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I. INTRODUCTION 

During the course of the jury trial against Defendants, The Ranis Company, Inc. 

(“Ranis”) and Animal Science Products, Inc. (“Animal Science”) (collectively, “Settling 

Plaintiffs”), through undersigned counsel, negotiated a settlement with Weisheng Pharmaceutical 

Company, Ltd. (“Weisheng”) and its parent corporation, China Pharmaceutical Group, Ltd. 

(“CPG”) (collectively, “Settling Defendants”) on behalf of the Direct Purchaser Damages Class 

and the Injunction Class (collectively, the “Certified Classes”). The negotiations had been 

ongoing for many months prior to trial, but the agreement was only finally consummated after all 

of the evidence had been submitted to the jury by all parties, but prior to closing arguments.  

Weisheng and CPG have agreed to pay $22.5 million to settle the claims of the Direct Purchaser 

Damages Class. To settle the Injunction Class’s claims, Settling Defendants have agreed to 

comply with any injunction entered against any non-settling Defendant by the Court.  

Plaintiffs seek preliminary approval of these settlements under Federal Rule of Civil 

Procedure 23(e) because each is an excellent result for the respective classes. At the preliminary 

approval stage, the Court only determines if, on its face, the proposed settlements are “at least 

sufficiently fair, reasonable and adequate to justify notice to those affected and an opportunity to 

be heard” or, put another way, to make sure that the settlements are within the range of possible 

approval. In re NASDAQ Mkt.-Makers Antitrust Litig., 176 F.R.D. 99, 102 (S.D.N.Y. 1997) 

(“NASDAQ I”).  

The Certified Classes’ settlement with Weisheng and CPG marks the third settlement 

reached in this case since the first Complaint was filed over eight years ago in 2005. The 

settlements in this case continue to make history as the first civil settlements with Chinese 

companies in a U.S. antitrust cartel case. As such, this settlement is an important step in private 

enforcement of U.S. antitrust laws. The settlement follows hard-fought litigation against the 
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Defendants, who were supported at various points throughout the litigation by the Ministry of 

Commerce of China, and two and a half weeks of jury trial. The parties reached this $22.5 

million settlement when the jury verdict was unknown, both with respect to liability (including 

defendants’ affirmative defense) and, if damages were awarded, the amount of damages. In 

addition, Plaintiffs faced the risk of post-trial motions and protracted appeals. At the same time, 

even with the settlement, plaintiffs proceeded to verdict against two remaining defendants who 

remained jointly and severally liable for any unpaid amounts of a jury verdict. In these 

circumstances, the settlement represents an exceptional result for the classes. In addition, the 

settlement recovers a substantial portion of single damages, as estimated by Plaintiffs’ expert Dr. 

Douglas Bernheim (a single damages amount that was challenged throughout trial and remained 

uncertain at the time of the settlement).   

As detailed below, the settlements are well within the range of possible approval and 

should be preliminarily approved by this Court under Rule 23(e).  

II. BACKGROUND 

A. The Litigation and Trial 

Plaintiffs Ranis and Animal Science commenced this action on January 26, 2005. Related 

actions were subsequently filed in other districts, and all of these cases were eventually 

coordinated by the Judicial Panel for Multidistrict Litigation and transferred to this Court for 

pretrial proceedings. In these actions, Plaintiffs filed complaints individually and on behalf of 

various classes of persons and entities who purchased, either directly or indirectly, vitamin C 

from Weisheng, CPG, and/or the other manufacturers named as defendants. The Direct 

Purchaser Plaintiffs filed their First Consolidated Amended Complaint in September 2007, 

naming Weisheng, CPG and several other defendant manufacturers. ECF No. 124. Plaintiffs 

alleged that Defendants conspired to unlawfully fix prices of vitamin C to be exported to the 
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United States and worldwide, and committed other unlawful practices designed to inflate the 

prices of vitamin C sold to plaintiffs and other purchasers in the United States and elsewhere, in 

violation of Section 1 of the Sherman Act, 15 U.S.C. § 1.  

 Motion practice ensued on the Direct Purchaser Plaintiffs’ complaint, and continued 

throughout discovery, until Judge Trager denied Defendants’ motions to dismiss the Direct 

Purchaser Plaintiffs’ complaint on several grounds in November 2008. In re Vitamin C Antitrust 

Litig., 584 F. Supp. 2d 546, 559 (E.D.N.Y. 2008). The current operative Direct Purchaser 

complaint (the Third Consolidated Amended Complaint) was filed in December 2008. ECF No. 

355.  

Following extensive briefing, this Court denied Defendants’ motions for summary 

judgment. In re Vitamin C Antitrust Litig., 810 F. Supp. 20, 522 (E.D.N.Y. 2011). The Court also 

denied Defendants’ request for permission to take an interlocutory appeal of that decision under 

28 U.S.C. § 1292(b). In re Vitamin C Antitrust Litig., 2012 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 16475 (E.D.N.Y. 

Feb. 8, 2012). The Court granted Direct Purchaser Plaintiffs’ motion for class certification, 

certifying the Direct Purchaser Damages Class and the Injunction Class. In re Vitamin C 

Antitrust Litig., 279 F.R.D. 90 (E.D.N.Y. 2012). Later, the definition of the Injunction Class was 

amended as further described below. ECF No. 488. 

On February 25, 2013, after a five month pretrial schedule, Plaintiffs proceeded to trial 

against Settling Defendants, Hebei Welcome Pharmaceutical Company, Ltd. (“Hebei”), and 

North China Pharmaceutical Group Corp. (“North China”).  The trial lasted ten days. Six fact 

witnesses testified live at trial, and two fact witnesses testified at trial by videotape. Plaintiffs and 

Defendants’ experts were vigorously examined during the course of two days of trial.  Prior to 

and at trial, the parties engaged in extensive briefing and argument on various issues, including 

jury instructions and the verdict form. After the Certified Classes reached a settlement with 
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Weisheng and CPG late in the evening on March 11th, Plaintiffs participated in a jury charge 

conference with Hebei and North China on March 12th and closed their case to the jury on 

March 13th.  On March 14th, the jury returned a verdict in favor of the Direct Purchaser 

Damages Class, awarding them $54.1 million. Jury Verdict, ECF No. 675 (Mar. 14, 2013). 

B. Settlement Negotiations 

Settling Plaintiffs and Settling Defendants had been discussing settlement with the 

Certified Classes for over a year. Declaration of Michael D. Hausfeld in Support of Plaintiffs’ 

Motion for Preliminary Approval of Certified Classes Settlement with Defendants 

Weisheng/CPG (“Hausfeld Decl.”), ¶ 2. Co-Lead Counsel and Settling Defendants’ counsel 

discussed settlement for several months in arm’s-length negotiating sessions. Id. Unable to reach 

an agreement, the parties proceeded to trial, and were only able to reach agreement after the 

close of all evidence in the case and two days before closing argument. Id. ¶ 4. 

Based upon these discussions, the Certified Classes and Settling Defendants agreed to a 

settlement figure of $22.5 million. Id. Settling Defendants agreed to pay $20 million within 40 

days of full execution of the Agreement, and Plaintiffs assented to allow the remaining $2.5 

million to be paid within 365 days of the final judgment approving the Agreement. Id. With 

respect to injunctive relief, Settling Defendants agreed to abide by any injunction enforcing 

Section 1 of the Sherman Act, should it be entered against a non-settling defendant. Id. 

C. The Certified Classes Settlement Agreement 

The Certified Classes Settlement Agreement, attached to the Hausfeld Decl. as Exhibit A, 

includes the following material terms: 
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1. The Direct Purchaser Damages Class 

The Certified Classes Settlement Agreement defines the Damages Class as it was 

certified by the Court on January 26, 2012 (ECF No. 453) and modified on June 16, 2012 (ECF 

No. 488): 

All persons or entities, or assignees of such person or entities, (but excluding all 
governmental entities, Defendants, their co-conspirators, and their respective 
subsidiaries or affiliates, and any person or entity that timely and validly elects to 
be excluded from the Damages Class) who directly purchased Vitamin C Products 
for delivery in the United States, other than pursuant to a contract containing an 
arbitration clause, from any Defendants or their co-conspirators, other than 
Northeast Pharmaceutical (Group) Co. Ltd. from December 1, 2001 to June 30, 
2006. 
 

Certified Classes Settlement Agreement ¶ 2.1  

2. The Injunction Class 

The Certified Classes Settlement Agreement defines the Injunction Class as it was 

certified by the Court on January 26, 2012 (ECF No. 453) and modified on June 16, 2012 (ECF 

No. 488): 

All persons or entities, or assignees of such persons or entities, (but excluding all 
governmental entities, Defendants, their co-conspirators, and their respective 
subsidiaries or affiliates) who purchased vitamin C manufactured by Defendants 
for delivery in the United States, other than pursuant to a contract with a 
Defendant containing an arbitration clause, from December 1, 2001 to the 
present, requiring injunctive relief against Defendants to end Defendants’ 
antitrust violations. 

                                                 
1 As defined in the Certified Classes Settlement Agreement, the term “Defendant” means each 
and all named defendants in the action entitled In re Vitamin C Antitrust Litigation, 06-MD-1738 
(BMC) (JO) (E.D.N.Y.) (the “Action”). Settlement Agreement, ¶ 5. “Vitamin C” or “Vitamin C 
Products” means all products containing vitamin C, also known as ascorbic acid, either in its 
pure form or in combination with other substances. 
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Certified Classes Settlement Agreement ¶ 3.  

3. The Direct Purchaser Settlement Fund 

Pursuant to the terms of the Certified Classes Settlement Agreement, Settling Defendants 

will pay the Settlement Amount of $22.5 million into an Escrow Account for the Direct 

Purchaser Damages Class. Id. ¶ 28. As described above, Settling Defendants will pay the first 

$20 million within 40 days of full execution of the Agreement, and the remaining $2.5 million 

will be paid within 365 days of the final judgment approving the Agreement. Id. All interest 

earned on the Settlement Fund shall become and remain part of the Settlement Fund. Id. ¶ 11.  

4. The Release from Direct Purchaser Damages Releasors 

In exchange for monetary and other consideration paid by Settling Defendants, the parties 

agreed to broad releases of the antitrust claims. Id. ¶¶ 19, 21-22. The Settling Defendants’ 

Releasees are completely released, acquitted, and forever discharged by Direct Purchasers from 

any and all claims, demands, actions, suits, causes of action, whether class, individual, or 

otherwise in nature in any way arising out of or relating to any act or omission of Releasees (or 

any of them) concerning the pricing, production, development, marketing, sale or distribution of 

Vitamin C Products during the period from the beginning of time to the present, including claims 

based on the conduct alleged and causes of action asserted, or that could have been asserted, in 

complaints filed in the Action by the Settling Plaintiffs. Id. ¶ 19. 

The release, discharge, and covenant not to sue do not include other claims, such as those 

solely arising out of product liability, contract or warranty claims in the ordinary course of 

business. Id. ¶ 22. 

5. The Release from Injunction Releasors 

In exchange for Settling Defendants’ agreement to comply with any injunction entered 

against any non-settling Defendant by the Court, the Injunction Releasors shall release, acquit, 

and discharge their claims related to injunctive relief against Weisheng/CPG. Id. ¶¶ 23, 25. 
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6. Injunctive Relief and Other Provisions 

Settling Defendants have agreed to obey a Section 1 injunction against violations of the 

antitrust laws should it be entered by the Court.  

D. Rescission 

 The Settlement Agreement permits the parties to rescind the Agreement if the Court 

refuses to approve the Agreement or any material part of the Agreement. Id. ¶ 35.  

III. ARGUMENT 

A. The Settlement of Complex Litigation Is Favored 

 Plaintiffs and Settling Defendants have reached an agreement that greatly advances 

Plaintiffs’ recovery. Having negotiated for a substantial cash payment from Settling Defendants, 

Plaintiffs were able to lessen the risk of an adverse jury verdict during trial and the risk and delay 

of protracted appeals of the favorable jury verdict ultimately delivered. At the same time, the 

settlement, together with the Aland settlement, provides for a substantial portion of the single 

damages estimated by plaintiffs’ expert, even assuming those estimates went unchallenged.   

Obtaining this settlement during the trial secured a guaranteed payment for the Direct Purchaser 

Damages Class regardless of the jury’s verdict. While reviewing these proposed settlements, the 

Court should be mindful that “public policy favors the settlement of class actions.” Bourlas v. 

Davis Law Assocs., 237 F.R.D. 345, 354-55 (E.D.N.Y. 2006). Accord Bano v. Union Carbide 

Corp., 273 F.3d 120, 129-30 (2d Cir. 2001).  

B. The Proposed Settlements Exceed the Standards for Preliminary Approval  

When parties to a class action seek to settle, they first seek preliminary approval of the 

proposed settlement. Should such preliminary approval be granted, the parties then notify the 

class as required under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and appear at a fairness hearing, 

after which the court may grant final approval to the settlement. See Manual for Complex 

Litigation (Fourth) § 21.63 (2004); NASDAQ I, 176 F.R.D. at 102. Because the first step of this 
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process is only “preliminary,” the standards for preliminary approval are less exacting than those 

applied for final approval. “[A] court must determine whether the terms of the proposed 

settlement warrant preliminary approval. In other words, the court must make ‘a preliminary 

evaluation’ as to whether the settlement is fair, reasonable and adequate.” In re Currency 

Conversion Fee Antitrust Litig., MDL No. 1409, 2006 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 81440, at *13 (S.D.N.Y. 

Nov. 8, 2006) (citation omitted); see also Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. v. Visa U.S.A. Inc., 396 F.3d 96, 

116 (2d Cir. 2005). Preliminary approval of a proposed settlement is granted so long as the 

settlement was arrived at through a fair process and the terms of the settlement are within the 

“range of possible approval.” NASDAQ I, 176 F.R.D. at 102 (emphasis added).  

In conducting this inquiry, a court considers both the negotiating process leading up to 

the settlement and the settlement’s substantive terms. In re Global Crossing Sec. & ERISA Litig., 

225 F.R.D. 436, 455 (S.D.N.Y. 2004). A court determines whether the settlement is “at least 

sufficiently fair, reasonable and adequate to justify notice to those affected and an opportunity to 

be heard.” NASDAQ I, 176 F.R.D. at 102 (citations omitted). Preliminary approval should be 

granted “if the settlement is the result of serious, informed and non-collusive negotiations and 

the proposed settlement has no obvious deficiencies, such as giving preferential treatment to 

class representatives, or granting excessive attorneys fees.” In re Med. X-Ray Film Antitrust 

Litig., No. CV 93-5904, 1997 WL 33320580 at *6 (E.D.N.Y. Dec. 26, 1997) (citing NASDAQ I, 

176 F.R.D. 99, and Manual for Complex Litigation (Third) § 30.14). In considering preliminary 

approval, the sole issue is whether the proposed settlement falls within the range of possible 

approval. NASDAQ I, 176 F.R.D. at 102.  

The negotiations here were conducted by experienced counsel on both sides at arm’s 

length and lasted for several months. Hausfeld Decl. ¶ 2. Plaintiffs’ counsel were well-informed 

of the material facts and the negotiations were non-collusive. Hausfeld Decl. ¶¶ 2-3. The fact that 
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no settlement was reached until days before closing statements at trial underscores the difficulty 

that Plaintiffs faced in contentious settlement negotiations with these Defendants. Based upon 

these facts, preliminary approval is warranted and, as will be demonstrated in detail at the final 

fairness hearing, this settlement is a “fair, reasonable, and adequate” settlement of the class 

claims. See Detroit v. Grinnell Corp., 495 F.2d 448, 463 (2d Cir. 1974).2  

1. The Proposed Settlements Are the Result of Arm’s Length Negotiations 
Conducted by Highly Experienced Counsel. 

The process that led to this proposed settlement was fairly conducted by highly-qualified 

counsel who sought to obtain the best possible result for the Certified Classes. When counsel 

engage in a lengthy arm’s-length negotiation that results in a settlement, courts find that the 

settlement is entitled to a presumption of fairness. In re NASDAQ Mkt.-Makers Antitrust Litig., 

187 F.R.D. 465, 474 (S.D.N.Y. 1998) (“NASDAQ II”) (“So long as the integrity of the arm’s 

length negotiation process is preserved … a strong initial presumption of fairness attaches to the 

proposed settlement.”); see In re Sterling Foster & Co. Sec. Litig., 238 F. Supp. 2d 480, 484 

(E.D.N.Y. 2002); In re Twinlab Corp. Sec. Litig., 187 F. Supp. 2d 80, 83 (E.D.N.Y. 2002); In re 

Joint E. & S. Dists. Asbestos Litig., 878 F. Supp. 473, 567 (E.D.N.Y. 1995). Furthermore, when 

the settlement that results from such negotiations is being championed by experienced and 

                                                 
2 There are nine relevant factors that courts consider in evaluating a settlement’s substantive 
terms at the time of final approval: “(1) the complexity, expense and likely duration of the 
litigation; (2) the reaction of the class to the settlement; (3) the stage of the proceedings and the 
amount of discovery completed; (4) the risks of establishing liability; (5) the risks of establishing 
damages; (6) the risks of maintaining the class action through the trial; (7) the ability of the 
defendants to withstand a greater judgment; (8) the range of reasonableness of the settlement 
fund in light of the best possible recovery; (9) the range of reasonableness of the settlement fund 
to a possible recovery in light of all the attendant risks of litigation.” Grinnell Corp., 495 F.2d at 
463. As the Court has recognized, there is little to be gained by applying the Grinnell factors at 
the preliminary approval stage. See Bourlas, 237 F.R.D. at 355 n.7 (“[I]t is apparent that several 
of the Grinnell factors themselves were designed for application at a later stage in the class 
settlement approval process.”). As a result, they are discussed herein only when they provide a 
useful guide to assess the settlement’s fairness at this stage.  
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informed counsel, courts afford counsel’s opinion considerable weight because they are closest 

to the facts and risks associated with the litigation itself. See Joint E., 878 F. Supp. at 567 (“A 

substantial factor in determining the fairness of a settlement is the opinion of counsel involved in 

the settlement” (citations omitted)); In re PaineWebber Ltd. P’ships Litig., 171 F.R.D. 104, 125 

(S.D.N.Y. 1997) (“great weight is accorded to the recommendations of counsel, who are most 

closely acquainted with the facts of the underlying litigation”) (internal quotations omitted). The 

process that led to this settlement confirms that the initial presumption of fairness is correct.  

The Court has found that counsel are capable and have the requisite qualifications and 

experience to handle this litigation. Vitamin C, 279 F.R.D. at 110-11 (finding it undisputed that 

counsel are “qualified, experienced, and generally able to conduct the litigation” and are 

“seasoned class action litigators”); Memorandum and Order, ECF No. 560 (Oct. 23, 2012) 

(“[B]ased on its familiarity with the attorneys for the Certified Classes and the conduct of this 

litigation, the Court is satisfied that counsel are highly experienced at class action and antitrust 

litigation and that they have prosecuted this case with vigor.”). 

In this case, the basic terms of the settlement agreement were negotiated over a period of 

several months in a process that involved numerous telephone conferences and other 

correspondence. Hausfeld Decl. ¶ 2. The discussions were meaningful and informed as Co-Lead 

Counsel took steps to ensure that they had all of the necessary information to advocate for a fair 

settlement that served the best interests of the Certified Classes. Hausfeld Decl. ¶¶ 2-3. Due to 

the extensive record of the case and how the evidence was submitted to the jury during almost 

three weeks of trial, counsel was in a position to analyze and evaluate many contested legal and 

factual issues posed by the litigation and trial so that adequate demands and accurate evaluation 

of Settling Defendants’ positions could be made. Thus, Co-Lead Counsel were well-informed of 
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the facts of the case and the strength of the claims asserted when the terms of the settlement 

agreement were negotiated. See In re Global Crossing, 225 F.R.D. at 458.  

2. The Proposed Settlement Falls Within the Range of Possible Approval. 

To preliminarily approve these settlements, the court must decide that the proposed 

settlements fall within the range of settlement that could possibly be approved as “fair, adequate 

and reasonable.” NASDAQ I, 176 F.R.D. at 102.  

After hearing testimony from Plaintiffs’ expert, Dr. Douglas Bernheim, the jury found 

that the Direct Purchaser Damages Class had incurred damages of $54.1 million. Jury Verdict, 

ECF No. 675 (Mar. 14, 2013). The Direct Purchaser Plaintiffs’ settlement with Weisheng and 

CPG constitutes almost 42% of these damages, and when combined with the $9.5 million 

settlement already reached with Aland, the settlements reached represent nearly 60% of single 

damages incurred. Settlements of less than this magnitude are routinely approved. See, e.g., 

Memorandum and Order, ECF No. 560 (Oct. 23, 2012) (approving settlement with Aland 

equivalent to 16% of estimate single damages); In re Corel Corp. Sec. Litig., 293 F. Supp. 2d 

484, 489–90 (E.D. Pa. 2003) (approving a settlement valued at 15% of estimated damages); 

Nichols v. Smithkline Beecham Corp., No. 00–6222, 2005 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 7061, at *52 (E.D. 

Pa. Apr. 22, 2005) (upholding a settlement in the range of 9.3–13.9% of damages as “consistent 

with [the range] approved in other complex class action cases.”); In re Warfarin Sodium 

Antitrust Litig., 212 F.R.D. 231, 257 (D. Del. 2002) (upholding a settlement valued at 33% of 

Plaintiffs’ alleged damages); In re Cendant Corp. Litig., 264 F.3d 201, 241 (3d Cir. 2001) 

(upholding a settlement valued at 36-37% of damages, and noting that typical recoveries in 

securities class actions range from 1.6% to 14% of damages); Molecular Diagnostics Labs. v. 

Hoffmann-La Roche Inc., 04-cv-1949, Doc. 111 (D.D.C. Dec. 29, 2008) (approving settlement 

constituting one third of estimated damages); In re Newbridge Networks Sec. Litig., Civ. A. No. 
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94-1678-LFO, 1998 WL 765724, at *2 (D.D.C. Oct. 22, 1998)  (approving settlement equal to 6-

12% of potential damages in securities fraud class action, holding that such a figure “seems to be 

within the targeted range of reasonableness”). 

Defendants and Defendants’ expert challenged Plaintiffs’ estimate of damages 

throughout trial.  Defendants argued that the potential presence of arbitration clauses in co-

conspirator contracts required a reduction in damages to $46.6 million. Defendants and their 

expert Dr. Wu argued that the pre-conspiracy period was not an appropriate benchmark period 

and if that was taken into account, damages fell to $42.2 million. Defendants presented 

argument, factual evidence, and expert evidence of the effect of SARS on vitamin C prices, and 

Dr. Wu estimated that if SARS was taken into account on what he opined was an appropriate 

basis, damages fells to $17.1 million. If all of these factors were taken into account, Dr. Wu 

opined that damages fell to $2.2 million. 

As the third settlement in a case that has extended eight years, the settlement with 

Weisheng and CPG remains one of the first civil settlements with a Chinese company in an 

antitrust case in a U.S. court. Under these circumstances and considering these benefits, the 

proposed settlement not only falls well within the range of possible approval, but also represents 

an excellent result for members of the classes. 

By reaching an agreement with Weisheng and CPG when they did, Plaintiffs eliminated 

the lengthy appeals process that would surely follow with these Defendants. Such appeals would 

have undoubtedly included arguments by CPG that it did not participate in the conspiracy 

meetings and that it was only named in the case because it was the parent company of Weisheng. 

Weisheng was also expected to raise the argument on appeal that its conduct was compelled by 

the Chinese government and it was therefore not liable as a matter of law. Given this uncertainty, 
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“[a] very large bird in the hand in this litigation is surely worth more than whatever birds are 

lurking in the bushes.” In re Chambers Dev. Sec. Litig., 912 F. Supp. 822, 838 (W.D. Pa. 1995).  

Furthermore, because liability is joint and several under the Sherman Act and the antitrust 

laws of many of the class jurisdictions, Weisheng’s sales remained in the case for purposes of 

assessing damage liability against non-settling defendants Hebei and North China. Thus, this 

settlement did not prejudice the classes’ ability to recover its full treble damages caused by the 

alleged conspiracy, as found by the jury and ordered by the Court. Judgment, ECF No. 676 (Mar. 

14, 2013). 

Based upon the foregoing, the Settlement Agreement is well within the possible range of 

approval as a “fair, reasonable, and adequate” settlement of the Settlement Class’s claims. See 

Grinnell Corp., 495 F.2d at 463. 

C. Notice to the Class 

 For the purpose of efficiency and cost-savings to the classes, Plaintiffs propose 

combining notice of the settlements with Weisheng/CPG and NEPG. The notices and the notice 

plan will meet the requirements of Rule 23, include a date for a fairness hearing on the 

settlements, and as with the Aland settlements, will be submitted to the Court separately for 

approval. 

IV. PRELIMINARY APPROVAL ORDER 

Plaintiffs respectfully submit that the proposed Certified Classes Settlement Agreement 

with Weisheng/CPG falls well within the range of possible approval. Plaintiffs therefore request 

that the Court: 

1. Preliminarily approve the Certified Classes Settlement Agreement with Weisheng 
and CPG and find that its terms are sufficiently fair, reasonable, and adequate for 
notice to be issued to the certified classes; 
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2. Order Class Counsel to disseminate notice to the Classes, upon submission of 
proposed notices and approval by the Court of the form of notice and the notice 
plan; and 

3. Approve Rust Consulting as Administrator of the Settlements, and Citibank as 
Escrow Agent. 

V. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, the Court should grant Plaintiffs’ Motion for Preliminary 

Approval of the Certified Classes Settlement with Weisheng and CPG. 

Dated: March 25, 2013           Respectfully submitted,  
 
/s/ Michael D. Hausfeld______________ 
Michael D. Hausfeld 
Brian A. Ratner 
Brent W. Landau 
Melinda R. Coolidge 
HAUSFELD LLP 
1700 K Street, NW Suite 650 
Washington, DC 20006 
Tel: (202) 540-7200 
Fax: (202) 540-7201 

/s/ William A. Isaacson_____________ 
William A. Isaacson 
Tanya Chutkan  
Jennifer Milici 
BOIES, SCHILLER & FLEXNER LLP 
5301 Wisconsin Avenue, NW, Suite 800 
Washington, DC 20015 
Tel.: (202) 237-2727 
Fax: (202) 237-6131 

 
/s/ James T. Southwick______________ 
James T. Southwick 
Shawn L. Raymond 
Katherine Kunz 
SUSMAN GODFREY L.L.P. 
1000 Louisiana, Suite 5100 
Houston, TX 77002 
Tel.: (713) 651-9366 
Fax: (713) 654-6666 
 

 
Alanna Rutherford (AR-0497) 
BOIES, SCHILLER & FLEXNER LLP 
575 Lexington Avenue, 7th Floor 
New York, New York 10022 
Tel: (212) 446-2300 
Fax: (212) 446-2350 

 

Co-Lead Counsel for the Certified Direct Purchaser Damages Class and Injunction Class 
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