodestar
reports attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by
individuals (attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this
matter was performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports
attached as Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was
performed. These rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in
similar types of actions. In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have
reported hourly rates at amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an
award of attorneys’ fees in such cases. Recent examples include: In re: Air Cargo Shipping
Servs. Antitrust Litig., ED.N.Y., No. 06 MD 1775 (MDL No. 1775); In re Fasteners Antitrust
Litig., E.D. Pa., No. 08 MD 1912 (MDL No. 1912); and In re: Imprelis Hercibide Marketing,
Sales Practices, and Products Liability Litigation, E.D. Pa., 11-MD-2284 (MDL No. 2282).

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014.
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firmona
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

[ declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the

UPer this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 19, 2014 at Philadg 3, Pennsylvania.

Y

Steven A. Asher, Esquire /
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EXHIBIT 1
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March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

TOTAL:
Christine Quarembo, Paralegal (1 year experience)
March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013
January 2014 - February 2014
TOTAL:

Angie Poulin, Paralegal & Office Administrator (15 years
experience)

March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

TOTAL

Rate

375.00
375.00

Rate

200.00
200.00

Rate

100.00
100.00
200.00

Hours

113.05
22.10

135.15 §

Hours

103.30
30.00

13330 §

Hours

21.65
1.00

2265 $

Rate x Hours

$0.00
$0.00
$42,393.75
$8,287.50

50,681.25

Rate x Hours

$0.00
$20,660.00
$6,000.00
$0.00

26,660.00

Rate x Hours

$0.00
$0.00
$2,165.00
$200.00

2,365.00
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QUINN EMANUEL



Case 2:08-md-02002-GP Document 999-5 Filed 06/20/14 Page 49 of 63

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDIL, Docket No, 2602
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

IRE
I, Stephen R. Neuwirth , declare as follows:
l. T am a partner in the law firm of Quinn Emanuel Urquhart & Sullivan, LLP. My

firm is counsel to named plaintiffs Somerset Industries and Karetas Foods, and also to the class
through our active involvement in assisting co-lead counsel i all aspects of management and
prosecution of this litigation. I make this Declaration based on my personal knowledge, [f
called as a witness, T could and would competently testify to the matters stated herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Interitn Co-Lead Counsel in this case (1) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this fitm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (i) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records af time and expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of

conducting its business.



Case 2:08-md-02002-GP Document 999-5 Filed 06/20/14 Page 50 of 63

3. Highlights of the work Quinn Emanuel has performed between March 2011 and

February 2014 at the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel include (among other things):

took the lead in briefing and arguing motion to compel production of documents and
other information provided to Direct Purchaser (Class) PlaintiTs (“DPPs™) by Defendant
Sparboc Farms, pursuant to Sparboe’s cooperation obligations arising from its seftlement
with Plaintiffs in this matter, over the assertions of privilege and work-product protection
advanced by Defendants United Egg Producers, Inc (“LJEP™);

took a lead role in discovery negotiations, including search terms and custodians;
participated in negotiations re establishment of joint document depasitory; and took the
lead on meeting and conferring with defendants on the DPPs' responses to requests for
production and other discovery;

served and handled all negotiations and review regarding approximately 20 third-party
subpoenas;

took the lead on preparing the DPPs’ Statement of Law fited October 5, 2012;

managed the review and coding of over 200,000 documents produced by
UEP/UEA/USEM, including managing a review team consisting of attorneys from other
firms;

put together a comprehceusive chronology of UEP materials and materials related to the
UEP Certifted Program and USEM’s export program;

handled discussions with UEP regarding its privilege claims;

had a lead role in assembling the underlying materials related to the UEP Certified
Program and USEM’s export program for use in, among other things, class certification

briefing;
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o took the important depositions of UEP executives Al Pope, Gene Gregory (3 days), and

Chad Gregory:

o took depositions of five other key fact witnesses, including (among others) key witnesses
from Defendants Michael Foods and Rose Acre;
e actively participated in settlement negotiations and assisted in development of settlement
strategy and related legal research and fact development; and
e assisted interim co-lecad counsel in all aspeets of fact development, legal assessment, case
management, and development of case strategy, including participaiion in weekly and ad
hoe co-lead counsel teleconferences and meetings.
[ believe the work Quinn Emanuel performed on the foregoing tasks substantially advanced the
interests of the alleged class in this litigaiton.

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart sctting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals fror this firm who have worked on thig case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attoreys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for wotk
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that cach individual has worked on this
case, by vear; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the fotal, non-taxable
expenses' less assessments [or the firm.

3. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchascr Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
thraugh February 2014, The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hercto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional stafl’ at my law
| Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759}, id. at 13, onty nontaxable costs may be awarded.

Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copylng, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. [ was personally involved in
preparing the lodestar reports attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct to
the best of my knowledge. All work reported by individuals (attorneys and non-attorneys) on
behall of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was performed on a wholly
contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as Exhibit 2 are the standard
hourly rates of my firm in effect at the time work was performed. These rates are the same as, or
substantially similar to, the rates charged by Quinn Emanuel in similar types of actions, as well
as in the many non-contingent cases Quinn Emanuel handles for clients that pay the firm by the
hour, This Court in this case previously approved a fee application that included Quinn
Emanuel's standard rates. Quinn Emanuel's standard rates were also submitted in a fee petition
recently approved by the United States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio in the
multidistrict antitrust litigation captioned In re Polyurethane Foam Antitrust Litigation.

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts which this firm has submitted to
Interim Co-Lead Counsel setting forth the expenses incurred by this firm in connection with this
litigation from March 2011 through February 2014. These costs were incurred on behalf of the
Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

[ declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct to the best of my knowledge.

Executed on June 20, 2014 in New York, New York.

£

Stephen R. Neuwirth
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EXHIBIT 1
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF ARTHUR N. BAILEY, ESQUIRE

I, Arthur N. Bailey, declare as follows:

1. I am the owner of the law firm known as Arthur N. Bailey & Associates. My firm
is counsel to the Plaintiffs in this action which include T.K. Ribbing’s Family Restaurant and
Lisciandro’s Restaurant. [ make this Declaration based upon my own personal knowledge. If
called as a witness, 1 could and would competently testify to the matter stated herein.

2. This declaration pertains to the hours worked by myself as the only attommey in my
firm which issued billings in this case during the period from March 2011 through February
2014. My firm has submitted to interim Lead-Counsel in this case a report setting forth the hours
which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing periods of
time. This firm is not requesting and is irrevocably waiving expenses incurred in connection this
firm"s work on the case during that same period. Therefore, there are no monthly reports based

upon records of time and expenses maintained by my firm in the normal course of conducting its

business.

3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead-Counsel, I in my firm have performed the
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followings tasks in this litigation: assist Plaintiffs regarding document and ESI preservation,
meel and communicate with Plaintiffs to provide case status updates, assist Plaintiffs in
preparation of interrogatory responses, production of documents and preparation for deposition.
See attached Exhibit 2 for computerized chronological entries of time and tasks performed on the
projects which my firm has worked during the designated period for additional detail.

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individual from this firm who has worked on this case; {ii) the
date of admission of this attorney; (iii) the billable rates charged by me as the billing attomey, by
year, for work performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that this individual has
worked on this case, by year; (v) the totai hours and total iodestar for my firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto is the lodestar report which this firm has submitted to
Interim Lead-Counsel for the direct purchaser class of Plaintiffs from March 2011 through
February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work assigned
by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by this professional member of my law
firm for the benefit of the direct purchaser Plaintiff class. [ have reviewed the lodestar report
attached hereto and can confirm that it is true and correct. All work reported by me as individual
attorney on behalf of the direct purchaser Plaintif[ class in this matter was performed on wholly
contingent basis, the rate set forth in the report attached as Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical
hourly rates in effect at the time such work was performed. These rates are the same as, or
substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions. In addition, my firm
has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at amounts comparable
to those sought herein, and Courts have approved an award of attorney’s fees in such cases.

[ declare under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that
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the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on the 19th day of June 2014 in Jamestown, New Y

Anl{ujN. Bailey ﬂ
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EXHIBIT 1
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SUMMARY OF MARCH 2011-FEBRUARY 2014 TIME

Firm Name: ARTHUR N. BAILEY & ASSOCIATES

Arthur N. Bailey — Shareholder

YEARS OF EXPERIENCE: 54 (admitted 1960)

YEAR RATE HOURS RATE x
HOURS
March 2011- $395 27.2 $10,744.00
December 2011
2012 $395 46.2 $18,249.00
2013 $395 53.7 $21,211.50
January 2014 — $395 1.7 $671.50
February 2014

MARCH 2011 - FEBRUARY 2014 CUMULATIVE TOTALS

Cumulative Hours: 128.8

Cumulative Lodestar: $50,876.00
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS
ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002

08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF GERALD J. RODOS, ESQUIRE

I, Gerald J. Rodos, declare as follows:

1. [ am a partner of the law firm of Barrack, Rodos & Bacine. My firm is counsel to
Sicilian Chefs, Inc. d/b/a Caesar’s Pasta Productions, a plaintiff in this action. I make this
Declaration based on my personal knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and would
competently testify to the matters stated herein.

2. My firm contributed $10,000. to the Processed Egg Products Antitrust Litigation
Fund in connection with this litigation in June 2012. This cost was incurred on behalf of the
Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a contingent basis, and has not been reimbursed.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct.

‘f't\

Executed on June [/, 2014 at Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

DAY} \ZJR

Gerald J. Rodos
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BOLOGNESE
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF ANTHONY J. BOLOGNESE, ESQUIRE

I, ANTHONY J. BOLOGNESE, declare as follows:

L. I am the Principal of the law firm of Bolognese & Associates, LLC. My firm is
one of the attomeys representing the direct purchaser plaintiffs in this action. [ make this
Declaration based on my personal knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and would
competently testify to the matters stated herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly repotts setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of
conducting its business.

3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the
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following tasks in this litigation: review of pleadings; and review and analysis of discovery
documents produced by defendants, at the direction and under the supervision of plaintiffs’ Co-
Lead Counsel.

4, Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (i1)
the dates of admission (attomeys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v} the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses’ less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my [aw
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. I have reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions.
In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at

amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’

{ Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit | exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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fees in such cases. Examples include: In re Hydrogen Peroxide Antitrust Litigation, Civil
Action No. 2:05-md-01682-SD (E.D.Pa.); In re Methy! Methacrylate (MMA) Antitrust Litigation,
Civil Action No. 2:06-md-01768-TJS (E.D.Pa.), and In re Ethylene Propylene Diene Monomer
(EPDM) Awritrust Litigation, Civil Action No. 3:05-md-01642-SRU (D.Conn). Although fees
were awarded in these cases utilizing primarily the percentage-of-settlement fund approach, my
firm’s lodestar information, using hourly rates at amounts comparable to those sought herein,
was submitted to and considered by the respective Courts in making their fee awards.

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014.
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 12, 2014 at Philadeiphia, Pennsylvania.
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EXHIBIT 1
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF JENNIFER W. SPRENGEL, ESQUIRE

I, Jennifer W. Sprengel, declare as follows:

L. I am a Partner of the law firm of Cafferty Clobes Meriwether & Sprengel LLP.
My firm is counsel to Karctas Foods, Inc., a plaintiff in this action. I make this Declaration
based on my personal knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and would competently testify
to the matters stated herein.

2, This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (if) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regulatly maintained by my firm in the normal course of

conducting its business.
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3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the
following tasks in this litigation: factual investigation, document review and privilege log
analysis, and draft notice plan for Sparboe Farms,

4, Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses' less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthty lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. I have reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions.
In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at

amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’

! Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts,
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fees in such cases. Examples include: In re TFT-LCD (Flat Panel) Antitrust Litigation, No. M-
07-1827 SI, MDL 1827, N.D. California and Hershey v. PIMCO, No. 05-cv-04681, N.D.
Ilinois.,

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014.
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 12, 2014 at Chicago, Illinois.
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EXHIBIT 1
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CRIDEN & LOVE
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS
ANTITRUST LITIGATION

MDL Docket No. 2002
— 08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF KEVIN B. LOVE, ESQUIRE

I, Kevin B. Love, declare as follows:

1. I am a Partner of the law firm of Criden & Love, P.A. My firm is counsel to
QOasis Foods Company and ZaZa, Inc., plaintiffs in this action. [ make this Declaration based on
my personal knowledge. If called as a witness, [ could and would competently testify to the
matters stated herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of
conducting its business.

3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has continued to keep
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advised of all material events in the case in order to counsel our clients.

4. Attached as Exhibit | hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attomeys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses' less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. I have reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions.
In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at
amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’
fees in such cases. Examples include: n re DDAVP, 05-2237 (S.D.N.Y.); In re Air Cargo

Shipping Serv. Antifrust Litig., 06-MD-1775 (E.D.N.Y.); In Re: TFT-LCD (Flat Panel) Antitrust

' Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit | exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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Litig., 3:07-MD-1827 (N.D Cal.); In re Packaged Ice Antitrust Litig., 08-MD-1952 (E.D. Mich).
6. My firm did not incurred any reimbursable expenses in connection with this
litigation from March 2011 through February 2014.
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the

foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June, 10, 2014 at Miami, Florida.

//
‘/,

/f(evin B. Love
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EXHIBIT 1
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EDELSON & ASSOC.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS
ANTITRUST LITIGATION

MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF MARC H. EDELSON, ESQUIRE

I, Marc H. Edelson, declare as follows:

1. I am a member of the law firm of Edelson & Associates, LLC. My firm is
counsel to plaintiffs in this action. I make this Declaration based on my personal knowledge. If
called as a witness, I could and would competently testify to the matters stated herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing

period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with

this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of
conducting its business.

3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the

following tasks in this litigation: document review.
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4. Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses' less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was petformed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. I have reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions.
In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at
amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’
fees in such cases. Examples include: In re Pharmaceutical Industry Average Wholesale Price
Litigation, MDL 1456, Civil Action No. 01-¢v-12257, United States District Court for the

District of Massachusetts, In re Western States Wholesale Natural Gas Antitrust Litigation,

! Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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MDL-1566, Civil Action No. 2:03-cv-01431, United States District Court for the District of
Nevada and New England Carpenters Health Benefits Fund et al. v. First DataBank, Inc. and
McKesson Corp., Civil Action No. 1:05-cv-11148, United States District Court for the District of
Massachusetts.

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014.
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 9, 2014 at Doylestown, Pgnasylvgnia.
-

i
"~ Marc H. Edelson
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EXHIBIT 1
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF PAUL COSTA, ESQUIRE

I, Paul Costa, declare as follows:

1. I am a Member of the law firm of Fine, Kaplan and Black, R.P.C. My firm is
counsel to Sicilian Chefs, Inc. d/b/a Caesar’s Pasta Products, a member of the direct purchaser
class, and counsel for the plaintiffs in this action. I make this Declaration based on my personal
knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and would competently testify to the matters stated
herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of

conducting its business.
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3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the
following tasks in this litigation during the period March 2011 through February 2014: My firm
worked extensively with all nine of the named plaintiffs in various aspects of discovery. In
doing so, we worked closely with the named plaintiffs and other plaintiffs’ counsel on numerous
projects, including: (1) extensively cataloguing the named plaintiffs’ efforts to collect
documents responsive to Certain Defendants’ First Request for Production of Documents to
Direct Purchaser Plaintiffs (“Defendants’ 1* RFPs”), communicating with the client contacts and
co-lead counsel regarding same, and coordinating production of documents from each of the
named plaintiffs to co-lead counsel; (2) ensuring the named plaintiffs comply with Case
Management Order No. 6 Governing Electronic Discovery, ECF No. 27 (“CMO 6”) and Case
Management Order No. 14 (ECF No. 83) regarding preservation of documents and electronically
storcd information, and that all relevant document custodians were properly disclosed in
discovery; (3) working with co-lead counsel and the client contacts for the named plaintiffs to
identify appropriate plaintiff-specific search terms for electronically stored information;

(4) editing and revising Plaintiffs’ responses and objections to Defendants’ 1* RFPs, which
contained 124 separate document requests; (3) assisting with administration of the Moark
settlement as it related to deficiencies in the claims of the named plaintiffs; (6) assisting co-lead
counsel to prepare for meet-and-confer discussions concerning Defendants’ 1% RFPs; (7) drafting
the named plaintiffs’ responses and objections to Defendants’ First Interrogatories to the Named
Direct-Purchaser Plaintiffs, and communicating with each client contact and co-lead counsel
regarding same; (8) coordinating the named plaintiffs” supplemental transaction data productions
according to the schedule outlined in the Stipulation and Order dated June 27, 2013 (ECF No.

829); (9) drafting, editing and revising the responses and objections to Defendants’ Rule 30(b)(6)
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deposition notices, and communicating with each client contact and co-lead counsel regarding
same; (10) assisting co-lead counsel and the client contacts to prepare the named plaintiffs for
upcoming Rule 30(b)(6) depositions, and coordinating the scheduling of the each deposition;
(11) conducting legal research regarding plaintiffs’ obligations in connection with a Rule
30(b)(6) deposition; (12) conducting numerous meet-and-confer discussions with defendants
regarding certain named plaintiffs’ objections to the Rule 30(b)(6) notices and drafting letter
agreements following same; (13) drafting the named plaintiffs’ responses and objections to
defendants’ first set of requests for admission; and (14) reviewing and coding documents
produced in discovery by defendants, and drafting summary memoranda of same. In connection
with nearly all of these projects, my firm’s efforts included multiple phone calls and written
communications with the client contacts for each named plaintiff. My firm also was in regular
communication with co-lead counsel to consult on outstanding questions and provide status
updates.

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (i1)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expensesl less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has

submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011

! Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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through February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. I have reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions.
In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at
amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’
fees in such cases. Examples include: In re Plasma-Derivative Protein Therapies Antitrust
Litigation, MDL No. 2109 (N.D. IIL.); In re Fasteners Antitrust Litigation, MDL No. 1912 (E.D.
Pa.); In re Urethane (Polyether Polyols) Antitrust Litigation, No. 04-md-1616 (D. Kan.); In re
Food Service Equipment Hardware Antitrust Litigation, No. 10-cv-1849 (N.D. Ga.); In re Air
Cargo Shipping Services Antitrust Litigation, No. 06-md-1775 (E.D.N.Y.); In re Southeastern
Milk Antitrust Litigation, No. 08-md-1000 (E.D. Tenn.); and In re Flat Glass Antitrust Litigation
({I), No. 08-mc-180 (W.D. Pa.).

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014,
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

[ declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the

foregoing is true and correct.
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Executed on June 9, 2014 at Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Paul Costa
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EXHIBIT 1
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FREED KANNER
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF DOUGLAS A. MILLEN, ESQUIRE

I, Douglas A. Millen declare as follows:

I. I am a Partner in the law firm of Freed Kanner London & Millen, LLC. My firm
is counsel to plaintiff T.K. Ribbings Family Restaurant in this action. [ make this Declaration
based on my personal knowledge. If called as a witness, | could and would competently testify
to the matters stated herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014,
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted te work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon

records of time and expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of

conducting its business.
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3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the
following tasks in this litigation during the period from March 2011 through February 2014: the
analysis and coding of assigned batches of Plaintiffs documents as well as of assigned batches of
documents produced by Defendants and third parties in this litigation; assisted in deposition
preparation; conferred with interim Co-Lead Counsel on value of evidence discovered during
document review; drafted legal memoranda; and monitored events and developments of the case,
including the informative monthly status reports and various filings with the court and co-
counsel.

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case: (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total Jodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses' less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. Ihave reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals

(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was

! Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. ai 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit | exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reporis attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actionss.
In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at
amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of atiorneys’
fees in such cases. Examples include: I Re: Plasma-Derivative Protein Therapies Antitrust
Litigation, No. 1:09-cv-07666-JBG (N.D. IlL.); In Re: Afiermarket Filters Antitrust Litigation,
No. 1:08-cv-04883-RWG (N.D. I11.); In Re: TFT-LCD (Flat Panel) Antitrust Litigation, No.
3:07-md-01827-SI (N.D. Cal.); In Re: Municipal Derivatives Antitrust Litigation, No. 1:08-md-
01950-VM (S.D.NY); Inn Re: Air Cargo Shipping Services Antiirust Litigation, No. 1:06-md-
01775-1G-VVP (E.D.NY); and In Re: Potash Antitrust Litigation (II), No. 1:08-cv-06910-RC
(N.D. I11.).

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014.
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

1 declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 13, 2014 at Bannockburn, Illinois. 4
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EXHIBIT 1
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE; PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS '
ANTITRUST LITIGATION .
| MDL Docket No, 2002
— e} 08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF THOMAS C. BRIGHT. ESQUIRE

[, Thomas C. Bright, declare as follows:

1. [ am an attorney at the law firm of Gold Bennett Cera & Sidener LLP. My firm is
counsel to Goldberg and Solovy Foods, Inc. (“GSF”) and Eby-Brown Company LLC (“"EBY™),
plaintiffs and class representatives in this action. I make this Declaration based on my personal
knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and would competently testify to the matters stated
herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii} monthly reports setting forth the expenses incutred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of

conducting its business.
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3. At the direction of [nterim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the
tollowing tasks in this litigation:
(a) Document preservation, document production, and responses to
document request for our two very large class representative clients, GSF and EBY. These
two class representative clients have a total of twenty-four (24) custodians;

(b)  Responding to interrogatories on behalf of GSF and EBY;

{c) Review and analysis of certain defendants’ documents;

(d) Preparing for and defending the depositions of GSF, EBY, and certain of
their employees, objecting to deposition notices;

(e Research producers of egg products {for damages claims of our class
representative clients;

3] Reviewing important pleadings and joint status reports to communicate

important developments to our class representative clients; and

(z) Reviewing settlement agreements with our class representative clients and

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience {non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this

case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
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expenses' less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Intecim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. [ have reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions.
In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at
amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attomeys’
fees in such cases. Examples include:

(a) Feyko v. Yuhe International, Inc. et al., Case No. 11-cv-05511-DDP
(PIWx) (C.D. Cal.);

(b) In re Municipal Derivatives Antitrust Litigation, Master Docket No. 08-
cv-2516 (VM) (GW) (S.D.N.Y.);

{c) In re Titanium Dioxide Antitrust Litigation, Master Docket No. 10-cv-
00318(RDB) (D. Maryland);

(d) In re: Plasma-Derivative Protein Therapies Antitrust Litigation, Case No.

09 ¢cv-07666 JIBG (N.D. 1li.);

U Per this Court’s Order of November &, 2012 {Dkt. No. 759}, id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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(8)  Redwenv. Sino Clean Energy, Inc., et al., Case No. 11-cv-03936 PA
(S3x) (C.D. Cal.),

(f) in re Wonder Auto Technologies, Inc. Securities Litigation, Case No. 11-
cv-03687-PAE (S.D.N.Y.); and

(2) In re Tronox, Inc. Securities Litigation, Civil Action No. 09-cv-06220-
SAS (S.D.NY.).

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014,
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class bymy firmon a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

[ declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 19, 2014 at San Francxsuo,fg‘l(fomxa .

/.

= _..__-r
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EXHIBIT 1
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SUMMARY OF MARCH 2011 - FEBRUARY 2014 TIME & EXPENSES

FIRM NAME: GOLD BENNETT CERA & SIDENER LLP

Solomon B. Cera - Partner
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE: 1981

Rate Hours Rate x Hours
March 2011 - December 2011 725.00 2.50 $1,812.50
2012 750.00 2.50 $1,875.00
2013 800.00 0.50 $400.00
January 2014 - February 2014 850 1.00 $850.00
TOTAL: 6.50 $4,937.50
Thomas C. Bright - Partner
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE: 1994
Rate Hours Rate x Hours
March 2011 - December 2011 525.00 16.50 $8,662.50
2012 600.00 171.75 $103,050.00
2013 625.00 14575 $91,093.75
January 2014 - February 2014 650 15.00 $9,750.00
TOTAL: 349.00 $212,556.25
Pamela A. Markert - Partner
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE: 1999
Rate Hours Rate x Hours
March 2011 - December 2011 475.00 13.25 $6,293.75
2012 550.00 181.75 $99,962.50
2013 575.00 79.50 $45,712.50
January 2014 - February 2014 600 5.50 $3,300.00
TOTAL: 280.00 $155,268.75
John R. Leibee - Paralegal
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE: 10
Rate Hours Rate x Hours
March 2011 - December 2011 0.00 0.00 $0.00
2012 200.00 16.00 $3,200.00
2013 200.00 11.25 $2,250.00
January 2014 - February 2014 200 325 $650.00
TOTAL: 30.50 $6,100.00

MARCH 2011 - FEBRUARY 2014 CUMULATIVE TOTALS

CUMULATIVE FIRMWIDE HOURS..................... ... 666.00
CUMULATIVE FIRMWIDE LODESTAR...... ............. § 378,862.50
NON-TAXABLE EXPENSES*.. .......... e 8 12,74253

NON-TAXABLE EXPENSES* LESS ASSESSMENTS... $ 2,742.53

*Per this Court’s Order ot November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13,
only nontaxable costs may be awarded. Accordingly, the expense value:
on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or
the cost of obtaining hearing transcripts.
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GUSTAFSON GLUEK
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF DANIEL C. HEDLUND, ESQUIRE

I, Daniel C. Hedlund, declare as follows:

1. I am a member of the law firm of Gustafson Gluek PLLC. My firm is counsel to
SensoryEffects Flavor Company d/b/a SensoryEffects Flavor Systems, a plaintiff in this action. [
make this Declaration based on my personal knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and
would competently testify to the matters stated herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of
conducting its business.

3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the
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following tasks in this litigation during this period: client matters related to management of case
for client and class representative SensoryEffects Flavor Co. (“SensoryEffects™); factual and
legal research; discovery tasks, including reviewing and coding documents produced by
Defendants, assisting with the preservation of documents for plaintiff SensoryEffects; discussing
litigation strategy, analysis and case management with co-counsel; and preparing for and
participating in telephone conferences with co-counsel regarding case status and strategy.

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses' less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. Ihave reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as

Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These

! Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions.
In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at
amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’
fees in such cases. Examples include: In re Vitamin C Antitrust Litigation, 1:06-md-01738-
BMC-JO (E.D.N.Y.); Precision Associates, Inc., et al., 1:08-cv-00042-]JG-VVP (ED.N.Y.); In
re TFT-LCD (Flat Panel) Antitrust Litigation, 3:07-md-01827-SI (N.D. Ca.); In re Static
Random Access Memory (SRAM) Antitrust Litigation, 4:07-md-01819-CW (N.D. Ca.); In re Air
Cargo Shipping Services Antitrust Litigation, 1:06-md-01775-JG-VVP (E.D.N.Y.); In re OSB
Antitrust Litigation, 2:06-cv-00826-PD (E.D. Pa.); and In re lowa Ready-Mix Concrete Antitrust
Litigation, 5:10-cv-04038-MWB (N.D. Ia.).

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014.
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 12, 2014, at Minneapolis, MN

()

Daniel C. Hedlund



Case 2:08-md-02002-GP Document 999-6 Filed 06/20/14 Page 70 of 76

EXHIBIT 1
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HEINS MILLS & OLSON
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF VINCENT J. ESADES, ESOQUIRE

I, Vincent J. Esades, declare as follows:

1. I am a Member of the law firm of Heins Mills & Olson, P.L.C. I make this
Declaration based on my personal knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and would
competently testify to the matters stated herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014,
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of
conducting its business.

3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the
following tasks in this litigation: Participated in conferences with Co-Lead Counsel regarding

case strategy, assigned project of preparation of settlement approval papers for Cal-Maine

105143
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settlement, discovery issues, and depositions and subpoenas of Defendant Sparboe; prepared for
and participated in meet and confer with Defendant Sparboe’s counsel regarding depositions;
reviewed, analyzed and coded documents produced by Defendants; dra-fted memorandum in
support of preliminary approval of Cal-Maine settlement and performed related legal research;
and contributed to the litigation fund to support the continued prosecution of the litigation.

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (i1)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses' less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 201 1
through February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. [ have reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These

rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions.

! Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (ECF No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit | exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at
amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’
fees in such cases. Examples include: [n re Plasma-Derivative Protein Therapies Antitrust
Litigation, MDL No. 2109, 1:09-cv-05130 (N.D. 1lL.); In re Titanium Dioxide Antitrust
Litigation, Case No. 10-cv-00318 (D. Md.); In re TFT-LCD (Flat Panel) Antitrust Litigation,
MDL No. 1827, 3:07-md-01827 (N.D. Cal.); and In re Municipal Derivatives Antiirust
Litigation, MDL No. 1950, 1:08-cv-02516 (S.D.N.Y.).

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014,
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 11, 2014 at Minneapolis,
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EXHIBIT 1
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EXHIBIT 1

SUMMARY OF MARCH 2011 - FEBRUARY 2014 TIME & EXPENSES

FIRM NAME: HEINS MILLS & OLSON,P.LC.

Vincent J. Esades - Pé.rtner
Admitted to Practice: 1994

March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013 (pre 6/1/2013)
2013 (as of 6/1/2013)
January 2014 - February 2014

Katherine T. Kelly - Associate
Admitted to Practice: 2004

March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

Joshua G. Hauble - Associate
Admitted to Practice: 2005

March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

Rate

560.00
560.00
575.00

TOTAL:

Rate

365.00
395.00

TOTAL:

Rate

400.00

TOTAL:
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Hours

0.50
0.25
1.75
0.00

2.50

Hours

0.00
0.75
31.75
0.00

32.50

Hours

0.00
0.00
264.00
0.00

264.00

Rate x Hours

$0.00
$280.00
$140.00
$1,006.25
$0.00

$1,426.25

Rate x Hours

$0.00
$273.75
$12,541.25
$0.00

$12,815.00

Rate x Hours

$0.00
$0.00
$105,600.00
$0.00

$105,600.00
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Karen E. Taggart - Associate
Admitted to Practice: 1997

March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

Maureen E. Sandey - Associate
Admitted to Practice: 2011

March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

Irene M. Kovarik - Paralegal
Experience - 35 years

March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

Sarah L. Deutl - Document Clerk
Experience - 2 years

March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013

January 2014 - February 2014

Rate

400.00

TOTAL:

Rate

365.00

TOTAL:

Rate

200.00
200.00
200.00

TOTAL:

Rate

150.00

TOTAL:
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Hours

0.00
0.00
219.50
0.00

219.50

Hours

0.00
0.00
616.25
0.00

616.25

Hours

2.00
1.00
0.25
0.00

3.25

Hours

0.00
0.00
2.25
0.00

2.25

Rate x Hours

$0.00
$0.00
$87,800.00
$0.00

$87,800.00

Rate x Hours

$0.00
$0.00
$224,931.25
$0.00

$224,931.25

Rate x Hours

$400.00
$200.00
$50.00
$0.00

$650.00

Rate x Hours

$0.00
$0.00
$337.50
$0.00

$337.50



Case 2:08-md-02002-GP Document 999-7 Filed 06/20/14 Page 8 of 63

Amy L. Gooselaw - Document Clerk
Experience - 14+ years

Rate Hours Rate x Hours

March 2011 - December 2011 150.00 0.75 $112.50

2012 0.00 $0.00

2013 0.00 $0.00

January 2014 - February 2014 0.00 $0.00

TOTAL: 0.75 $112.50

CUMULATIVE FIRMWIDE HOURS 1141.00

CUMULATIVE FIRMWIDE LODESTAR $ 433,672.50
NON-TAXABLE EXPENSES* $ 10,608.47
NON-TAXABLE EXPENSES* LESS ASSESSMENTS $ 608.47

*Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13,
only nontaxable costs may be awarded. Accordingly, the expense
values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees,
copying, or the cost of obtaining hearing transcripts.
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KELLER ROHRBACK
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF MARK GRIFFIN

I, MARK A. GRIFFIN, declare as follows:

1. I am a partner of the law firm of Keller Rohrback L.L.P. My firm is counsel to
John Lisciandro and Lisciandro Restaurant, a plaintiff in this action. I make this Declaration
based on my personal knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and would competently testify
to the matters stated herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of
conducting its business.

3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the

1
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following tasks in this litigation (in addition to those set forth in my September 5, 2012
declaration (ECF 735-16)): Resecarch and analysis for use in amending the complaint with
respect to the Hillandale entities; Investigation and negotiation of responses to Defendants’
discovery requests and 30(b)(6) deposition notice directed to named Plaintiff Lisciandro;
Communication with proposed class representative Lisciandro about litigation strategy, key
developments in the case, discovery obligations, and settlements; Analysis and coding of
documents produced by Defendants; and Preparation for the defense of proposed class
representative Lisciandro at his deposition.

4, Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses! less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. I have reviewed the lodestar reports

attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
I Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.

Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions.
In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at
amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’
fees in such cases. Several examples were included in my September 5, 2012 declaration (ECF
735-16). Additional examples include: Cason-Merenda, et al. v. Detroit Medical Center, et al.,
Case No. 06-CV-15601 (E.D. Mich. Oct. 24, 2013) (Doc. 823) (Court approved percentage-of-
fund award cross-checked against hourly rates); and Keithly, et. al. v. Intelius, Inc., et al., Case
No. 09-1485RSL (W.D. Wa. Nov. 21, 2013) (Doc. 314) (Court approving percentage-of-fund
award and cross-checked against hourly rates).

6. Attz;ched as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014.
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on Friday, June 13, 2014 at Seattle, Washington

Mark A. Griffin
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EXHIBIT 1
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LEOPOLD KUVIN
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF THEODORE J. LEQPOLD, ESQUIRE

I, Theodore J. Leopold declare as follows:

1. [ am a Partner with the law firm of Cohen Milstein Sellers & Toll. My firm is
counsel to Karetas Foods, Inc., a plaintiff in this action. I make this Declaration based on my
personal knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and would competently testify to the matters
stated herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of
conducting its business.

3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the
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following tasks in this litigation: document review.

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses' less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. I have reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions.
In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at
amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’
fees in such cases. Examples include:

a. Keithly v. Intelius, Inc., USDC, Western District of Washington, Case No.: C09-

! Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.

Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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1485RSL.

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting fogth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 thipugh February 2014.
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

I declare under penalty of petjury under the laws of the United States off America that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on 20" day of June, 2014. ; /\ }

/ . ,,_‘\ /

AN AW,
Theodore J. Degpold”™~_
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EXHIBIT 1
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LEVIN FISHBEIN
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF HOWARD J. SEDRAN, ESQUIRE

I, Howard J. Sedran, declare as follows:

1. I am a partner of the law firm of Levin, Fishbein, Sedran & Berman, My firm is
counsel to Bemus Point Inn, a plaintiff in this action. I make this Declaration based on my
personal knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and would competently testify to the matters
stated herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of

conducting its business.
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3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the
following tasks in this litigation: The review and coding of Rose Acre, Midwest Poultry and
other documents as assigned by Co-Lead Counsel.

4, Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses’ less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014, The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. I have reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions.

In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at

" Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.

? Exhibit 2 has been corrected to properly identify the status of Associates and Attorneys,
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amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’
fees in such cases. Examples include: Inre: Air Cargo Antitrust Litigation, Master File 06-MD-
1775 (JG) (VVP) (E.D.N.Y.); and In re: Urethane (Polyether Polyols Antitrust Litigation), C.A.
No. 04-md-1616 — MDL No. 1616 (D. Kansas).

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014.
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 12, 2014 at Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

. SEDRAN, ESQUIRE
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EXHIBIT 1
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF ERIC B. FASTIFF, ESQUIRE

I, Eric B. Fastiff, declare as follows:

1. I am a partner of the law firm of Lieff Cabraser Heimann & Bernstein LLP. My
firm is counsel to Oasis Foods, a plaintiff in this action. I make this Declaration based on my
personal knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and would competently testify to the matters
stated herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) reports setting forth the hours
which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing period of time,
and (ii) reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with this firm’s work on the
case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon records of time and
expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of conducting its business.

3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the

following tasks in this litigation: conducted document review; drafted evidence summaries;

1179929, 11
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reviewed and organizes Plaintiff’s documents; assisted the client with completing the client
questionnaire; researched and drafted the corporate disclosure; conducted a pre-filing
investigation; analyzed the expert analyses; and drafted the complaint. For this specific time
period (March 2011 through February 2014, in addition to reading briefs and other filed
documents, this firm conducted document review at Co-Lead Counsel’s direction.

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses' less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. I have reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These

rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions.

' Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit | exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.

1179929 1
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In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at
amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’
fees in such cases. Examples include: Inre: TFT-LCD (Flat Panel) Antitrust Litigation, MDL
3:07-md-1827 SI (N.D. Cal.); In re: High-Tech Employee Antitrust Litigation, 11-cv-2509-LHK
(N.D. Cal.); Joy Nwabueze v. AT&T, Inc., CV 09-01529 SI (N.D. Cal.); In re Apple and AT&T
iPad Unlimited Data Plan Litigation, 5:10-cv-02553 (N.D. Cal.).

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014.
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 13, 2014 at San Francisco, California.

Ea DZZF

ERIC B. FASTIFF

11799291
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EXHIBIT 1
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LITE DEPALMA
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF JOSEPH J. DEPALMA, ESQUIRE

I, Joseph J. DePalma, declare as follows:

1. I am Managing Member of the law firm of Lite DePalma Greenberg, LLC. The
firm is counsel to Country Foods, a plaintiff in this action. I make this Declaration based on my
personal knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and would competently testify to the matters
stated herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of
conducting its business.

3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the
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following tasks in this litigation: review and analysis of documents.

4, Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses' less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. Ihave reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions.
In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at
amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’
fees in such cases. Examples include: In re Publication Paper Antitrust Litigation, 3:04-md-

1631-SRU (D.Ct); In re Air Cargo Shipping Services Antitrust Litigation, 1:06-md-01775-JG-

! Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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VVP (E.D.N.Y.); In re TFT-LCD (Flat Panel) Antitrust Litigation, 3:07-md-01827-SI (N.D.Ca);
In re Municipal Derivatives Antitrust Litigation, 1:08-md-1950-VM (S.D.N.Y").

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014.
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 13, 2014 at Newark, New Jersey.

Jdseph/J. DePalma
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EXHIBIT 1
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LOCKRIDGE GRINDAL
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF W. JOSEPH BRUCKNER, ESQUIRE

I, W. Joseph Bruckner, declare as follows:

1. [ am a partner of the law firm of Lockridge Grindal Nauen P.L.L.P. My firm is
counsel to ZAZA, Inc., a plaintiff in this action. 1 make this Declaration based on my personal
knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and would competently testify to the matters stated
herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of
conducting its business.

3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the

482932.1
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following tasks in this litigation:

. Conferences with co-lead counsel and plaintiffs’ co-counsel regarding discovery
strategy, procedures and document review projects;

. Reviewed and coded Defendant documents as assigned by Co-Lead Counsel;

. Drafted summary reports for Co-Lead Counsel regarding coded documents;

. Conferences with Co-Lead Counsel regarding case projects and case status; and
. Reviewed consolidated amended complaint and transmitted comments to co-lead

counsel regarding same.

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses' less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. [ have reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
' Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.

Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.

482932 1 2
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Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions
In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at
amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’

fees in such cases. Examples include:

. Precision Associates, Inc., et al. v. Panalpina World Transport (Holding) Ltd., et
al., Civil No. 1:08-cv-42-JG-VVP (E.D.N.Y.);

. In Re Potash Antitrust Litig. (II), Civil No. 1:08-md-06910 (N.D. Il);

. In Re Plasma-Derivative Protein Therapies Antitrust Litigation, MDL No. 2109,
Case No. 1:09-cv-7677 (N.D. 111.);

. In Re: TFT-LCD (Flat Panel) Antitrust Litigation, ND CA 3:07-md-1827;

. In Re Packaged Ice Antitrust Litigation, ED MI 2:08-md-1952;

. In Re: Urethane Antitrust Litigation, D KS 2:04-md-1616;

. In Re Static Random Access Memory (SRAM) Antitrust Litigation, 4:07-md-
1819;

. In Re: Flat Glass Antitrust Litigation (II), WD PA 2:08-mc-180;

. In Re Publication Paper Antitrust Litigation, D CT 3:04-MD-1631;

. In Re Puerto Rican Cabotage Antitrust Litigation, D PR 3:08-md-1960;

. In Re BP Propane Indirect Purchaser Antitrust Litigation, ND IL 1:06-cv-4680;

. In Re Hydrogen Peroxide Antitrust Litigation, ED PA 2:05-cv-666;

. In Re Pressure Sensitive Labelstock Antitrust Litigation, MD PA 3:03-MDL-
1556; and

. In Re Air Cargo Shipping Services Antitrust Litigation, ED NY 1:06-md-1775.

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses

incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014

These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a

482932.1 3
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contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.
[ declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the

foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 12, 2014 at Minneapolis, Minnesota. /f' 3 ?/
by f ) / —

W.J osgpﬁ Bruckner

482932.1 4
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EXHIBIT 1
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CEristiqn_sen, Rachel J. - Assc_ﬁc_gage B
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE: 9

" Rate Hours: Rate x Hozlr;
2013 $325.00 360.00  $117,000.00
Cumulative Hours 360.00: B
Cumulative Lodestar $117,000.00
Morbe}i,_Simeo_n A.- Associate o B
YE_ARS OF EXPERIENCE: 4
Rate Hours Rate x Hours
2013 $325.00 1,166.75  $379,193.75
Cumulative Hours -1,166.75:‘ _ _
Cumulative Lodestar 1 $379,193.75
LeBeouf, Marcus A. - _Associat_e R
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE: 8 _ | ]
B Rate Hours Rate x Hours
2013 $325.00 77.00  $25,025.00
Cumulative Hours 77.00'_
Cumulative Lodestar - §$25,025.00
Wilderson-Legros, Fawn - Associate ) )
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE: 21 _ -
Rate Hours _Rate_ x Hours
2013 $325.00 52.00 $16,900.00
Cu_mﬁl_ative Hours ] 52.00 ___ - : __
Cumulative Lodestar $16,900.00
Sipe, E. - Paralegal B ] -
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE: 33 - B
- Rate Hours Rate x Hours
‘March 2011 - December 2011 ~ $175.00 2425 $4,243.75]
2012 $175.00' 34.75 $6,081.25

482933.1
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Lockridge Grindal Nauen P.L.L.P

- - Exhibit 1 - B
Lockridgs, Richard Pariner 7 - e
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE: 38 | 0 o
S Rate Hoursj ~ Rate x Hours
2013 $700.000 500 $3,500.00
January 2014 - February 2014 $775.00 025 $193.75
Cumulative Hours - N 3 _25 B - |
Cumulative Lodestar - . _$3_,693.7§__
Silton, Heidi, M. - Partner _ ) I .
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE: 19 i | ]
B B Rate Hours_1 Rate x Hours
March 2011 - December 2011 $550.00 875  $4,812.50
2012 L $575.00 4.00 $2,300.00
B 2013 - $600.00 36.75 $22,050.00
_Cumula_tive_ _Hours- _ __ : ) 4950 _
Cumulative Lodestar _ __ | B 1 ~$29,162.50
Riébel, I_(%e;H - Partner : 1 - B
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE: 23 ] B b -
- N Rate Hours_ Rate x Ho_u_rs
B 2013 ] $625.00 175 $1,093.75
_Ct_lmilative Hours N - _ . o -_ . _ 175 . ___
Cumulative Lodestar __ i [ - $1,093.75
Odette, Elizabetl_lg. - Associate - _ | _ _ | o
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE: 9 o | o R
B Rate Hours Rate x Hours
March 2011 - December 2011  $375.00 050 $187.50
- 2012 $375.00 0.50  $187.50
Cumul&tivc_e_ I_-i(_)_urs - R 100 B -
Cumulative Lodestar $375.00

482933.1
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2013 $175.00 25.50 $4,462.50
2014 -F 2014 $200.00 2.25 $450.00
Cumulative Hours 86.75
Cumulative Lodestar $15,237.50
2014
CUMULATIVE FIRMWIDE HOURS 1,800.00
CUMULATIVE FIRMWIDE LODESTAR $587,681.25
TAXABLE EXPENSES* $10,026.92.
TAXABLE EXPENSES* LESS
ASSESSMENTS $26.92

Per this Court's Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs
may be awarded. Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of
filing fees, copying, or the cost of hearing transcripts.

482933.1
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF JOHN R. MALKINSON. ESQUIRE

I, John R. Malkinson, declare as follows:

1. [ am a principal and Member of the law firm of Malkinson & Halpern, P.C. My
firm is counsel to Wixon, Inc., a plaintiff in this action. I make this Declaration based on my
personal knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and would competently testify to the matters
stated herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incutred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of
conducting its business.

3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the
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following tasks in this litigation: maintaining personal and ongoing contact with, and providing
litigation updates and status reports to, our client, Wixon, Inc.; investigating, formulating and
drafting objections and substantive responses of Wixon, Inc. to Defendants’ notices of deposition
and written discovery; conducting client conferences in conjunction with case updates and
discovery compliance, providing periodic updated transactional data of the client as to Egg
Product purchases; furnishing periodic “litigation hold” reminders to the client; review and
coding of party documents/ESI; preparation for production of plaintiff, Wixon, Inc. for
deposition.

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses' less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. I have reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals

(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was

" Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions.
In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at
amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’
fees in such cases. Examples include: In re Potash Antitrust Litigation, 1:08-cv-6910 (N.D. IL,
2013); U.S.A. ex rel. Asch, et al v. Teller, Levit & Silvertrust, P.C. and Asch v. Teller, Levit &
Silvertrust, 00 C 3289 and 00 C 3290 (N.D. IL, 2009); and In Re Foundry Resin Antitrust
Litigation, 2:04-cv-415 (S.D. OH, 2008).

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014.
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 13, 2014, at Chicago, IL.

/s/ John R. Malkinson
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EXHIBIT 1
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NAST LAW
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF DIANNE M. NAST, ESQUIRE

I, Dianne M. Nast, declare as follows:

L. [ am the founder of the law firm of NastLaw LLC. This firm is counsel to Oasis
Foods Company, a plaintiff in this action. [ make this Declaration based on my personal
knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and would competently testify to the matters stated
herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in this firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
This firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regularly maintained by this firm in the normal course of
conducting its business.

3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, this firm has performed the
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following tasks in this litigation: attended and participated in the on-site analysis of documents
from Rose Acre Farms, examined additional documents produced by Rose Acre Farms and
Midwest Susman; drafted memoranda describing those documents reviewed; and participated in
conference calls to further the document analysis projects.

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses' less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at this law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. [ have reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by this firm in similar types of

actions. In addition, this firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly

! Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit | exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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rates at amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of
attorneys’ fees in such cases. Examples include: In re Hypodermic Products Antitrust
Litigation, C.A. No. 05-cv-1602 (D. N.J.); In re Wellbutrin SR Antitrust Litigation, C.A. No. 04-
5525 (E.D. Pa.); and In re Fasteners Antitrust Litigation, C.A. No. 08-md-1912 (E.D. Pa.).

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014,
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by this firm on a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

[ declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June #, 2014 at Philadelphia,

M. Nast
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EXHIBIT 1
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SALTZ MONGELUZZI
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF SIMON BAHNE PARIS, ESQUIRE

I, Simon Paris, declare as follows:

1. 1 am a Partner of the law firm of Saltz Mongeluzzi Barrett & Bendesky, PC. My
firm is counsel to Sicilian Chefs, Inc. d/b/a Caesar’s Pasta Products, a plaintiff in this action. 1
make this Declaration based on my personal knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and
would competently testify to the matters stated herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of
conducting its business.

3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the



Case 2:08-md-02002-GP Document 999-8 Filed 06/20/14 Page 19 of 86

following tasks in this litigation: review of documents produced by Defendants, primarily
Michael Foods, Inc.

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attomeys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses' less assessments for the firm.

S. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. I have reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions.
In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at
amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’

fees in such cases. Examples include: See, Fleisher, et al v. Fiberon, LLC, 2:12-cv-01326-JP

! Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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(ED Pa., Mar. 5,2014); Carroll, et al v. Stettler, et al, 2:10-cv-02262-MAM (ED Pa,, Oct. 19,
2011); In re Apple In-App Purchase Litig., No. 11-cv-1758-EJD, ECF No. 127 (N.D. Cal. Oct.
18, 2013); In re Toyota Motor Corp., No. 8:10ML 02151 JVS (FMOx), 2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS
94485 (C.D. Cal. June 17, 2013).

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014.
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct.

7 =
Executed on June z, 2014 at Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Simon B. Paris
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EXHIBIT 1
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF STEPHEN A. WEISS
[. Stephen A. Weiss. declare as follows:

l. [ am a founding partner of the law firm of Seeger Weiss LLP. My firm is counsel
to Somerset Industries, Inc.. a plaintift in this action. [ make this Declaration based on my
personal knowledge. If called as a witness, [ could and would competently testify to the matters
stated herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm. and
the expenses incurred by this firm. during the period trom March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm"s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regularly maintained by my tirm in the normal course of

conducting its business.

3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the



Case 2:08-md-02002-GP Document 999-8 Filed 06/20/14 Page 26 of 86

following tasks in this litigation

Task 1

Task 2

Task 3

Task 4

Task 35

Task 6

Task 7

Task 8

Task 9

Task 10

Task ]1

SEEGER WEISS LLP SUMMARY OF
TASKS PERFORMED FOR THIS LITIGATION

Pre-Filing Investigation, Preparation of Complaint, Case
Organization. Worked closely with co-lead counsel in the factual
development and drafting of complaint and in coordinating filing in

United States District C Eastern District of Penns vania.
Prepare MDL Filing. Assisted co-lead counsel in filing MDL
tion.

Identify and Develop Experts. Worked closely with co-lead

counsel in pre-MDL fact investigation and identifying potential
ultural and uce

Golden Oval Tolling and Proffer. In coordination with co-lead

counsel. Seeger Weiss directly participated in pre-MDL discussions

+ and meetings with Golden Oval counsel that ultimately resulted in

agreement which provided for the tolling of the statute of limitations

. as against Golden Oval. as well as Golden Oval’s proffer and

10N.
Golden Oval Document review. At the direction of co-lead

~ counsel, Seeger Weiss assisted with the review of Golden Oval

documents
Sparboe Document Review in Wayzeta, Minnesota. At the

~ direction of co-lead counsel, Seeger Weiss assisted with the review

of hard copy documents at the office of Sparboe’s counsel in
Wa Minnesota.
Motion for Reconsideration on Electronic Discovery Order. At

_ the request of co-lead counsel, Seeger Weiss was exclusively

ble for the briefin 1n ot this Motion.
Associational Attorney-Client Privilege Research. Assigned by

- co-lead counsel, Seeger Weiss attorney. Parvin Aminolroaya,

conducted legal research on the associational attorney-client
privilege and drafted a memorandum regarding the scope of the

Nu Cal Meet and Confers. At the direction of co-lead counsel.

- Seeger Weiss was primarily responsible for conducting meet and

confers with defendant Nu Cal

Motion to Dismiss Hearing. At the request of co-lead counsel. [
assisted Steven Neuwirth of co-lead counsel firm Quinn Emanuel
Urquhart & Sullivan LLP with preparation for oral argument on
defendants’ motion to dismiss.

Misc. Document Review. At the direction of co-lead counsel.
Seeger Weiss assisted with the review of Don Bell. Linda Reickard.
and other iall documents.
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4, Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case: (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by vear; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the tirm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses' less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. [ have reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalt of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in etfect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as rates used by my tirm in similar types of actions. In addition. my firm has
submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at amounts comparable to
those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’ fees in such cases.
Examples include. without limitation:

a. Inre StarLink Corn Prods. Liab. Litig., MDL No. 1403 (N.D. IlL.);

! Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759). id. at |3, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly. the expense values on Exhibit | exclude costs tor service of process. filing tees, copying. or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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6.

In re Vytorin'Zetia Mhktg.. Sales Practices and Prods. Liab. Litig.. MDL No. 1938
(D.NJ);

In re Genetically Modified Rice Litig., MDL No. 1811 (E.D. Mo.);

In re Schering-Plough’/Merck Merger Litig.. No. 2:09-cv-01099 (DMC) (D.N.J.);
Larson v. Sprint Nextel, No. 2:07-cv-05325 (JLL) (D.N.J.);

Milliron v. T-Mobile USA. Inc.. No. 2:08-¢cv-4149 (JLL) (D.N.J.);

In re Vonage Marketing and Sales Practices Litigation, Case No. 07-cv-03906
(FLW) (D.N.].):

In re Wachovia Corp. " Pick-4-Payment” Mortgage Marketing and Sales
Practices Litigation, Case No. 5:09-md-02015 (N.D. Cal.):

O Brien v. LG Electronics US4, Inc. et al., Case No. 10-¢v-03733 (DMC)
(D.N.J.): and

Inre PPA Prods. Liab. Litig.. MDL No. 1407 (W.D. Wash.).

Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses

incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014.
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a

contingent basis. and have not been reimbursed.

[declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the

foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 13, 2014 at New York. NY.

/

- 4

_‘_,..af;bk U
S rd
Stephen A. Weiss
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EXHIBIT 1
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SHER CORWIN
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE FASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-m¢i-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF DAVID S. CORWIN, ESQUIRE

I, David S. Corwin, declare as follows:

L. [ am a Member of the law firm of Sher Corwin Winters, LLC. My firm is counsel
to SensoryEffects Flavor Company, a plaintiff in this action. I make this Declaration based on
my petsonal knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and would competently testify to the
matters stated herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regulatly maintained by my firm in the normal course of
conducting its business.

3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the
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following tasks in this litigation during the above period: in the representation of SensotyEffects
Flavor Company and at the direction of lead counsel, we have regularly communicated with out
client regarding document preservation; identified records custodians and prepared related
notifications; reviewed and responded to requests for production of documents and reviewed
documents in connection with those responses; provided appropriate search terms in connection
with ESI document review; participated in review of documents produced by defendant Rose
Acre; communicated with client, document storage representatives, document retention
representatives, and counsel for predecessor entity regarding document production; reviewed and
responded to interrogatories, and reviewed documents and communicated with client in
connection with those responses; reviewed and responded to requests for admission, and
reviewed documents and communicated with client representatives and third-party witnesses in
connection with those responses; reviewed and objected to client 30(b)(6) deposition notices,
reviewed documents and preparation materials in connection with client’s deposition, and
communicated with client representatives and third-party witnesses in connection with
deposition prepatation; met with client representative and co-counsel in connection with client
30(b)(6) deposition preparation; researched issues relating to 30(b)(6) obligations;
communicated with co-counsel regarding discovery issues; regularly reviewed pleadings and
case status reports; and participated telephonically in case status conferences with lead counsel.
4, Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work

performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
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case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expensesl less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Bxhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014, The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
fiem for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. I have reviewed the lodestar repotts
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical houtly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions.
In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported howly rates at
amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’
fees in such cases, Examples include: Precision Associates, Inc., et al. v. Panalpina World
Transport (Holdiilg) L TD, et al., Cause No. 08-cv-00042-JG-VVP.

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014.
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

[ declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the

foregoing is true and correct.

! per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit | exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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Executed on June 11, 2014 at St. Louis, Missouri.

Deyﬂ S. @afwin
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EXHIBIT 1
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SPECTOR ROSEMAN
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF EUGENE SPECTOR, ESOUIRE

[, Eugene Spector, declare as follows:

1. I am a Partner of the law firm of Spector Roseman Kodroff & Willis, PC. My
firm is counsel to Caesar’s Pasta Products, a plaintiff in this action. I make this Declaration
based on my personal knowledge. If called as a witness, 1 could and would competently testify
to the matters stated herein.

2, This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of
conducting its business.

3, At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the
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following tasks in this litigation: Reviewed documents, Attend conference calls with Lead
Counsel, Reviewed case status reports from Lead Counsel, Reviewed settlement memos from
Lead Counsel.

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses1 less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014, The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. I have reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions.
In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at

amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’

!'Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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fees in such cases. Examples include: LCD- Northern District of California # M:07-cv-01827-
SI, Municipal Derivatives-Southern district of New York # 1:08¢v-02516, Fasteners — Eastern
District of Pa # 2:08-MD-01912-RBS

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014,
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firmon a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the

foregoing is true and correct.

s

y - Bl
J’} I/b’
/{lgen%cc u)/ Y

2014 at Philadelphia, Pa
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EXHIBIT 1
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF ALLAN STEYER, ESQUIRE

I, Allan Steyer, declare as follows:

l. I am a partner of the law firm of Steyer Lowenthal Boodrookas Alvarez & Smith
LLP. My firm is counsel to T.K. Ribbing’s Family Restaurant, LLC, a plaintiff in this action.
I make this Declaration based on my personal knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and
would competently testify to the matters stated herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014,
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of
conducting its business.

3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the

1
1433051 1 - EGGS.EGGS
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following tasks in this litigation during the March 2011 through February 2014 time period:
discovery including but not limited to preparing for multiple depositions and document review,
review of filings, status reports, correspondence and generally keeping abreast of the litigation.

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses' less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014. The lodestar amount reftected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. I have reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions
In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at
! Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.

Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit | exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.

1433051 | - EGGS.EGGS
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amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’

fees in such cases. Examples include: In re: Static Random Access Memory (SRAM) Antitrust

Litigation, U.S. District Court, Northern District of California, MDL Docket No. 1819; In re

Visa/Mastercard Currency Conversion Fee Antitrust Litigation, U.S.D.C., Southern District of

NY, MDL Docket No. 1409; In re: Air Cargo Shipping Services Antitrust Litigation, U.S.

District Court, Eastern District of NY, MDL Docket No. 1775; In re: Aftermarket Automotive

Liehting Products Antitrust Litigation, U.S. District Court, Central District of California, MDL

Docket No. 09 MDL 2007-GW(PJWx); and In re: TFT-LCD (Flat Panel) Antitrust Litigation,

U.S. District Court, Northern District of California, MDL Docket No. 1827 SL.

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014,
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

[ declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 12, 2014 at San Francisco, California.

STEYER

1433051 1 - EGGS.EGGS
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EXHIBIT 1
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS
ANTITRUST LITIGATION MDL Docket No. 2022
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF IRA .RICHARDS. ESOUIRE

I, Ira N. Richards, declare as follows:

1. I am a partner of the law firm of Schnader Harrison Segal & Lewis, LLP
(“Schnader”). On August 1, 2013, T joined Schnader along with the attorneys of Trujillo
Rodriguez & Richards, LLC (“TRR”). TRR was co-counsel to Oasis Foods and performed work
in this litigation at the request and direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel through July 31, 2013.
Schnader has continued that work since August 1, 2013. I make this Declaration based on my
personal knowledge. If called as a witness, I could and would competently testify to the matters

herein stated.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in TRR
and Schnader and the expenses incurred by these firms, during the period from March 2011
through February 2014. My firms have submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case: (1)
reports setting forth the hours which these firms (by individual) have devoted to work on this
case for the foregoing period of time; and (11) reports setting forth the expenses incurred in

connection with these firms’ work on the case during that same period. These reports are based
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upon records of time and expenses regularly maintained by TRR and Schnader in the normal

course of conducting their business.

3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, TRR and Schnader reviewed

documents produced by defendants in discovery in the litigation.

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto are charts setting forth, for the March 2011
through February 2014 time period: (1) the individuals from TRR and Schnader who have
worked on this case; (11) the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-
attorneys) for each individual who has worked in this case; (111) the billable rates charged by
each such individual, by year, for work performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours
that each individual has worked on this case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for

each of the firms; and (vi) the total, non-taxable expensesl less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the lodestar reports which TRR and
Schnader submitted to Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs
from March 2011 through February 2014. The lodestar amounts reflected in the reports attached
hereto are for work assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by
professional staff at my law firms for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. I have
reviewed the lodestar reports attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All
work reported by individuals (attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser

Plaintiff Class in this matter was performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in

Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable
costs may be awarded. Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for
service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of obtaining hearing transcripts.
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the monthly reports attached as Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the
time work performed. These rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my
firm in similar types of actions. In addition, my firm has submitted fees petitions in other cases
that have reported hourly rates at amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have
approved an award of attorneys’ fees in such cases. Examples include Brady v. Air Line Pilots
Association International, No. 02-CV-2917 (D. N.J.), where the Court in May 2014 found the

rates of TRR and Schnader to be reasonably in determining an award of fees.

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto is a chart setting forth the expenses incurred
by TRR in connection with the litigation in February 2012. This cost was incurred on behalf of

the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by TRR on a contingent basis and has not been reimbursed.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America

that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 16™, 2014 at Philadelphia, PA.

" Ira Neil Richards

PHDATA 4944951 _1
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EXHIBIT 1



SMOY X )8y SmMoY

SINOY] X 918y SIMOK]

Case 2:08-md-02002-GP Document 999-8 Filed 06/20/14 Page 65 of 86

“IVLOL

#10T A18n199] - 107 Arenue(
€10T
7102
1102

110Z 39quao( - [ 10T JoT8

a1y

“IV10L

y10T Areniqa ] - 107 Arenuef
€102
7102
2102
1102
110T 10quiso(T - 110T TN

oeyg

P10T AYVIIIHA - T10T HOYVIN A0



Case 2:08-md-02002-GP Document 999-8 Filed 06/20/14 Page 66 of 86

SINO] X 9)ey

SINOH]

syduosuel SuLresy SUIUIRIqO JO 1509 8y 10 ‘Sukdos

‘sa0] SuI[Y ‘559001d JO S01ATRS 10] §1505 SPN[IRD | HQIYXH UO SAN[BA
asuadxa o1} “A[3UIPI000Y “papIeme aq ABW S)SOO S[GRXBIUOU ATUO
€118 1 (6SL "ON PI) T10T ‘6 12qUISAON JO JSPIQ) §,1N0D) SI) 10d,

" "SINHNSSASSY SSHT «SHSNAIXH 419VXV.L-NON

IVIOL

¥10¢ ATeniqa] - 410z Arenwer
€102
z10z
1102

10T Joquiede(] - [ (T YOI

Yy



Case 2:08-md-02002-GP Document 999-8 Filed 06/20/14 Page 67 of 86

SINOH X 918y

00°0€T1$

000£T$

SINOH X 918y

0586718

05'89$
000418

SINOH X 91y

SO

0

00

smoy

€cC

010
0C¢

SmMoy

arey

00°059

ary

689

00°059

ey

HNILL ¥

“TVLOL

“IV1OL

L00T *@2ILOVId OL QH4LLINAY
Ueutr T SO

$107 Arenigay - 4107 Arenuer
€10T
7102

[10T 3oqurade( - 110T YT

9861 :AONATIIDILOVYd OL A4LLINAY
Of[Imiy, | Yrouues|

$10T Areniqa - $10¢ Arenuef
€10T
7102

110T quuaoe( - T10C YT

9861 *dOILOVdd OL ALLINAY
SPIeToTy [N Bl

2 [€59G WOSLLIEJ] I9PBUYdS

naqgaq -1t |



Case 2:08-md-02002-GP Document 999-8 Filed 06/20/14 Page 68 of 86

00°ST¢ES

00°57¢$

SINOY X 918y

00°L98°6€S

00°L98°SES$

S0

050

SO}

LSTI

0L°SI1

0 "SINANSSISSV SSHT +SASNAIXH ' 1dVXVI-NON
0 e SASNAIXT TTIVXVI-NON
0s'0z8’Le T AV1SHdAOT JAIMIWAIL HAILVINAND
o,y o T SANOH JAIMINAIL JAILVINNND

S 1v.LUL AALLY niniL PT0T AayIdHL 102 HOUV

"IVIOL
$10T ATeniqaq - 107 Arenuef
00°059 €10T
7102
110T ¥2quisoa( - 1107 YoLe
ey
€861 “ADILOVId OL ALLINAV
Zon3upoy “f esI]
TVIOL
$10T Areniqa - $10g Arenuef
00°01¢ €10C

C10¢

110 1equIad3(J - 1107 YoBN



Case 2:08-md-02002-GP Document 999-8 Filed 06/20/14 Page 69 of 86

-spdiosuen SuLesy Suturelqo Jo 1509 agy 10 ‘SwmAdoo

‘go0] Su[1y ‘ss9001d JO 991AISS 10} $3500 SPIOXS | JIAIYXH U0 SON[BA
osuadxa a1 ‘A[SUIPIOIOY PIPIEME 9q ABUI 51500 SJQRXBIUOU AUO

‘c1 18 p1 (65L "ON PIQD T10T ‘6 JQUOAON JO I3PIQ §,3MOD STY 13




Case 2:08-md-02002-GP Document 999-8 Filed 06/20/14 Page 70 of 86

TUGGLE DUGGINS
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF ROBERT C. CONE, ESQUIRE

I, Robert C. Cone, declare as follows;

1. I am a Director of the law firm of Tuggle Duggins P.A. My firm is counsel to
Nussbaum-SFG, Inc. (f/k/a Nussbaum-SF, Inc.), a plaintiff in this action. [ make this
Declaration based on my personal knowledge. If called as a witness, [ could and would
competently testify to the matters stated herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with
this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
records of time and expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of

conducting its business.

749145v1
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3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the
following tasks in this litigation: organizing documents received in discovery from defendants;
review of defendants’ documents: review of corporate records and purchase records of client;
assist lead counsel with drafting disclosure responses; assist with drafting interrogatory
responses; organization and production of client’s documents (including electronically stored
information) in response to discovery requests from defendants; preparation for 30(b)(6)
deposition of client and work with lead counsel on objection to deposition notice.

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses' less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has
submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 2011
through February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class. [ have reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was

performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as

" Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit | exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, ot the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.
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Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions.
In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at
amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’
fees in such cases. Examples include:

a. In re: Cotton Yarn Antitrust Litigation, Case No. 1:04-md-1622, (M.D.N.C.); and

b. In re: Refrigerant Compressors Antitrust Litigation, Case No. 2:09-md-02042
(S.D. Mich.).
6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses

incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014.
These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a
contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.

[ declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 13, 2014, at Greensboro, North Camliq;-?

k(i

Robert C. Cone
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EXHIBIT 1
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Y 2011 - 201

Robert C. Cone - Attorhey - Director
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE: 1978
March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013
January 2014 - February 2014
TOTAL
Michael J. Wenig - Attorney - Director
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE: 1986
March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013
January 2014 - February 2014
TOTAL
Sarah J. Hayward - Attorney - Associate
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE: 2012
March 2011 - December 2011
2012

2013
January 2014 - February 2014

TOTAL:

B. Carol Groover - Non-Attorney - Paralegal
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE: Since 1994

Rate

280.00

Rate

305.00

320.00
340.60

Rate

190.00

72.60
47.30
10.060

142.6

Hours

Hours

50.10

50.1

Rate x Hours

$3,556.00

$42.786.00

Rate x Hours

$976.00

$2,704.00

Rate x Hours

$9,519.00

$9.519.00
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Rate Hours Rate x Hours
March 2011 - December 2011
2012
2013 95.00 4.20 $399.00
January 2014 - February 2014
TOTAL: 4.2 $399.00

MARCH 2011 - FEBRUARY 2014 CUMULATIVE TOTALS

CUMULATIVE FIRMWIDE HOURS...................... ) - 205.30
CUMULATIVE FIRMWIDE LODESTAR.......... I $55,408.00
NON-TAXABLE EXPENSES* .. ... $10,216.33

NON-TAXABLE EXPENSES* LESS ASSESSMENTS...  §216.33

*Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id at (3,
only nontaxable costs may be awarded. Accordingly, the expense
values on Exhibit | exclude costs for service of process, filing fees,
copying, or the cost of obtaining hearing transcripts.
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ZELLE HOFFMAN
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS

ANTITRUST LITIGATION
MDL Docket No. 2002
08-md-02002

This document relates to:

ALL DIRECT PURCHASER ACTIONS

DECLARATION OF CRAIG C. CORBITT, ESQUIRE

I, CRAIG C. CORBITT, declare as follows:

1. [ am a PARTNER of the law firm of ZELLE HOFMANN VOELBEL & MASON
LLP. My firm is counsel to T.K. Ribbing’s Family Restaurant, LLC; John A. Lisciandro d/b/a
Lisciandro’s Restaurant; Goldberg and Solovy Foods, Inc.; Karetas Foods, Inc.; Nussbaum-SF,
Inc.; Somerset Industries, Inc.; Wixon, Inc.; SensoryEffects Flavor Co. d/b/a SensoryEffects
Flavor Systems; and Eby-Brown Company LLC, plaintiffs in this action. I make this Declaration
based on my personal knowledge. If called as a witness, [ could and would competently testify
to the matters stated herein.

2. This Declaration pertains to the hours worked by professionals in my firm, and
the expenses incurred by this firm, during the period from March 2011 through February 2014.
My firm has submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel in this case (i) monthly reports setting forth
the hours which this firm (by individual) has devoted to work on this case for the foregoing
period of time, and (ii) monthly reports setting forth the expenses incurred in connection with

this firm’s work on the case during that same period. These monthly reports are based upon
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records of time and expenses regularly maintained by my firm in the normal course of
conducting its business.

3. At the direction of Interim Co-Lead Counsel, my firm has performed the
following tasks in this litigation during the designated time period: conduct second-level review
and analysis of the most important documents produced by Defendant National Food Corp.
(“NFC”) to select the best documents for use in the depositions of NFC employees; create and
run targeted searches on the document review platform, and select and summarize the best
documents for use in the NFC mediation brief; conduct review of Plaintiff Eby-Brown Company
LLC’s documents for production, reviewing for relevance, confidentiality and privilege; review
for relevance and code documents produced by Defendants NFC, Nucal Foods, Inc., and Cal-
Maine Foods, Inc. and draft summary memoranda re same; review of status reports and emails
sent by co-lead counsel regarding case status and strategy, and review of court orders and other
case filings; and respond to requests for information from Co-Lead Counsel, among other tasks.

4. Attached as Exhibit 1 hereto is a chart setting forth, for the March 2011 through
February 2014 time period: (i) the individuals from this firm who have worked on this case; (ii)
the dates of admission (attorneys) or years of experience (non-attorneys) for each individual that
has worked on this case; (iii) the billable rates charged by each such individual, by year, for work
performed on this case; (iv) the total number of hours that each individual has worked on this
case, by year; (v) the total hours and total lodestar for the firm; and (vi) the total, non-taxable
expenses' less assessments for the firm.

5. Attached as Exhibit 2 hereto are the monthly lodestar reports which this firm has

submitted to Interim Co-Lead Counsel for the Direct Purchaser Class Plaintiffs from March 201 1

' Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13, only nontaxable costs may be awarded.
Accordingly, the expense values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees, copying, or the cost of
obtaining hearing transcripts.




Case 2:08-md-02002-GP Document 999-8 Filed 06/20/14 Page 80 of 86

through February 2014. The lodestar amount reflected in the reports attached hereto is for work
assigned by Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel and was performed by professional staff at my law
firm for the benefit of the Direct Purchaser Plaintift Class. [ have reviewed the lodestar reports
attached hereto and can confirm that they are true and correct. All work reported by individuals
(attorneys and non-attorneys) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class in this matter was
performed on a wholly contingent basis. The rates set forth in the monthly reports attached as
Exhibit 2 are the regular, historical hourly rates in effect at the time work was performed. These
rates are the same as, or substantially similar to, rates used by my firm in similar types of actions.
In addition, my firm has submitted fee petitions in other cases that have reported hourly rates at
amounts comparable to those sought herein, and courts have approved an award of attorneys’
fees in such cases. Examples include: Inre TFT-LCD (Flat Panel) Antitrust Litigation, 3:07-
MD-1827 SI (2013); In re Static Random Access Memory (SRAM) Antitrust Litigation, 07-md-
1819 (CW) (2011); Comes et al. v. Microsoft Corp., No. CL82311, lowa District Court for Polk
County (2008); Smokeless Tobacco Cases I-1V, J.C.C.P. No. 4250, Superior Court for the State
of California, San Francisco County (2008); Sullivan et al. v. DB Investments, Inc., No. 04-
02819 (Stanley R. Chesler), U.S. District Court for the District of New Jersey (2008); Carbon
Black Cases, J.C.C.P. No. 4323, Superior Court for the State of California, San Francisco County
(2008); In re Automotive Refinishing Paint Cases, J.C.C.P. No. 4199, Superior Court for the
State of California, Alameda County (2007); In re Laminates Cases, J.C.C.P. No. 4129, Superior
Court for the State of California, Alameda County (2007).

6. Attached as Exhibit 3 hereto are monthly charts setting forth the expenses
incurred by this firm in connection with this litigation from March 2011 through February 2014.

These costs were incurred on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Plaintiff Class by my firm on a
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contingent basis, and have not been reimbursed.
I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the
foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on June 16, 2014 at San Francisco, California.

/s/ Craig C. Corbitt
Craig C. Corbitt

3255103v2
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EXHIBIT 1
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ERIC W. BUETZOW, ASSOCIATE
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE: 2007

March 2011 - December 2011

2012
2013
January 2014 - February 2014

HEATHER T. RANKIE, ASSOCIATE
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE: 2009

March 2011 - December 2011

2012
2013
January 2014 - February 2014

JUBILEE D. MENZIES, ASSOCIATE
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE: 1 YEAR

March 2011 - December 2011
2012

2013
January 2014 - February 2014

TOTAL:

TOTAL:

TOTAL

Rate

505.00

Rate

455.00
480.00
505.00

Rate

395.00

Hours

0.30

0.30

Hours

24.60
521.90
0.20

546.70

Hours

755.40

755.40

Rate x Hours

$151.50
$0.00
$0.00

$151.50

Rate x Hours

$11,193.00
$250,512.00
$101.00

$261,806.00

Rate x Hours

$298,383.00

$298,383.00
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SUMMARY OF MARCH 2011 -

DANIEL S. MASON, PARTNER
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE: 1972

March 2011 - December 2011

2012
2013
January 2014 - February 2014

CRAIG C. CORBITT, PARTNER
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE: 1978

March 2011 - December 2011

2012

2013
January 2014 - February 2014

CHRISTOPHER T. MICHELETTI, PARTNER

ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE: 1988

March 2011 - December 2011
2012

2013
January 2014 - February 2014

TOTAL

TOTAL

TOTAL

Rate

875.00

Rate
900.00
875.00

875.00
875.00

Rate

800.00
800.00

UARY 2014 TIME & EXPENSES
FIRM NAME: ZELLE HOFMANN VOELBEL & MASON LLP

Hours

0.90

0.90

Hours
1.80
1.10
2.10
0.30

5.30

Hours

5.70
3.90

9.60

Rate x Hours

$787.50
$0.00
$0.00

$787.50

Rate x Hours

$1,620.00
$0.00
$962.50
$1,837.50
$262.50

$4,682.50

Rate x Hours

$4,560.00
$3,120.00
$0.00

$7,680.00
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ROBERT NEWMAN, PARALEGAL
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE: 1988

March 2011 - Degember 2011

2012
2013
January 2014 - February 2014

MARIE BABIONE, PARALEGAL
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE: 2006

March 2011 - December 2011

2012
2013
January 2014 - February 2014

MONICA J. STEELE
ADMITTED TO PRACTICE or YEARS OF
EXPERIENCE: 1988

March 2011 - December 2011
2012

2013
January 2014 - February 2014

TOTAL:

TOTAL

TOTAL:

Rate

275.00

Rate

235.00

Rate

220.00

220.00

235.00
235.00

Hours

0.20

0.20

Hours

4.50

4.50

Hours
5.50
0.50
4.40
0.20

10.60

Rate x Hours

$55.00

$55.00

Rate x Hours

$1,057.50

$1,057.50

Rate x Hours

$1,210.00
$0.00
$110.00
$1,034.00
$47.00

$2,401.00
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CUMULATIVE FIRMWIDE LODESTAR.........
NON-TAXABLE EXPENSES*....

NON-TAXABLE EXPENSES* LESS ASSESSMENTS...

*Per this Court’s Order of November 9, 2012 (Dkt. No. 759), id. at 13,
only nontaxable costs may be awarded. Accordingly, the expense
values on Exhibit 1 exclude costs for service of process, filing fees,
copying, or the cost of obtaining hearing transcripts.

Page 86 of 86

1,333.50
$577,004.00
$10,089.10
$89.10



Case 2:08-md-02002-GP Document 999-9 Filed 06/20/14 Page 1 of 1

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN RE: PROCESSED EGG PRODUCTS
ANTITRUST LITIGATION : MDL No. 2002
08-md-02002

THIS DOCUMENT APPLIES TO:
All Direct Purchaser Actions

[PROPOSED] ORDER

AND NOW, this day of , 2014, upon consideration of the Motion

submitted by Direct Purchaser Plaintiffs’ counsel for an award of attorneys’ fees and
reimbursement of expenses, as well as the supporting memoranda and exhibits, it is hereby
ORDERED that:
1. Counsel for Direct Purchaser Plaintiffs are awarded attorneys’ fees in the amount of
$8,400,000, with accrued interest.
2. Counsel for Direct Purchaser Plaintiffs are awarded reimbursement of expenses in the
amount of $1,066,101.83, with accrued interest.
3. Interim Co-Lead Counsel are responsible for allocating and distributing attorneys’
fees and expenses among counsel for the Direct Purchaser Plaintiffs.
4. The Court retains jurisdiction over the Cal-Maine Settlement Agreement to include
resolution of any matters which may arise related to the allocation and distribution of
attorneys’ fees and expenses.

BY THE COURT:

GENE E.K. PRATTER
United States District Judge



Case 2:08-md-02002-GP Document 999-10 Filed 06/20/14 Page 1 of 2

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that, on this 20th day of June, 2014, the below-listed documents were served
on Liaison Counsel for Defendants, Indirect Purchaser Plaintiffs, and Direct Action Plaintiffs, as

follows:

Documents Served & Manner of Service

1. Direct Purchaser Plaintiffs’ Motion for an Award of Attorneys’ Fees and for
Reimbursement of Expenses and Proposed Order were served upon all liaison counsel via
this Court’s ECF system and electronic mail;

2. Direct Purchaser Plaintiffs’ Memorandum in Support of Motion for an Award of Attorneys’
Fees and for Reimbursement of Expenses was served upon all liaison counsel via this
Court’s ECF system and electronic mail,

3. The Declaration of Mindee J. Reuben, Esg. in support of Plaintiffs’ Motion for an Award of
Attorneys’ Fees and for Reimbursement of Expenses was served upon all liaison counsel
via this Court’s ECF system and electronic mail;

4. The Supplemental Affidavit of Jennifer M. Keough was served upon all liaison counsel via
this Court’s ECF system and electronic mail; and

5. The Declaration of Jeremy S. Spiegel, Esquire, and Exhibit 1 thereto were served upon all
liaison counsel via this Court’s ECF system and electronic mail; Exhibits 2 and 3 to the
Spiegel Declaration were filed in hard copy with the Clerk of Court and will be made
available to liaison counsel via an FTP site.

Jan P. Levine, Esquire
PEPPER HAMILTON LLP
3000 Two Logan Square

18™ & Arch Streets
Philadelphia, PA 19103
(215) 981-4714

(215) 981-4750 (fax)
levinej@pepperlaw.com

Defendants’ Liaison Counsel

Liaison Counsel

Krishna B. Narine, Esquire
MEREDITH & NARINE, LLC
100 S. Broad Street

Suite 905

Philadelphia, PA 19110

(215) 564-5182

(215) 569-0958
knarine@m-npartners.com

Indirect Purchaser Plaintiffs’ Liaison
Counsel
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William J. Blechman, Esquire
KENNY NACHWALTER, P.A.
1100 Miami Center

201 South Biscayne Boulevard
Miami, Florida 33131

Telephone: 305-373-1000
Facsimile: 305-372-1861
wblechman@kennynachwalter.com

Direct Action Plaintiffs’ Liaison Counsel

Date: June 20, 2014 BY: /s/ Jeremy S. Spiegel
WEINSTEIN KITCHENOFF & ASHER LLC
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