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BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF WOLF POPPER LLP

Wolf Popper LLP (“Wolf Popper” or “the Firm”) is a nationally recognized law firm with
decades of experience in the fields of securities, consumer, and ERISA class actions and securities
derivative actions. Since the Firm was founded in 1945, Wolf Popper has been a leader in efforts to
protect the interests of defrauded investots, consumers, and employees, prosecuting hundreds of actions
under federal and state laws throughout the United States, and recovering billions for aggrieved parties.

The Fimm also has a substantial practice in corporate and commercial law. Wolf Popper’s
commercial litigation practice encompasses the representation of defendants as well as plaintiffs. The
Firm’s corporate practice includes business transactions, emiployet/employee relations, and the law of
foreign missions. Among the Firm’s clients are domestic and international individuals and businesses,
and foreign missions to the United Nations.

The Firm’s members have been on the faculty of the Practicing Law Institute and are active
members in a variety of professional legal associations, including serving on or chairing a number of
comunittees of such associations. The Firm’s members include graduates from the law schools of
Harvard, Columbia, and New York University, and many of the Firm’s members have written
extensively on a variety of subjects for numerous professional associations and legal periodicals. Many
of the Firm’s current and former members have held responsible positions in government both at the
federal and the state level. For example, Benedict Wolf (now deceased) was the Fitst Secretary and
Chief Trial Exaniner of the National Labor Relations Board, and Martin Popper (now deceased) was

a copsultant to the U.S. Delegation to the Founding Conference of the United Nations and was vice-
president of the Consular Law Society.

‘Wolf Popper has an exemplary record in its representation of plaintiffs, and the skill and
experience of the attorneys at the Firm have been repeatedly recognized by Courts throughout the
country. Inrecognition of its high standing at the bar, Courts have frequently appointed Wolf Popper
to serve as lead or co-lead counsel in complex, multi-party actions, including securities, consurmer, and
ERISA. actions. Many of the Wolf Popper attorneys are regularly selected as New York “Super
Lawyers”®. This selection represents the top 5% of attorneys practicing in New York City.

‘Wolf Popper has achieved notable and significant successes over the years, some of which are
detajled below. Most recently, the Fir was appointed by the Honorable Sidney H. Stein of the United
States District Court for the Southern District of New York as Co-Lead Counsel in an ERISA. action
brought on behalf of participants and beneficiaries who acquired interests in Citigroup common stock
through certain Citigroup 401 (k) employee benefit plans. The action alleges that defendants breached
their fiduciary duties under ERISA by imprudently investing participants’ assets in Citigroup common
stock despite the fact that such investment posed an undue risk due to, inter alia, (i) Citigroup’s
underwriting of sdbprime and “low documentation” loans, (il) undisclosed losses owing to such

subprime loans and (iif) Citigroup’s involvement in issuing commercial paper through off-balance-sheet
structured investment vehicles (SIVs).

A sample of some of the outstanding recoveries achieved and decisions obtained by the Firm
is described below.

Securities Actions:

° In the Motorola Securifies Litigation, 03C287 (RRP) (N.D. IIl.), Wolf Popper

represented the Lead Plaintiff, the State of New Jersey, Department of Treasury, Division of
Investment. On the eve of trial, the defendants paid $190,000,000 to the class to resolve the federal
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securities litigation. This recovery was obtained after more than four years of litigation. During the
litigation, Wolf Popper, among other things, defeated Motorola’s motion to dismiss the complaint (2004

U.S. Dist. LEXIS 18250 (Sept. 9, 2004, N.D. II1.)) and Motorola’s motions for summary judgment
(2007 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 9530 (Feb. 8, 2007, N.D. TIL)).

° In Thurber v, Mattel, Master File No. CV-99-10368-MRP(CWx) (C.D. Cal.) (§10(b)
claims) and Dusek v. Mattel, Master File No. CV-99-10864-MRP(CWx) (C.D. Cal.) (§14(a) claitns),
WolfPopper was amember of the Executive Committee of Plaintiffs” counsel, but was also specifically
appointed by the Federal Court to have primary responsibility for the prosecution of the Dusek v. Mattel
§14(a) claims. After more than three years of extremely hard-fought litigation, including two rounds
of motions to dismiss, the production of millions of documents, and the taking or defending of more
than 40 depositions, both cases settled for the aggregate sum of $122 million, with $61 million allocated
for the Dusek v. Mattel §14(a) claims, believed to be the largest settlement of a § 14(a) case. Upon
approving the settlement, the Judge complimented counsel saying that the settlement was an “awfully
good result.” The Judge also specifically found that “Wolf Popper LLP vigorously prosecuted the
Dusek action and zealously represented the interests ofthe Dusek class members” and that WolfPopper
zealously performed in a “very capable and professional manmet.”

. Tn Middlesex Retirement System v. Quest Softwate, Inc., No. 06-06863-DOC(RINBx)
(C.D. Cal.), Wolf Popper was appointed lead counsel in a federal securities class action against Quest
Software, Inc. (“Quest”), a company that designs, develops, distributes and supports software products.
The case is based on allegations that Quest issued materially false and misleading statements to cover
up its failure to account properly for backdated stock options, causing Quest’s operating and net income
to be overstated and its stock price to be artificially inflated. Following comprehensive briefing
opposing defendants’ initial motion to dismiss, the Court on October 22, 2007, denied virtually all of
defendants® motion. Defendants filed subsequent motions to dismiss challenging the amended
complaint which had added additional allegations. The Court, on July 10, 2008, denied defendants’
motions to dismiss the claims under § 10(b) and § 20(a) of the Securities Exchange Act 0f 1934. The
litigation is proceeding.

° In Huberman v, Tag-Jt Pacific Inc., Case No. 2:05-cv-07352-R(Ex) (C.D. Cal.), Wolf
Popper successfully appealed the district court’s grant of summary judgment to defendants and the
denial of class certification. In addition to reversing summary judgment, the Ninth Cirxcuit Court of
Appeals also reversed the district cowrt’s denial of class certification, and ordered the district court to
certify the class. Hubermanv. Tag-It Pacific Inc., 2009 U.S. App. LEXIS 2780 (9* Cir. Jan. 16, 2009).

e WolfPopper LLP was a co-lead settlement counsel for the plaintiff class in In re Service

Corporation Internat’l, Civil Action No. H-99-280 (S.D. Tex.). The action alleged that defendants made
material misrepresentations in connection with Service Corp.’s January 1999 stock~for-stock acquisition
of Equity Corp. International. Based ou the strength of the amended complaint, and presentation at
mediation sessions, Wolf Popper recovered $63 million for the plaintiff class. The settlement, approved
in 2004, was an extraordinary recovery inasmuch as there were no allegations of insider trading, a SEC
investigation, or an accounting testatement, and the District Courthad spent over four years deliberating

over defendants’ motion to dismiss the coroplaint, lessening plaintiffs’ leverage in settlement
negotiations.

° In Stanley v. Safeskin, Lead Case No. 99cv454-BTM(LSP) (S.D. Cal.), Wolf Popper
served as Court-appointed Co-lead Counsel for Plaintiffs, in which the Court approved a $55 million
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settlement in favor of plaintiffs on March 20, 2003. The Honorable Bany T. Moskowitz thereafter
complimented Plaintiffs’ Co-Lead Counsel, noting his “incredible respect for the work that the lawyers
did.” Describing Plaintiffs’ counsel as “highly skilled in these cases,” Judge Moskowitz commented
that he was “kind of looking forward to trying this case, because it would have the best lawyers in the
country trying this case. . . .’ The Court subsequently further complimented Co-Lead Counsel, stating
that “comapetency is too weak of a word -- the extraordinary ability of these firms * * * I really thought
that the Plaintiffs’ law firms in this case not only had extraordinary ability to deal with the complicated
factual issues -- and it certainly was a difficult case, and you should be applauded in that regard.”
Paying Plaintiffs’ Co-Lead Counsel perhaps an ultimate compliment, the Court further said, “From the
plaintiffs’ perspective — and I say this for all the firms -- you handled it on a much higher plane,
probably on a textbook or ideal plane. If they would teach people how it should be done in law school,
this would be the example of, how the lawyers handle this case.”

® In Buxbaum v. Deutsche Bank, A.G., 98 Civ. 8460 (JGK) (S.D.N.Y.), Wolf Popper
recovered $58 million as co-lead counsel in amajor securities fraud action against Deutsche Bank, A.G.
and its sepior officer. The action alleged that Deutsche Bank defrauded Bankers Trust shareholders by
misrepresenting the status of takeover negotiations for Deutsche Bank to acquire Bankers Trust. The
District Court’s opinion denying defendants’ motion to distoiss is reported at Fed. Sec. L. Rep. (CCH)
990,969 (S.D.N.Y. 2000). The decision denying defendants’ motion for sumumary judgment is reported
at 2002 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 1893 (S.D.N.Y., Jan. 30, 2002). The $58 million recovery, obtained on the

eve of trial, was equivalent to approximately 48% of the class’ maxinum possible recovery, and
approximately 96% of the class’ most likely recovery.

® In In re Sunbeam Sec. Litig., 98-8258-Civ.-Middlebrooks (S.D. Fl.), Wolf Popper was
appointed co-lead counsel. The case was brought against Sunbeam, its auditors, and former officers
and directors of the company, including “Chainsaw” Al Dunlap. Plaintiffs reached a partial settlement
with Sunbeam’s auditors, Arthur Andersen, for $110 million - one of the largest settlements ever with
an accounting firm in a securities class action - and reached a separate settlement with the individual

defendants that included more than $18 million in cash plus a separate $13 million recovery from the
company’s excess insurance policies. '

® In Inre Providian Financial Sec. Litig., MDL No. 1301 (E.D. Pa.), Wolf Popper was co-
lead counsel for the plaintiff class and obtained a $38 million recovery from the defendants. The Court,
in approving the settlement in June 2002, remarked on the “extremely high quality” and “skill and
efficiency” of plaintiffs’ counsel’s work, which the Court stated it had seen throughout the litigation.
The Court also noted the “extremely high quality” of Wolf Popper’s work is reflected in the result

which it obtained and in the fact that it is a nationally prominent firm with extensive experience in the
field.

° In Inre FTD.com, Inc. ShareholderLitig., C.A. No. 19458-NC (Del. Ch.), Wolf Popper
was co-lead counsel in an action in Delaware Chancery Court that alleged that members of the board
of directors of FTD.com abused their control of the company by taking FTD.com private under terms
advantageous to them but not to FTD.com’s public sharebolders. After mediation, co-lead counsel
obtained a recovery which came to morethan 99% of the damages claimed by members of the class.

° In Danis v. USN Comraunications, Inc., No. 98 C 7482 (N.D. 111., May 30, 2001), the
Courtrecently approved a settlement Wolf Popper obtained of approximately $45 million for investors,
expressly thanking Plaintiffs’ co-lead counsel “for all the work youhave done and constructive results.”
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L In Retsky Family Limited Partnership v. Price Waterhouse LLP, No. 97 C 7694 (N.D.

Tk, JTune 18, 2001), an arbitration before a court appointed arbitrator, after a full hearing and several
days of testimony, the arbitrator awarded plaintiffs the total damages claimed.

] Wolf Popper achieved a benefit of over $50 million in the settlement of the litigation
over the merger of the American Stock Exchange and the NASD in Philipson v. American Stock
Exchange, 98 Civ. 4219 (DC) (S.D.N.Y., Transcript of Proceedings, Febrary 18, 1999, at 8-11), in
which the Court complimented the Fixm for its “terrific job” in negotiating a “substantial [recovery].”

® ‘WolfPopper was co-lead counsel in In re Chambers Development Co, Sec. Lifig., C.A.
No. 92-0679 (W.D. Pa.) that resulted in a $95 million cash settlement for the class in 1996.

® Wolf Popper was the Chair of Plaintiffs’ Executive and Scheduling Committees in the
consolidated litigation arising out of the national scandal at Wedtech Corporation. Inre Wedtech Sec.
Litig., M 21-36 (LBS) MDL 735 (S.D:N.Y.). The action was settled in 1992 for $77.5 million, one of
the then largest settlements in a securities fraud action.

Wolf Popper served as co-lead counsel in In re Prime Motor Inns Shareholder Litig,,
Master File No. 90-87 (DRD) (D.N.J.). At the conclusion of the case in 1993, Judge Debevoise
complimented plaintiffs’ counsel, stating, “The plaintiffs’ attorneys have performed their work
aggressively, skillfully and with good effect.”

° Wolf Popper served as amember of Plaintiffs’ Executive Committee and as Plajntiffs’
Lead Settlement Counsel in In_re Gulf Oil/Cities Service Tender Offer Litig., 82 Civ. 5253 (MBM)
(S.D.N.Y.), where a settlement of $34 million, achieved only after the case was fully prepared for trial,
was approved by the Court in May 1992.

° Wolf Popper was the plaintiffs’ co-trial counsel in Bella Abzug, et ano. v. Kerkorian,

et al., CA 000981, Superior Court, Los Angeles, California, which was settled during trial in October
1990 for $35 mijllion.

® Wolf Popper was the plaintiffs’ co-lead counsel in a litigation that resulted in the then

largest recovery in the history of secutities class actions. In In re The Standard Oil Company/British
Petroleum Litig., Consolidated Case No. 12676, Court of Common Pleas, Cuyahoga County, Ohio,
plaintiffs’ counsel negotiated and obtained a benefit for the class in excess of $600 million. Inits ruling

which approved in full counsels’ application for attorneys’ fees, the Court commented favorably on the
quality of co-lead counsel:

The professional skill required to achieve the resultant benefits to this Class has been
evidenced on nearly a daily basis by this Court.

As aresult of this professional skill and excellent representation, these benefits to the
Class would not have otherwise been achieved.

The Court has fully weighed in its decision the benefits bestowed on the Class. At this
juncture the Court finds that the benefit is unprecedented.

® ‘WolfPopper was co-lead counsel in the case producing the largest recovery in a securities class

action prior to the Standard Oil litigation. In Joseph, et al v. Shell Oil Company, et al., Consolidated
Civil Action No. 7450 (Del. Ch., April 19, 1985), the plaintiff stockholders successfully petitioned the
Delaware Chancery Coutt to enjoin the proposed merger of Shell Oil Company and Royal Dutch
Petroleurn Company, 482 A.2d 335, Del. Ch. 1984). In approving the $205 million recovery in the

4
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Shell Qi] Litigation, Vice Chancellor Maurice Hartnett stated: “The results achieved in this case for the
class are outstanding.”

° Wolf Popper played a major role in representing the rights of shareholders in the
notorious Boesky/Drexel/Milken trading scandal involving Ivan F. Boesky, Dennis B. Levine, Kidder
Peabody & Co. Incorporated, Goldman, Sachs & Co., Drexel, Michael R. Milken, and others. These
actions arose from the illegal use byvarious individuals of non-public information about publicly traded
corporations, conveyed to them from highleve] executives at these large investment firms, to reap illicit
profits for personal gain. Wolf Popper was appointed co-lead counsel in several of these actions,
including the Boesky insider trading class litigation pending in the Southern District of New York, to
represent classes of shareholders who suffered Josses as a result of these illicit activities. InreIvanF.
Boesky Sec. Litig., MDL 732, MDL-~21-45-MP (S.D.N.Y.). The Firm is also one of the lead counsel
in the Drexel/Milken litigation also pending in the Southern District of New York. In re Drexel
Burnham ILambert Group Inc., et al.. Debtoxs, 90 Civ. 6954 (MP), 90-B-10421 (FGC) (S.D.N.Y.). After
intensive litigation, the Firm helped recover in excess of $800 million for investors. In the global
settlement of these Milken related litigations, the Court specifically certified a worldwide class of

investors after notice was given throughout the world, in addition to publications in newspapers
worldwide.

® Wolf Popper was a court-appointed co-lead counsel representing a class of Salomon
Brothers securities purchasers who brought an action under the federal securities laws arising out of
violations of rules of the United States Department of the Treasury in connection with certain auctions
of government securities, Inre Salomon Brothers Inc. Sec. Litig., 91 Civ. 5442 (RPP) (S.D.N.Y.). The
litigation ultimately settled for over $54 million.

L The Fimm was co-lead counsel for plaintiffs in litigation involving the alleged

“greenmail” of Walt Disney Company by Saul Steinberg and his Reliance Group, Heckmann v.
Ahmanson, C.A. 000851 (Superior Court, Cal.) (co-lead counsel for derivative actions). There the Los
Angeles Superior Court in September 1989 approved a settlement providing for a cash payment of $45
million plus the therapeutic benefit of the termination of certain defendants’ claim for rescission which
potentially would have cost the company in excess of a billion dollars.

Numerous othet cases in which the Firm acted as sole lead or co-lead counsel for plaintiffs
resulted in multi-million dollar settlements in favor of plaintiffs, including, for example:

* Inre Grand Casinos. Inc. Sec. Litig., Master File No. 4-96-890 (JRT/RLE) (settled in August
2001; in one of the very early decisions under the Private Securities Litigation Reform Act of
1995, the court sustained various claims finding that plaintiffs met rigorous pleading standards
of the then new Act, 988 F. Supp. 1270 (D. Minn. 1997));

* Jonas v. Aspec Technology. Inc., Lead Case No. CV775037 (Superior Court of the State of
California, County of Santa Clara (approved in 2001);

* Inre Adac Laboratories Sec. Litig., Master File No. C-98-4934-MHP;

» Inre Exide Corp. Sec. Litig., 98-CV-60061-AA. (E.D. Mich.)

* Inre Archer Daniels Midland Co. Securities Litig., (C.D. Ill.) ($30 million recovery approved
in 1997),

* Inye JWP, Inc. Sec. Litig.,Master File No. 92 Civ. 5815 (S.D.N.Y.) (recovery of $36.2
million from officers, directors, and outside anditors, approved in 1996);

* Polikoffv. Eamer, Case No. BC039354 (Superior Court, Los Angeles, Cal.) ( equitable and
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therapeutic relief in addition to substantial damages approved in 1996);

* PS Group Inc. Sec. Litig., Master File No. 93-2046 (C.D. Ill., October 1995) (approved in
1995);

» In re Pacific Enterprises Sec. Litig., CV920841 JSL (EEx) (C.D. Ca., March 28, 1994) (335
million recovery approved in 1994)(where the Judge complimented plaintiffs’ co-lead counsel
as being “outstanding lawyers” who “could not be improved on for this kind of litigation,” and
“this group of lawyers merits [respect].”);

» In re American Business Coroputers Corporation Sec. Litig., Docket No. MDL 913 (CLB)
(SD.N.Y)

*» Inye McDonnell Douglas Egmpment Leasing Sec. Litig., MDIL No. 873 (S.D.N.Y )(the Court
described the Firm as “experienced and competent counsel’™);
+ Inre: Fleet/Norstar Sec. Litig.,, C.A. No. 90-0173-B (FIB)(D.R.1.);
* Inte Marion Merrell Dow Inc. Sec. Litig., Master File No. 92-0609-CV-W-6 (W.D. Mo.);
» Hwang v. Smith Corona Corp,, CA B 89-450 (TEGD) (D. Conn.) ($24.5 million recovery);
« Pill v. Metromedia, (Del. Ch. Court);
« Watkins v. Beatrice, (Del. Ch. Court) ($190 million recovery);
+ In re International Systems & Controls Sec. Litig., MDL 440 (S.D. Tex.) (recovery for the
class members of 100% of their damages);
+ American Southwest Mgngage Sec. Litig., Civ. 89-462 TUC RMB (D. Az. 1992);
* Seidman v. Stauffer Chemical Co., (D.Conn.);

* Flohr v. Borman’s, (S.D.N.Y.) (recovery for class members of over 90% of their damages);
+ Inre Elscint, L’td Sec. ng MDL 675 (D. Mass.),;

inberg v. nc., (D.N.J.) (recovery for the class members of 200% of
then damages);

« In re Philips N.V. Sec. Litig., Master File 90 Civ..3044 (RPP) (S.D.N.Y.);
« Rand v. Lotimar, 88 Civ. 3179 (LLS) (S.D.N.Y.);
* Inre Jefferson Smurfit Corporation Shareholders’ Litig., consolidated C.A. No. 11006 (Del.

Ch.);

» In re National Education Corp. Sec. Litig., Master File No. SACV-89-405-AHS (RWRX)
(C.D. Cal:);

« Inre Phillips Petroleum Sec. Litig., Master File No. Misc. 85-75-MMS (D. Del.);
* Fine, et al. v. Houston Ofl Trust, et al., C.A. No. H-82-551 (S.D. Tex.) (settlement of
approximately $45 million);
» Inre Beverly Enterprises Sec. Litig., Master File No. CV-88-01189 (RSWL) (Tx) (C.D. Cal.);
+ Inre Tenneco Inc. Sec. Litig., Master File No. H-912010 (S.D. Tex.) ($50 million settlement);
+ In re Telerate, Inc. Shareholders Litig., Civil Action No. 1115 (consolidated) (Del. Ch.)
(acquiring comapany required to pay $3 more per share);
+ In re Henley Manufacturing Corporation Shareholders Litig., Consolidated Civil Action No.
10445 (Del. Ch.) (class recovery of $10 per share increase in tender offer price, a $26 million
benefit, plus additional therapeutic benefits);
+ In re Kaypro Corporation Shareholder Litig,, Master File No. 84-2091 N(M) (S.D. Cal.);
» Rand v. Lorimar Telepictures Corp., 88 Civ. 3179 (LLS) (S.D.N.Y.);

robow v. Dingman, Civil No. 575076 (Superior Court, Cal.) and Civil No. 87-0889 JLI
(IEG) (S.D. Cal.) (settlement, comprised of monetary and equitable relief, valued by experts at
in excess of $52 million, of federal and state class and derivative actions);

6
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+ Inre EF. Hutton Banking Practices Litig.,, MDL No. 649 (WK);
« Weinberger v, Shumway, Civil No. 547586 (Superior Court., Cal.);
"+ Inre Saxon Sec. Litig,, 82 Civ. 3103 (S.D.N.Y.);

ubenfeld and Polikoff v. Harte-Hanks Communications. Inc. Civil Action Nos. 7558, 7565
(Del. Ch.);

+ Bacine v. Scharffenberger, C.A. 7862 (Del. Ch.);

« Inre Ttel Sec. Litig., C-79-2168A (N.D. Cal.) ($40 million recovery);

* Inre United States Surgical Corp., (D. Conn. No. B-83-775);

+ Inre Digital Equipment Corporation Sec. Litig., Master File No, CA 83-3255Y (D. Mass.).

Consumer Class Actions:

'Wolf Popper’s strong presence in prosecuting class actions on behalf of defrauded consumers
has similarly resulted in the retum of millions of dollaxs to thousands of victims of unfair business
practices. These litigations in which the Firm served as sole lead or co-lead counsel include, among
others:

° CILRB Hanson Industries, LL.C v. Google, Inc., Case No. C 05-03649 JW PVT (N.D.

Cal.), in which Wolf Popper represents advertisers who allege that Google improperly overcharged

them in connection with Google’s AdWords program. The action has been prelinuinarily settled for $20
million, and the settlement is awaiting court approval.

° Inre Coordinated Title Insurance Cases, Index No.009600/03 (Sup. Ct., Nassau County,
- NY), a New York consumer fraud action brought against various Title Insurance Companies for their

failure to charge the discounted rate for title insurance premiums in qualified refinancing transactions
and their failure to provide borrowers with notice of the discount. In approving the settlement of over

$31 million, one of the largest conswmer class actions in the history of that court, at the hearing held
on July 29, 2005, the court stated:

And it’s this Court’s very strong opinion that what we have had before
us on all sides — Plaintiffs’ side, which involves two firms, and the
Defendants, eight Defendants which involve five finms representing the
eight different Defendants — was lawyering of the highest quality. It’s
always enjoyable for the Court to have high quality lawyering in front of
it. It’s always 1oy opinion that it raises the level of the Bench when the
lawyers before it proceed in a very high fashion, which has happened in
this case.

° Sims v. First Consumers National Bank, Index No. 01/604536 (Sup. Ct., NY County),

this consumer fraud action challenged the misleading disclosure of fees in fine print in connection with
the issuance of the bank’s credit cards. The lower court’s dismissal of the action was unanimously

reversed by the appellate court and the action was settled in 2005 with a tecovery of 100% of the
damages for the class.

° Canning v, Concord EFS, Inc., Docket No. L-6609-02 (Super. Ct., NJ, Law Division,
Camden County), a consumer fraud action brought in New Jersey on behalf of recipients of certain
public assistance benefits who were being illegally surcharged to access their benefits through ATM

machines. The settlement, approved in May 2005, provided for a recovery of 90% of the surcharges
and an injunction halting the illegal surcharging.
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L Taylor v. American Bankers Tnsurance Group. Inc,, 700 N.Y.S.2d 458 (App. Div., 1*
Dept.1999), in which the Firm successfully defended against an appeal by defendants of the certification
of a nationwide class on behalf of consumers who alleged that defendants had violated §§349 and 350
of the General Business Law by misleading consumers about the purchase of insurance and improperly
denying insurance claims. The Firm achieved a complete recovery for class members as defendants

agreed to pay class members’ disputed coverage claims in full, as well as revise their solicitations to
prevent a recurence.

° Champod v. Jomega Corn., No. 98/600887 (Sup. Ct, N.Y. Cty. 1999), in which
purchasers of computer storage devices alleged that the product could not read certain tapes that it was
advertised as being capable of reading, and that they were improperly charged for customer assistance
calls. The Firm achieved a settlement that provided a software fix to correct the problem with reading
the tapes or, if not corrected, ultimately provided for a return of the product; the Firm also obtained a
refund of 50% of the charges for the custoroer assistance calls.

o Princeton Econgmics Group, Inc. v. American Telephone & Telegraph Co., Civil Action

No. L-91-3221 (N.J. Super. Ct. 1995), the largest class action ever brought in New Jersey State Court.
The action, based upon AT&T’s marketing and sales of a telephone system that it advertised as well
suited to small businesses because of its “conference call” features, revealed that the phone system did
not function as advertised. The participants to calls could not hear each other because the conference
feature lacked amplification. This litigation resulted in a settlement valued by the Court at $85-90
million. At the conclusion of the case, the Court noted the complexity and difficulty of the issues
involved and favorably commented that, “[i]f not for the skill and experience of class counsel, a

settlement may not have been reached or, if it had been reached, may have resulted in a significantly
diminished recovery for the class.”

° Tanzer v. HIP, (1997 WL 773695), in a unanimous decision obtained by the Firm, the
New York Court of Appeals, New York’s highest court, upheld a class action complaint on behalf of
insureds who had been denied medical insurance coverage. The Firm subsequently obtained partial
summary judgment against HIP for breach of HIP’s contract with its health insurance subscribers for
failing to reimburse the subscribers for anesthesia-related expenses in conjunction with surgical
procedures petformed in New York State since June 7, 1993. Tanzer v. HIP, Index No. 114263-95, slip

op., January 27, 1999. Ultimately, a settlement was reached which paid members of the class 100%
of their damages.

® Feinberg v. Empire Blue Cross-Blue Shield Consumer Litig.,, 88 Civ. 2532 (RO)
(S.D.N.Y.), in which participants in a Blue Ctoss Blue Shield medical insurance program alleged that
the program breached its contract with customers by paying subscribers amounts below the “usual and
cugtomary” rates that it represented it would pay in its contract of insurance. The action was ultimately
séttled with Empire agreeing to reimburse subscribers,
ERISA Litigation

Wolf Popper has been appointed co-lead counsel in several class actions on behalf of
participants and beneficiaries of 401(k) plans, including, for example, on behalf of Citigroup and AIG.

° On October 7, 2008, the Court approved the settlement reached by Wolf Popper LLP
and its co-counsel, on behalf of former and current employees of AIG, in the amount of $24.2 million
in In re AIG BRISA Litigation, No. 04 Civ. 9387 (JES), stating that “without the work of these

8
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[plaintiffs’] attorneys there would be nothing.”

Transactional Litigation

Wolf Popper’s transactional litigation department has represented plaintiffs in Delaware and
other states’ courts when investors in merged or acquired companies are offered inadequate
compensation for their stock or are provided inadequate information to allow such investors to make
an informed decision whether to vote for such a transaction, tender their shares in a tender offer, or seek
appraisal. Examples of mexger and acquisition litigation challenging such transactions where Wolf
Popper acted as lead or co-lead counsel and contributed to the benefit include:

« Ehrenhaus v. Baker (Wachovia Comp.), Civil Action No: 08-CV8-22632 (N.C. Super. Ct.)

* Rice v, Lafarge North America, Inc., Civ. No. 268974-V (Md. Cir.) (§383 million aggregate
benefit)

» In re Aramark Corp. Shareholders Litig., Consol. C.A. No. 2117-N (Del. Ch.) (3222 million
aggregate benefit).

+ In re Nortek, Inc. Shareholder Litig., Consol. C.A. No. 19538-NC (Del. Ch.) ($63 million
aggregate benefit)

* In re New Valley Corp. Shareholder Litig., Consol. C.A. No. 1678-N (Del. Ch.) ($28 million
aggregate benefit).

« In re Net2Phone, Inc. Shareholders Litig,, Consol. C.A. No. 1467-N (Del. Ch.)

* In re William Lyon Homes Shareholder Litig., Consol. C.A. No. 2015-N (Del. Ch.)

» In re ftd.com Inc. Shareholder Litig., Consol. C.A. No. 19458 (Del. Ch.)

Wolf Popper has served as lead or co-lead counsel in other cases challenging transactions
involving, among others: The Topps Co., EDO Corp., James River Group, Inc., CentraCore Properties

Trust, Bioenvision, Inc., Mossimo, Inc., Genencm International Inc., Uni-Marts, Inc., Nassda Corp.,
and Chaparral Steel, Co.

Antitrust Actions:

Wolf Popper’s antitrust depattment has represented plaintiffs nationwide in price fixing cases
and other violations of the federal antitrust laws. For example, in In the Matter of the Ocean Shipping
Antitrust Litig,, MDL 395 (S.D.N.Y.) Wolf Popper was co-lead counsel and recovered over $50 million
on behalf of transatlantic shippers of goods who brought an action against the leading carriers of
containerized shipping in the United States-Burope trade for conspiracy to fix the charges made for
shipping services. The Firma served as lead or co-lead counsel in numerous other antitrust class actions,
including: Wholesale Tobacco Distributors antitrust litigation and in Inre Milk Antitrust Litig., 81 Civ.
1963 (RO), (S.DN.Y. 1981); In_re Bread Antitrust Litig,, Master File No. CV-85-2013 (CPS)
(E.D.N.Y); In re Shopping Carts Antitrust Litig.,, M.D.L. No. 451 (S.D.N.Y.); In re Wiring Device

AntitrustLitig,, MDL 331 (EDN.Y.) (where Chief Tudge Weinstein described counsel for the plaintiffs
as “outstanding and skillful™). '

Environumental Or Health Actions.

The Firm’s strong conmitment to and experience in class actions concerning environmental or
health matters is demonstrated by the Firm’s strong presence and important roles in several cases arising
from environmental disaster and health hazards. Theseinclude, among other cases, Inre Exxon Valdez
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Oil Spill Litig., 3AN-89-2533 Civil (Sup. Ct. Alaska) and A-89-095 Civil (D. Alaska) in which the jury
awarded judgment for the plaintiffs in the amount of $5 billion; In re Asbestos School Litig., 83-0268
(E.D. Pa.); Holifield v. BP America, Inc.,, CV-90-0722 RIX (C.D. Cal); Inre I ohns-Manville

Corporation, Debtors, 82 B 11656-11676 (BRL) (Bkr. S.D.N.Y.); and Ross v. A. . Robins, Inc., 77 Civ.
1407 (CBM).

Trial Experience:

One of the reasons Wolf Poppet maintains a favorable, formidable reputation is because of the
Firm’s demonstrated willingness to prosecute cases through trial in order to achieve a favorable result
for our clients. The Firm’s trial (and arbitration) experience includes, among other cases:

° Zuckerman v. FoxMeyer Health Corp., 3-96-CV 2258-L (N.D. Tex. 2002), where Wolf
Popper successfully prosecuted a mini-trial before a former Magistrate Judge from the N.D. Cal. in the
context of an ADR Proceeding to determine a binding fair value of a settlement of the action.
Notwithstanding the fact that the defendant company was on the brink of insolvency (and subsequently
filed for bankruptcy), the company providing the initial layer of insurance coverage was in liquidation,

and the individual defendants were not wealthy, after presentation of the evidence, the neutral arbiter
determined in plaintiffs’ favor.

° Tn an arbitration before a court appointed arbitrator in Retsky Family Limited Partnership
v, Price Waterhouse LLP, No. 97 C 7694 (N.D. Ill., June 18, 2001), after a full hearing and several days

of testimony, the arbitrator awarded plaintiffs the total damages claimed.

® The Firm éerved as arbitration counsel in 1997, 1998, and 1999 in several extensive
commercial arbitrations on behalf of an international airline.

- ® Plaintiffs’ co-trial counsel in Abzug, et ano. v. Kerkorian. et al., CA 000981, Supegior

Court, Los Angeles, California, which was settled during trial in October 1990 for $35 million.
®

The Firm was co-lead counsel for plaintiffs in litigation involving the alleged
“oreenmail” of Walt Disney Company by Saul Steinberg and his Reliance Group, Heckmann v.
Ahmanson, C.A. 000851 (Superior Court, Cal.) (co-lead counse] for derivative actions). Therethe Los
Angeles Superior Coutt in September 1989 approved a settlement at trial providing for a cash payment
-of $45 million plus the therapeutic benefit of the termination of certain defendants’ claim for rescission
which potentially would have cost the company in excess of a billion dollars.

© Citron v, B.I. duPont de Nemours & Co., Del. Ch. (Civil ActionNo. 6219), in Delaware
Chancery Court in which the Vice-Chancellor complimented plaintiffs’ counsel “fot the able way in
which they presented the case,” their “well-done” pre-trial briefs, and the “good job” done.

L Odmark v. Westside Bancorporation. Inc., No. C85-1099R (W.D. Wash.), settled mid-
way through trial in Seattle, Washington.

o Co-trial counsel for a plaintiff class in Kreindler v. Sambo’s, 79 Civ. 4538
(WK)(S.D.N.Y.), which was settled during ttial.

Co-counsel for the plaintiff class in the successful trial of Sirota v. Solitron Devices,
Inc., 75 Civ. 1383 (CLB) (S.D.N.Y.), a complex securities fraud class action prosecuted under §10(b)
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. After an eleven-day frial, the jury brought in a verdict for the
plaintiff class on all issues of liability and damages which was sustained on appeal. See Sirota v.

10.
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Solitron Devices, Inc., 673 F.2d 566 (2d Cir. 1982).

° Baum v. Centronics Data Computer Corp., 85-363-L (D.N.H.), settled after trial had
commenced in New Hampshire.

L] The Firm also has tried several other actions on behalf of plaintiff classes in securities

actions in Delaware and elsewhere.

Court Commentary On The Firm:

Throughout the history of the Fitm, the Courts before whom Wolf Popper has appeared have
commented favorably and repeatedly on the ability and performance of the Firm and its members. A
sampling of some of the praise the Firm has consistently received over the course of its practice include
the following cases:

° In approving the $190,000,000 recovery for the Class in the Motorola Sec. Litig.,

03C287 (N.D. IL.), where Wolf Popper represented the lead plaintiff, the Court stated as follows “You

did a great very professional job here. This was a hard fought, but extremely professionally fought
battle and I appreciate it. Thank you,”

° Wolf Popper served as co-lead counsel for plaintiffs in Conolly v. Universal American
Financial Corp., Civ. A. No. 13422/07 (Sup. Ct. NY, Dec. 9, 2008 Tt. at 74-75). At the final hearing
in the action, Hon. Alan D. Scheinkman complimented plaintiffs’ co-lead counsel, stating: “The Court
has had the opportunity to see these lawyers on numerous occasions and read their submissions, not just
those relating to fees but those relating to the merits of the case and the Court has become familiar with
counse] and is impressed with their skill and knowledge and their professionalism.”

° On October 7, 2008, the Court approved the settlement reached by Wolf Popper,LLP

and its co-counsel, on behalf of former and current employees of AIG, in the amount of $24.2 million
in In re AIG ERISA Litigation, No. 04 Civ. 9387 (JES), stating that “without the work of these
[plaintiffs’] attorneys there would be nothing.”

® In In re TIX Companies Retail Security Breach Litig., Master Docket Civil Action No.

07-10162, MDL Docket No. 1838, in which Wolf Popper was Co-Lead Counsel, the Court in approving
the settlement on July 15, 2008, stated that Plaintiffs’ counsel achieved an “excellent settlement” for
the consumer class, that they “have been very creative” and performed “a wonderful job.”

® Wolf Popper was appointed interim co-lead counsel by Judge Sidney Stein in January

2008, in Grayv. Citigroup, Inc., Case No. 07-CV-9790 (S.D.N.Y.) (SHS) (DCF), a consolidated ERISA
class action on behalf of participants and beneficiaries of certain of Citigroup’s retirement plans. In
appomtmg Wolf Popper as co-lead counsel over competing groups of counsel, Judge Stein stated that

. I think the group most able to represent the plaintiffs as interim lead counsel will be Wolf ‘.
Popper » because it has *...the deeper experience overall.”

° In Dusek v. Mattel, Master File No. CV-99-10864-MRP (CWx) (C.D. Cal), in
approving the settlement of the action along with a companion action, for $122 million, the Judge, in
her Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law entered on November 6, 2003, complimented counsel
saying that “Wolf Popper LLP vigorously prosecuted the Dusek action and zealously represented the

interests of the Dusek Class members,” and that Wolf Popper performed in a “very capable and
professional manner.”

11
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The Fixm served as Co-Lead Counsel for plaintiffs in Stanleyv. Safeskin, Lead CaseNo,

99cv454-BTM(LSP) (S.D. Cal.), in which the Judge noted in approving a $55 million settlement that
“Plaintiffs’ counsel ave highly skilled in these cases” and that he was “kind of looking forward to trying

this case, because it would have the best lawyers in the country trying this case. .. .’ The Honorable
Barry T. Moskowitz subsequently further complimented Co-Lead Counsel at 2 heating on November
20, 2003, stating:

I think I learned more about the honorability of the firms and the competency ~- and
competency is too weak of a word -- the extraordinary ability of these firms in handling
the cost aspects of it, and expenses aspect of it, . . .I don’t think I’ve seen lawyers so
honest with the Court . . . .Ireally thought that the Plaintiffs’ law firms in this case not
only had extraordinaty ability to deal with the complicated factual issues -- and it
certainly was a difficult case, and you should be applauded in that regard.

¥
And it’s not usual that the court sees lawyers behave -- we usually see them behave well,
but this is extraordinarily positive. And I wanted to make that notation. .. I can -~ come
out of it having incredible respect for the work that the lawyers did in this case.

[
From the plaintiffs’ perspective -- and I say this for all the firms -- you handled it on a
much higher plane, probably on a textbook or jdeal plane. If they would teach people

how it should be done in law school, this would be the example of, how the lawyers
handle this case. ‘

L In approving the settlement of the In re Exide Corp. Sec. Litig., Case No. 98-CV-60061-
AA (B.D. Mich., Transcript of Proceedings, Septerber 2, 1999, at 34, 35-6), the Honorable George

Caram Steeh complimented the Firm for its diligence and skill, saying:

The courtis satisfied indeed that the settlement that was reached in arm’s length

" bargaining, that was undertaken only after very thorough preparation on. the part of

plaintiff’s counsel. That the counsel itself was extremely competent and considerable
experience in pursuing such matters. . . . ’

So the court is satisfied that the attorneys on both sides of this litigation should
be commended for their effort and professionalism in developing and presenting the
issues and for their common sense in arriving at the settlement as it has been presented
to the court for confirmation.

the Firm when be preliminarily approved a proposed settlement, stating:

Let me first state that having had the stipulation of settlement prior to today, I
have, of course, perused it at length, and I want to thank and I want to commend the
executive committee and the head law firm, Wolf Popper, in adhering to the timetable
which this Court has set in the various orders that have been issued and in completing
the discovery and the complex negotiations in accordance with the Court’s order. The

court appreciates that because it was an enoxmously complex litigation, and I certainly
comumend you for reaching this agreement.

12
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Tn approving the proposed settlement of the litigation over the xerger of the American.

Stock Exchange and the NASD, Judge Denny Chin stated in Philipson v. American Stock Exchange,

98 Civ. 4219 (DC) (S.D.N.Y., Transcript of Proceedings, February 18, 1999, at 8-11):

I’ve considered the papers and what I have heard today, and I find that the
settlement is fair, reasonable and adequate. . . . The recovery is substantial. Thereis the
$30 million for the seat market program. . . . There is the potential revenue sharing,
which I think at a reasonable estimate would be $20.7 million at least, . . . .

So the benefits of the proposed settlement are substantial. * * * I think that the benefits
of the proposed settlement compare very well to any conceivable reasonable potential
recovery. * * * Thete are very experienced and very good counsel on both sides. The
negotiations were difficult and went on for quite a long time. * * * So, having
considered all those factors, I conclude that the settlement is fair, reasonable and

adequate and is approved.

® ok %

Terrific job on both sides.

Judge Donna F. Martinez complimented the Firm when she approved the settlement of

a securities fraud action in Germano v. Cognitronics Securities Corp., Docket No. 3:93-CV-00539
(DEM) (D. Conn., Transcript of Proceedings, September 11, 1998, at 2, 3-4), stating:

Your presentations. . .were extraordinary — extraordinarily thorough and highly

expert. . ..

X ok
The issues presented were complicated, They were difficult, and as we’ve all

said more than once now, they were bitterly and expertly fought.

% ok %k

You’ve ended a long piece of litigation. 1 know that there was hard work involved not
only in the litigation, but a lot of hard work and considerable number of hours that went
into the efforts to resolve the case, and you’re all to be commended for your very, very
excellent representation of your respective clients.

In a securities fraud action against Caremark Intemational, Inc. arising out the

company’s failure to disclose violations of state fraud statutes, the Firm served as Co-Lead Counsel for
plaintiffs and recovered $25 million on behalf of defrauded investors. The Court complimented
plaintiffs’ counsel on theix handling of the case, stating:

Congratulations * * *] know [this case] was a complex piece of litigation. * * * thank

you very much for your efforts. I think the class and the defense were very well
represented.

In re Caremark International, Inc. Sec, Litig., Docket No. 94 C 4751 (Transcript of proceedings,
December 15, 1997, at 7-8).

e - ~In'the investor actions arising outof the failed public offering involving Tn=-Store
Advertising in which the Firm was co-lead counsel, Judge Peter K. Leisure, in approving the settlement
stated at the settlement hearing held on December 18, 1996:

Now, having reviewed the excellent work of counsel with regard to the

13
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preparation of the papers, and the research that was done, and having conducted

independent research on the law, I am fully satisfied with the quality of the lawyers’
work in this matter.

In re In Store Advertising Sec. Litig., Master File No. 90 Civ. 5594 (PKL) (S.D.N.Y., December 18,
1996)

] ‘Wolf Popper was lead counsel in Carpi v. McDonnell Douglas Capital Incomne Fund-I,

90 Civ. 3448 (JMC) where 95% of the class damages was recovered for the class. Judge Cannella
praised Jead counsel in a decision dated January 21, 1994, as follows:

Plaintiffs’ lead counsel has at all times demonstrated to this Court the highest caliber
of representation, measurable both in quantitative terms (i.e., the benefits of the
settlement to the class members), and in the professionalism, the timeliness, and the
thoroughness of lead counsel’s written submissions.

® Wolf Poppet was co-lead counsel in investor actions brought against Valley National

Bank of Arizona. Judge Robert C. Broomfield stated in approving a settlement on January 31, 1994.

T commend counsel, particularly counsel who litigated this matter, on the quality of their

representation of their respective counsel. The quality of representation was very high
on behalf of all parties.

Hoexter, et al. v. Simmons. et al,, No. CV-89-1069-PHX-RCB (D. Az.).

° Judge James F. Holderman complimented counsel for the quality of their efforts in In
re Salton/Maxim Sec. Litig., Docket No. 91 C 7693 (N.D. I11.), in which Wolf Popper was Co-Lead

Counsel, at the hearing approving the settlement and awarding counsel fees, the Court stated:

T want to not only compliment you lawyers for the professionalism that you
showed in the course of reaching this compromise resolution, but I want to compliment
you on the professionalism that you showed during the course ofthe litigation. This was
ahard fought litigation. It was well briefed. Theissues were presented crisply. ... [A]s
a judge presiding over this case, it was a pleasure to preside over it because of the skill
and the quality of the lawyering on everyone’s part in connection with this case.

e Judge Dickinson R. Debevoise stated at the February 3, 1993 hearing at which he

approved the settlement in In re Prime Motor Jons Shareholder Litig., Master File No. 90-87 (DRD)
(D.NJ):

The plaintiffs’ attorneys have performed their work aggressively, skillfully and with

good effect. I do not detect any duplication of work....The attorneys have earned
generous compensation. .

® Judge Leonard B. Sand of the Southern District of New York, in In re Wedtech Sec.
Litig., 21-46 (LBS) MDL 735 (S.D.N.Y.), in approving the settlement and counsel’s fee application (i

which the Firm was Chair of the Plaintiffs’ Executive and Scheduling Committees in the consolidated
litigation), stated:

My observation has been that this litigation has at all times been conducted at a very
high-skilled professional level. 1have had no sense in this case of make-work activity
or any sense that the matter was not pursued by all parties diligently but not excessively

14
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° In the In re Gulf Qil/Cities Service Tender Offer Litig., 82 Civ. 5253 (MBM) (S.D.N.Y.)

Jitigation, where Wolf Popper served as Plaintiffs’ Lead Settlement Counsel and as a member of
Plaintiffs’ Executive Cornmittee and in which a settlement of $34 million was achieved only after the
case was fully prepared for trial, the Honorable Michael B. Mukasey stated to the Wolf Popper partner
in charge of the case, at a hearing held on January 3, 1992, “to the extent you have fiduciary obligations,
you have discharged them magnificently in this case. Youhave gotten the best settlement that you can

negotiate for your client.” Judge Mukasey further stated in his Opinion and Order approving the
settlement and awarding counsel fees: :

[P]laintiffs’ counsel] did all the work on their own....class counsel consistently have
been skillful, resourceful and diligent without also being captious -- no mean feat. They
invested time and money in this case, and well deserve the payment they tequest.

In re Gulf Qil/Cities Service Tender Offer Litig., Fed. Sec. L. Rep. (CCH) § 96,845, at 93,391
(S.D.N.Y. 1992).

° In the International Systems & Controls Sec. Litig., MDL 440 (S.D. Tx.) case, Judge

Black stated at the conclusion of the action that the quality of the plaintiffs’ lawyers was
“extraordinary.” In Seidman v. Stauffer Chemical Co., B-84-543 (D. Conn.) at the conclusion of the
case, Chief Judge Daly remarked, in approving the settlement, that plaintiffs’ co-lead counsel had acted
throughout the litigation “...in accord with the highest standards of the bar, and it was a pleasure to deal
with you and to listen to you, and to review your work...””.

° Judge Nicholas H. Politan stated at the hearing approving the settiement in Inxe Electro-

Catheter Corporation Sec. Litig., Civil No. 87-41 (D.N.J. September 7, 1989), in which the Firm was
co-lead counsel:

T'm satisfied that counsel in this case are highly competent, very skilled in this
very specialized area and were at all times dwdng the course of the litigation that I
participated in, which was perhaps the major portion of the Court litigation here, always
well prepared, well spoken, and knew thejr stuff and they were a credit to their
profession. They are the top of the line. It is good to see top-of-the-line people come
in here and top-of-the-line people should be paid top-of-the-line fees, . .. I'ta very
satisfied with counsel. ... T compliment them. . ..

° At the setflement hearing held on Septerber 30, 1985 in Inre Saxon Sec. Litig., 81 Civ.
3103 (S.D.N.Y.), in which the Firm served as co-lead counsel, Judge Mary Johnson Lowe praised the
quality of work performed in the case:

1 have never had the pleasure of working with such an outstanding group of
attorneys. . . .

Ok Kk

We had claims which aggregated many times the value of what was available, and 1
think you were all just superb, and from this Court to all of the lawyexs who participated
you have my admiration, my thanks -- and I don’t know what other accolades I can give
you other than that, but that is the way I feel about what happened here, and I am. very
proud to be a Jawyer to be associated with you.

15
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Lester L. Levy is the Chaitman and Managing Pattner of Wolf Popper LLP. He is a graduate
of Columbia Law School. Mr. Levy has prosecuted hundxeds of class actions and has recovered over
one billion dollars for the class members he has represented. He is a recognized leader in the field of

complex class action litigation and he has lectured in complex litigation at the University of llinois and
the University of Miami Law Schools.

Mr. Levy’s abjlity to prosecute sophisticated class actions successfully has often been the
subject of judicial recognition.

In the Motorola Securities Litigation, No. 03 C 287 (United States District Court, Northern
District of Illinois), Mr. Levy represented the lead plaintiff, the State of New Tersey, Departrent of
Treasury, Division of Investment. While approving a $190 million recovery, the Court stated: "You did

a great very professional job here. This was hard fought, but extremely professionally fought battle and
1 appreciate it. Thank you."

Tn Buxbaum v. Deutsche Bank. A.G., 98 Civ. 8460 (JGK) (S.D.N.Y.), Mr. Levy was co-lead
counsel for the class in a major securities fraud action against Deutsche Bank, A.G. that recovered $58
million on behalf of defrauded Bankers Trust shareholders. The District Court’s opinion denying
defendants’ motion to dismiss is reported at Fed. Sec. L. Rep. (CCH) {90,969 (S.D.N.Y. 2000). The
decision denying defendants’ motion for summary judgment is reported at 196 F. Supp. 2d 367
(SDXN.Y. 2002). The $58 million recovery, obtained on the eve of trial, was equivalent to

approximately 48% of the class’s maximmm possible recovery, and approximately 96% of the class’s
most likely recovery.

In In re Providian Financial Securities Litigation, MDL No. 1301 (E.D. Pa), Mr. Levy was co-
lead counsel for the plaintiff class and obtained a $38,000,000 judgment fiom the defendants. The
Court, in approving the settlement in June, 2002, remarked on the “extremely high quality” and “skill

and efficiency” of plaintiffs’ counsel’s work, which the Court stated it had seen throughout the
litigation. '

Tudge James F. Holderman remarked on the quality of counsel’s efforts in In re Salton/Maxim
Securities Litigation, DocketNo. 91 C 7693, (United States District Court, Northern District of Illinois),

an action in which Mr. Levy was plaintiffs’ co-lead counsel. At the hearing approving the settlement,
the Court stated:

I want to not only compliment you lawyers for the professionalism that you
showed in the course of reaching this compromise resolution, but I want to
compliment you on the professionalism that you showed during the course of the
litigation. This was a hard fought litigation. It was well briefed. The issues were
presented crisply. . . . [A]s a judge presiding over this case, it was a pleasure to
preside over it because of the skill and the quality of the lawyering on
evetyone’s part in connection with this case. '

Mr. Levy was co-lead counsel in one of the largest class actions brought in New Jersey State
Court, Princeton Economics Group, Inc. v. American Telephone and Telegraph Company, (N.J. Super.
Ct. 1995). That case resulted in a settlement valued at $35-90 million. At the conclusion of the case,
the Court noted the high level of skill possessed by class counse] and stated that... “If not for the skill
and the experience of class counsel, a settlement may not have been reached or, if ithad been reached,
may have resulted in a significantly diminished recovery for the class.”

16
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M. Levy was also the lead counsel in In_re Coordinated Title Insurance Cases, Index
No.009600/03 (Sup. Ct., Nassau County, NY), a New York consumer fraud action brought against
various Title Insurance Coropanies for their failure to charge the discounted rate for title insurance
premiums in qualified refinancing transactions and their failure to provide borrowers with notice of the
discount. Tn approving the settlement of over $31 million, one of the largest consumer class actions in
the history of that court, at the hearing held on July 29, 2005, the court stated:

And it’s this Cowrt’s very strong opinion that what we have had before
us on all sides — Plaintiffs’ side, which involves two firms, and the
Defendants, eight Defendants which involve five firms representing the
eight different Defendants — was lawyering of the highest quality. It’s
always enjoyable for the Court to have high quality lawyering in front of
it. It’s always my opimion that it raises the level of the Bench when the

lawyers before it proceed in a very high fashion, which has happened in
this case. .

Mr. Levy also headed the class action litigation in the State of New York against American
Bankers Ins. Group Inc. He obtained a nationwide class [Taylor v. American Bankers Ins. Group Inc.,
700 N.Y. S. 2d 458 (1st Dept. 1999)] and achieved a complete recovery for class members as the

defendant agreed to pay the class members’ disputed coverage claims in full. The defendant also agreed
to revise its solicitations to prevent a recurrence.

Mr. Levy was plaintiffs’ co-lead counsel in Seidman v. Stauffer Chemical Co., B-84-543
(United States District Court, District of Connecticut) where at the successful conclusion of the case,
Chief Judge Daly remarked that plaintiffs’ co-lead counsel had acted throughout the litigation ...in
accord with the highest standards of the bar, and it was a pleasure to deal with you
and to listen to you, and to review your work...”.

Mr. Levy played a leading role in the landmark Joseph v. Shell Oil Litigation, wherein the
plaintiff stockholders successfully petitioned the Delaware Chancery Court to enjoin the proposed
merger of Shell Oil Company and Royal Dutch Petroleium Company. At the conclusion ofthe litigation,

which resulted in a $205,000,000 recovery for the class, the Court said that “the results achieved in this
case for the class are outstanding”.

In In re Fidelity Medical, Inc. Securities Litigation, 92-1908 (United States District Court,
District of New Jersey), where Mr. Levy was a member of plaintiffs’ Executive Comumittee that
prosecuted the case, the Court at the conclusion of the case complemented counse] for their skill and
professionalism and thanked them for the way the litigation was conducted.

Mr. Levy was co-lead counsel inthe TTX Companies Retajl Security Breach Litigation, (United
States District of Mass.). At the end of the case, the Court commented that co-lead counse] was "quite
creative" in crafting an "excellent settlement" for the class.

The periodical, Securities Class Action Alert, noted in reporting on the Borman’s Inc. class
action, wherein Mr. Levy was the Class Counsel:

Lester Levy of Wolf Popper Ross Wolf & Jones made short work of this
case by winning a quick handsome return for shareholders. In one of the
highest payoutratios inrecent memory, eligible investors recovered 93%
of themoney they were deprived of. Levy obtained the settlement in just
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15 months and investors received their checks within 6 months after the
claim. deadline date!

Securities Class Action Alert, p.60 (April 1991).

Other important class actions, wherein Mrx, Levy was either lead counsel or co-lead counsel
include:

In re Archer Daniels Midland Co. Securities Litigation, United States District Court, Central
District of Illinois ($30 million recovery for the class);

Hwangv. Smith Corona Corp., et al, United States District Court, District Court of Connecticut
($24.5 million recovery for the class), "

Watkins v. Beatrice, Delaware Chancery Court ($190 million recovery for class);

In re Adac Securities Litigation, (United States District Court, Northern District of Calif)
(recovery of approximately $20 million for the Class);

In re Caremark Securities Litigation, United States District Court, Noxthern District of inois
(recovery of $25 million for the class); and

Zinberg v. Washington Bancorp. Inc., (United States District Court, District New Jersey)
(recovery for the class members of 200% of their damages).

In 1997, Mr. Levy argued before the New York Court of Appeals in Tanzer v. Health Insurance
Plan of Greater New York, 91 N.¥.2d 850 and won a unanimous decision upholding a class action
complaint on behalf of insureds who had been denied medical insurance coverage. Thereafter, the Class
received 100% of their damages.

Mz, Levy serves as an, arbitrator for the United States District Court for the Bastern District of
New York. Mr. Levy is also active in charitable work. He has received the Lifetime Trustee Award
from the National Multiple Sclerosis Society for “outstanding service to the MS conmunity.”

Michele Fried Raphael is a partner at Wolf Popper LLP. She is a graduate of Hofstra
University School of Law (J.D. with distinction 1993) where she was a member of the Hofstra Law
Review (1991-1993), a student member of the Theodore Roosevelt American Inn of Court, and an
intern for the Honorable Judge George C. Pratt on the United States Court of Appeals fox the Second
Circuit. She holds a B.A. from the State University of New York at Binghamton (1990), where she was

elected into Phi Beta Kappa. Following law school she joined Tenzer Greenblatt Fallon & Kaplan
where 'she was involved in both litigation and corporate matters.

Since joining WolfPopperin 1995, Ms. Raphae] has actively represented plaintiffs in consumer
fraud class actions including Kahn v. Bell Atlantic NYNEX Mobile, Index No. 96/603445 (Supreme
Court, New York County) (J. Kahn) (defendant terminated its practice of charging early termination
fee after it unilaterally renewed cellular phone contracts) and Taylor v. American Bankers Insurance
Group, Inc., Index No. 96/602485 (Supreme Court, New York County) (J. Gammerman) (defendant
to pay all class members’ claims in full and revise its solicitations). She recently secured a unanimous
decision by the Appellate Division, Fitst Departiment, reversing the lower court and upholding a class
action complaint on behalf of credit cardholders alleging that they had not been property advised of the

fees incident to card ownership. Sims v. First Consumers Nat’] Bank, 758 N.Y.S.2d 284, 2003 N.Y.
App. Div. LEXIS 3199 (1st Dep’t 2003).
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Ms. Raphael has also represented plaintiffs in securities fraud class actions and derivative

actions. She was one of the principal attorneys representing the class of investors in  Buxbaum v.
Deutsche Bank, 98 Civ. 8460 (S.D.N.Y.) (JGK), a securities action arising from the merger of Bankers

Trust and Deutsche Bank, wherein a $58 million recovery was obtained on the eve oftrial, representing
approximately 96% of the class’s most likely recovery. Other cases she was principally involved in
include, Schnipper v. CompuServe Corp., 96 CV H08-5837 (JPB) (Court of Common Pleas, Franklin
County, Ohio) (open market securities fraud action); In Re Triarc Companies. Inc. Class and Derivative
Litigation, Consolidated C.A. No. 15746-NC (Court of Chancery in and for New Castle County,
Delaware), (derivative and class claims arising from alleged improper executive compensation).

Ms. Raphael is also actively involved in general comumercia] litigation and represents Aeroflot Russian
Airline in a variety of matters,

Ms. Raphael is admitted to the New York State Bar, the New Jersey State Bar, and the Bar of
the United States District Court, Southern and Eastern Districts of New York.

Emily Madoff is a seniot partner in WolfPopper LLP. She is a graduate of Connecticut College
(B.A., 1973), and Northeastern University School of Law (J.D., 1979). She is admitted to the Bars of
the State of New York and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and to the United States Disttict Court
for the Southem District of New York. Ms. Madoff has been a partner in Wolf Popper since 1990.

Ms. Madoff practices in the area of general commercial law, and has represented many
international corporations including Aeroflot Russian Aitlines, the Xinhua News Agency, as well as
several missions to the United Nation. Ms. Madoff also represents Zurab Tsereteli, President to the
Russian Academy of Art. Mr. Tsereteli’s 100-foot monument To the Struggle Against World
Terrorism, a gift from the people of Russia, President Vladimir Putin and the artist, is located in
Bayonne, New Jersey at the entrance to New York Harbor. The monument was dedicated on September
11, 2006, the fifth anniversary of the terrorist attacks. Mr. Tsereteli’s monument, Good Defeats Evil,
stands on the front grounds of the United Nations Headquarters.

In addition, Ms. Madoff applies ber commercial law expertise to consumer fraud and consumer
financial services class action litigation. She has assisted in the prosecution of consumer class actions

against, for example, American Bankers Insurance Company, Concord E.F.S., Paypal, TTX Companies,
Inc. and Google Inc.

Ms. Madoff frequently writes about legal issues for various publications. Her article “Raising
the Bar on Professional Conduct: A Primer on the New Rules™ appeared in the February 2, 2009 special
supplement on New Partners in the New York Law Journal,

James Kelly-Kowlowitz is an associate at Wolf Popper. He is a summa cum laude graduate of
Brooklyn Law School, where he received the CALI Award for Excellence in Securities Regulation. Mr.
Kelly-Kowlowitz obtained a B.S. in Accounting from the State University of New York at Binghamton,
where he was a member of Beta Alpha Psi, National Honor Society. During law school, Mr. Kelly-
Kowlowitz interned for the Honorable Allan L. Gropper at the U.S. Bankruptcy Court, SD.N.Y., and
interned for the New York City Department of Finance, Office of Legal Affairs. Mr. Kelly-Kowlowitz
is also a Certified Public Accountant with extensive knowledge of accounting and financial reporting.

Mr. Kelly-Kowlowitz is admitted to the Bar of the State of New York and the Bax of the United
States District Court of the Eastern and Southern Districts of New York.
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