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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION,

Plaintiff

V. CIVIL ACTION NO. 3:09-CV-0298-N

STANFORD INTERNATIONAL BANK,
LTD., ET AL,

Defendants

THE OFFICIAL STANFORD
INVESTORS COMMITTEE,

Plaintiff,
V. CIVIL ACTION NO. 3:12-CV-01447-N

BDO USA, LLP,etal.,
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Defendants.

APPENDIX IN SUPPORT OF EXPEDITED REQUEST FOR ENTRY OF
SCHEDULING ORDER AND MOTION TO APPROVE PROPOSED SETTLEMENT
WITH BDO USA, LLP TO APPROVE THE PROPOSED NOTICE OF SETTLEMENT
WITH BDO USA, LLC, TO ENTER THE BAR ORDER, TO ENTER THE FINAL
JUDGMENT AND BAR ORDER, AND FOR PLAINTIFES’ ATTORNEYS’ FEES

Ralph S. Janvey, (the “Receiver”), and the Official Stanford Investors Committee
(“OSIC™), file this appendix (the “Appendix”™) in support of the Expedited Request for Entry of
Scheduling Order and Motion to Approve Proposed Settlement with BDO USA, LLP to Approve
the Proposed Notice Of Settlement with BDO USA, LLC, to Enter the Bar Order, to Enter the

Final Judgment and Bar Order, and for Plaintiffs” Attorneys’ Fees (the “Motion”).
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EXHIBIT DESCRIPTION APP. NOS.
APPENDIX MATERIALS
1 Settlement Agreement 0001-0076
2 Declaration of Douglas J. Buncher 0077-0096
2-A Neligan Foley LLP Invoices dated May 15, 2015 0097-0137
2-B Revised Fee Agreement dated April 10, 2014 between Official 0138-0154
Stanford Investors Committee and Neligan Foley LLP, Castillo
Snyder, P.C., Strasburger & Price, LLP, and Butzel Long, P.C.
3 Declaration of Edward C. Snyder 0155-0221
4 Declaration of Edward F. VValdespino 0222-0263
5 Declaration of Peter D. Morgenstern 0264-0271
6 Order Approving Attorneys’ Fees 0272-0278
7 Declaration of Examiner John J. Little 0279-0286
Dated: May 15, 2015 Respectfully submitted,

82293v.1

/s/ Douglas J. Buncher

Douglas J. Buncher
dbuncher@neliganlaw.com
John D. Gaither
jgaither@neliganlaw.com

NELIGAN FOLEY LLP
325 N. St. Paul, Suite 3600
Dallas, Texas 75201
Telephone: (214) 840-5300
Facsimile: (214) 840-5301

ATTORNEYS FOR RALPH S. JANVEY IN His
CAPACITY AS COURT-APPOINTED RECEIVER FOR
THE STANFORD RECEIVERSHIP ESTATE
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CASTILLO SNYDER, P.C.

/s/ Edward C. Snyder

Edward C. Snyder
esnyder@casnlaw.com

Jesse R. Castillo
jcastillo@casnlaw.com

300 Convent Street, Suite 1020
San Antonio, Texas 78205
Telephone: (210) 630-4200
Facsimile: (210) 630-4210

STRASBURGER & PRICE, LLP

/s/ Edward F. Valdespino

Edward F. Valdespino

Texas State Bar No. 20424700
edward.valdespino@strasburger.com
300 Convent Street, Suite 900

San Antonio, Texas 78205
Telephone: (210) 250-6000
Facsimile: (210) 250-6100

BUTZEL LONG PC

/s/ Peter D. Morgenstern

Peter D. Morgenstern

Admitted Pro Hac Vice
morgenstern@butzel.com

380 Madison Avenue, 22" Floor
New York, New York 10017
Telephone: (212) 818-1110
Facsimile: (212) 818-0494

ATTORNEYS FOR THE OFFICIAL STANFORD
INVESTORS COMMITTEE

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a true and correct copy of the foregoing document
was served upon all counsel of record via the Court’s ECF system in May 15, 2015.

/s/ Douglas J. Buncher
Douglas J. Buncher

82293v.1
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SETTEEMENT AGREEMENT

THIS SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT (the “Agreement™) is made and entered into by
and between, on the one hand, (i) Ralph-S. Janvey, solely in his capacity as Receiver for the
Receivership Estate; (i) the Official Stanford-Investors Committee (the “Commitiee™); and (iii)

Philip Wilkinson and Pam Reed (the “Tnvestor Plaintiffs™) (the Receiver, the Committee, and the

Investor Plaintiffs are collectively refetred-to as the “Plaintiffs™}; and, on the other hand, {iv)
BDO. USA, LLP (“BDQ USA™), BDO International Ltd. (“BDQ International™, BDO Global
Coordination, B.V. (“BDO_Global™), and Brussels Worldwide -Services BVBA (“Brussels

Eggidwidc”) {collectively referred to as the “BDO Entitieé”) (PlaintifTs, on the cne hand, and the

BDO Eniities, on the other hand, are referred to in this Agreement individually as a “Party” and
together as the “Parties™);

WHEREAS, on Febmalj'/ 16, 2009, the Securities and Exchange Commission filed Civil
Action No. 3:09-cy-00298-N, Securities and Exchange Commission v. Stanford International
Bank, Ltd, etal., (ND. Tex.) (the “SEC Action”), alleging that Robert Allen Stanford, James M.
Davis, Laura Pendergest-Holt, Stanford Internéti'onél Bank, Ltd., Stanford Group Company,
Stanford Capital Management, LLC, and Stanford Financial Group (the “Defendants™ had
engaged in a frandulent scﬁeme affecting tens of thousands of customers from over one hundred
countries;

WHEREAS, in an order dated February 16, 2009, in the SEC Action (ECF No. 10), the
United States District Court for the Northern District of Texas assumed exclusive jurisdiction
and took possession of the assets, monies, securities, properties, real and personal, tangible and

intangible, of whatever kind and description, wherever located, of the Defendants and all entities

they owned or confrolled (the “Receivership Assets”), and the books and records, client Lists,
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account statements, financial and accounting documents, computers, computer hard drives,
computer disks, internef exchange servers, telephones, personal digital devices and other
informational resources of or in possession of the Defendants, or issued by Defendants and in

possession of any agent or employee of the Defendants (the “Receivership Records™);

WHEREAS, in that same .arder (ECF No. 10), Ralph S. Janvey was appointed Receiver

(the “Receiver’”) for the Receivership Assets_and the Receivership Records (collectively, the

“Receivership Estate™) with the full power of an. equity receiver under common law as well as
such powers as are enumerated in that order, as amended by aﬁ ordér in that same matter, dated
March 12, 2009 (ECF No. 157), and as further amended by an order entered in that same matter,
dated July 19, 2010 (ECF Na, 1130);

WHEREAS, Ralph Janvey has served-as Recsiver continuously since his appointment
and continues to so serve;

WHEREAS, John J. Little was appointed to serve as Examiner (the “Examiner”) by.an.
order entered in the SEC Action, dated April 20, 2009 (ECF No. 322, the content of which is
incorporated -as though fully set forth in this Agreement), to assist the Court in considering the
interests of the worldwide investors in any financial products, accounts, vehicles or ventures
sponsored, promoted or sold by any defendants in the SEC Action;

WHEREAS, John Little has served as Examiner continuously since his appointment and
continues to so serve;

WHEREAS, the Committee was created pursuant to-an order entered in the SEC Action,
dated August 10, 2010 {(ECF No. 1149), to represent the customers of Stanford Internaticnal

Bank, 114d., who, as of February 16, 2009, had funds on deposit at Stanford International Bank,
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Ltd. and/or were holding certificates of deposit issued by Stanford International Bank, Ltd. (the

“Stanford Investors™;

WHEREAS; by that same order (ECF No. 1149) the Examiner was named as theinitial
Chairpersen of the Committee;

WHEREAS; the Examiner has served as Chairperson of the -Commiitee continuously
since his-appointment and continues fo so serve,

WHIREAS, on May 26, 2011, the Investor Plaintiffs filed Civil Action No. 3:11-cv-
01115-N, Pkflip Wilkinson and Pam Reed, individually and on behalf of a class or classes of all

others sz‘}nii’arly situated, v. BDO US4, LLP, et al. (N.D. Tex)) (the “Investor Litigation™)

alleging, #nfer alia, that the BDO Entities aided and abetted violations of the Texas Securities
Act, participated in or aided and abetted breaches of fiduciary duties, and aided and abetted or
participated in a fraudulent scheme and a conspiracy;

WHERFEAS, o February 27, 2012, the Receiver executed an assignment, a true and
correct copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A, assigning to the Committee all assignable
claims and causes of action existing under applicable law that the Receiver might own.against
the BDO Entities;

WHEREAS, on May 9, 2012, the Committee filed Civil Action No. 3:12-cv-01447-N,
The Qfficial Stanford Investors Committee v. BDO USA, LEP, et al. (N.D. Tex.) (the “Commiftee
Litigation™) alleging, infer aflia, that the BDO Entities were negligent; grossly negligent;
negligently retained personnel; negligently supervised personnel; aided, abetted or participated in
breaches of fiduciary duty; aided, abetted or participated in a fraudulent scheme:; and aided,

abetted or participated in fraudulent transfers;
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- WHEREAS, BDO USA, BDO International, BDO Global, and Brussels Worldwide each
expressly deny any and all allegations of wrongdoing, fault, Hability or damages whatsoever and
are entering into this Agreement (o avoid the burden, expense, and risks of litigation;

“WHEREAS, Plaintiffs have conducted an investigation into the faets and the law relating
to the Investor Litigation and the Commitiee Litigation and afier considering the results of that
investigation and the benefits of tis Settlement, as well as the burden, expense,‘ and risks of
litigation, have concluded that a settlement with the BDO Entities under the terms set forth
below is fair, reasonable, adequate, and in the best interests of the Plaintiffs; the Stanford
Investors, the Interested Parties, and all Persons affected by the Stanford Entities, and have
agreed. to enter into the Settlement and this Agreement, and to use their best efforts to effectuate
the Settlement and this Agreement;

WHEREAS, the Parties desire to fully, finally, and forever compromise and effect a
global settlement’and discharge of all claims, disputes, and issues between them;

WHEREAS, the Parties have engaged in exfensive, good faith, ammr’s-length
negotiations, including participation by representatives of the Parties in mediation with former
United States District Judge Layn Phillips, leading to this Agreement;

WHEREAS, absent this Settlement, the Committee Litigation and the Tnvestor Litigation
would have taken years and cost the Parties millions of dollars to litigate to a final judgment,
appeals would likely have resulted, and the outcome would have been uncertain; |

WHEREAS, the Examiner, both in his capacity as Chairperson of the Committee and in

his capacity as the-Court-appointed Examiner, participated in the negotiation of the Settlement;
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WHEREAS, the Commiftee has approved this Agreement _ and the terms of the
Settlement, as evidenced by the signature hereon of the Examiner in his capacity as Chairperson
of the Committee;

WHEREAS; the Examiner, in his capacity as Examiner, has reviewed this Agreement
and the terms of the Settlement and, as evidenced by his signature hereon, has approved this
Agreement and the terms of the Settlement and will recommend that this Agreement, and the
terms of the Setilement be approved by the Court and implemented;’ and

WHEREAS, the Receiver has reviewed and approved this Agreement and the terms of
the Seitlement, as evidenced by his signatore hereon;

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the agreements, covenants and releases set
forth herein and other good and valuable consideration, the-receipt.and sufficiency of which are
hereby acknowledged, the Parties agree as follows:

L Apreement Date

L. This Agreement shall take effect once all Parties-have signed the Agreement, and
as of the date of execuiion by the last Party to sign the Agreement (the “Agreement Date™).

1I. Terms Used in this Apreement

The following terms, as used in this Agreement, the Bar Order, and the Judgment and Bar
Order, have the following meanings:
2. “Attornevs® Fees” means those fees awarded by the Court {o Plaintiffs’ counsel

from the Settlement Amount pursuant to the terms of the applicable engagement agreements.

! The Examiner has also execated this Agreement to confirm his obligation to post Notice on his website, as
required hercin, but is not otherwise individeally a party to the BDO Settlement, the Committes Litigation or the
Investor Litigation.
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3. “BDO Released Parties” means the BDO Entities, and each of their respective

past, present, and future directors, officers, legal and equitable owners, sharcholders, members,
manapgers, principals, employees, associates, representatives, distributees, agents, attorneys,
trustees, general-and limited partners, lenders, insurers and reinsurers, direct and indirect parents,
snbsidiaries, affiliates, related- entities, divisions, partnershipé, corporations, executors,
administrators, heirs, beneficiaries, assigns, predecessors, predecessors in interest, successors,
and successors i inferest. Notwithstanding the foregoing, “BPO Released Parties™ shall not
include any Person, other than the BDO Entities, who is .on the Agreement Date a named
defendant in any litigation filed by any of the Plaintiffs, and shall not include any Person who
becomes employed by, related to, or affiliated with the BDO Entities after the Agreement Date
and whose Hability, if any, arises out of or derives from actions or omissions before becoming
employed by, related to, or affiliated with the-BDO Entities.

4, “Claim” means a Person’s potential or asserted right to receive funds from the
Receivership Estate arising from or relating to the deposit of funds in or the purchase of a CD

from Stanford International Bank, Ltd.

5. “Claimant” means any Person who has submitted a Claim to the Receiver or 1o
the Joint Liquidators.
6. “Confidential _Information” means the communications and discussions in

connection with the negotiations that led to the Seftlement and this Agreement. Confidential
Information also includes the existence and terms of the Settlement and this Agreement, but only
until the filing of this Agreement and related documents with the Court,

7. “Court” means the United States District Court for the Northem District of Texas,

Judge David C. Godbey, currently presiding.
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8. “Distribution_Plan” means the plan hereafter approved by the Court for the
distribution of the Settlement Amount (net of any attorneys’ fees or costs that are awarded by the
Court) to Stanford Investors who, as of the date of the approval of the Distribution Plan, have
had their Claims allowed by the Receiver (“Allowed Claims™). Any Stanford Investor who. has
not submitted a Claim to either the Receiver or the Joint Liquidators as of the date of the Notice
sent pursuant to the Scheduling Order required by Paragraph 29 of this Agreement (“Outstanding

Claims™), may seek to participate in the Distribution Plan, and potentially fo patticipate in future

distributions of funds obtained by the Receivership as a result of future litigation settlements or
recoveries, by submitling a Proof of Claim Form substantially in the form of the document

attachied as Exhibit B within seventy-five (75) days (the “Outstanding Claim Deadling™) of the

Court’s enfry of the Scheduling Order. Outstanding Claims submifted on or before the
Outstanding Claim Deadline shall be subject to review and determination by the Receiver.

9. “Settlement Effective Date” means the date on which the last of all of the

following have occurred:

a, entry in the SEC Action of a bar order including findings under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 54(b) and in exactly the form attached hereto as Exhibit C (the “Bar
dig_r’ *, with no revisions, additions, deletions or amendment (exoept that the blanks in the form
may be filled in as appropriate by the Court);

b. entry in the Committee Litigation of a judgment and bar order in exactly

the form attached hereto as Bxhibit D (the “Judgment and Bar Order™), with no revisions,

additjons, deletions or amendment (except that the blanks in the form may be filled in as
appropriate by the Court); and

c. the Bar Order and the Judgment and Bar Order have both become Final.
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10.  “Final” means wnmodified afier the conclusion of, or expiration of any right of
any Person to pursue, any and all possible forms and levels of appeal, reconsideration, or review,
judicial or otherwise, inchuding by a cowrt or Forum of last resort, wherever located, whether
automatic or discretionary, whether by appeal or otherwise. The Bar Order inchnding findings.
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 54(b) will become Einal as set forth in this paragraph as
though such an order was entered as a judgment at the end of a case, and the cantinuing
pendency of the SEC Action shalf not be construed as preventing such an order from becoming
Final,

11.  “Forum™ means any court, adjudicative body, tribunal, or jurisdiction, whether its
natute is Tederal, foreign, state, administrative, regulatory, arbitral, local, or otherwise.

12.  “Hearing” means a formafl proceeding in open court before the United States
District Judge having jurisdiction over the Tnvestor Litigation and-the Committee Litigation,

i3. “Interesfed Parties” means the Receiver; the Receivership Estate; the Committee;

the members of the Commiltes; the Plaintiffs; the Stanford Investors; the Claimants; the
Exarmner; or any Person or Persons alleged by the Receiver, the Committee, or other Person or
entity on behalf of the Receivership Estate to be liable to the Receivership Estate, whether or not
a formal proceeding has been initiated.

14.  “Joint Liquidators” means the liquidators appointed by the Eastern Caribbean

Supreme Court in Antigua and Barbuda to take confrol of and manage the affairs and assets of

Stanford International Bank, Ltd.

15. “Notice” means a communication, in substantially the form attached hereto as

Exhibit E, describing (a) the material ferms of the Settlement; (b) the material terms of this

Agreement; (c) the rights and obligations of the Interested Parties with regard {o the Settlement
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and this Agreement; (d) the deadline for the filing of objections to the Seftlement, the
Agreement, the Bar Order, and the Judgment and Bar Order; and (e) the date, time and location
of the Hearing to consider final approval of the Settlement, this Agreement, the Bar Order, and
the Judgment and Bar Order-

16. “Person” means any individual, entity, governmental authority, ageticy- or quasi-
governmental person or entity, worldwide, of any type, including, without limitation, any
individual, partuetship, corporation, estate, “frust, association, proprictorship, orgamization, or
business, regardless of location, residence, or nationality. |

17. “Pluintiffs Released Parties” means the Investor Plaintiffs, the Receiver, the

Examiner, the Committee,-and each of their counsel.

18.  “Releasor” means any Persen granting a release of any Settled Claim.

19,  “Settled Claim™ means any action, cause-of action, suit, Kabifity, claim, right of
action, or demand whatsoever, whether or not currently asserted, known, suspected, existing, ot
discoverable, and whether based on federal law, state law, foreign law, common law, or
otherwise, and whether based on contract, tort, statute, law, equity or otherwise, that a Releasor

ever had, now has, or hereafter can, shall, or may have, directly, represeptatively, derivatively, or
in any other capacity, for, upon, arising from, relating to, or by reason of any matter, cause, or
thing whatsoever, that, in full or in part, concems, relates to, arises out of, or is in any manner
comnected with (i) the Stanford Entities; {ii} any certificate of deposit, CD, depository account, or
mvestment of an),‘f type with any one or more of the Stanford Entities; (iif) any one or more of the
BDO Entities’ relationship with any one or more of the Stanford Entities; (iv) the BDO Entities’
provision of services to the Stanford Entifies; or (v) any matter that was asserted in, could have

been asserted in, or relates to the subject matter of the SEC Action, the Investor Litigation, the
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Committee Litigation, or any proceeding cencerning the Stanford Entities pending or
commenced in any Foram, “Settled Claims” specifically includes, without limitétion, all claims
each Releasor does not know or suspect to exist in his, her, or its favor at the time of release,
which, if known by that Persen, might have affected their decisions with respect to this

Agreement and the Settlement (*Unknown Claims™). Each Releasor expressly waives, releases,

and relinquishes any and all provisions, rights, and benefits conferred by any law or principle, in-
the United States or elsewhere, which governs or limits the release of unknown or unsuspected
claims, including, without limitation, California Civil Code § 1542, which provides: ‘

A GENERAL RELEASE DOES NOT EXTEND TO CLAIMS

WHICH THE CREDITOR DOES NOT KNOW OR SUSPECT

TO EXIST TN HIS OR HER FAVOR AT THE TIME OF

EXECUTING THE RELEASE, WHICH IF KNOWN BY HIM

OR HER MUST HAVE MATERIALLY AFFECTED HIS OR
HER SETTLEMENT WITH THE DEBTOR.

Each Releasor acknowledges that he, she, or it may hereafler discover facts different from, or in
addition to, those which such Releasor now knows or believes to be true with respect to the
Settled Claims, but nonetheless agrees that this Agreement, including the-releases granted herein,
will remain binding and effective in all respects notwithstanding such discovery. Unknown
Claims include contingent and. non-contingent claims, whether or not concealed or hidden,
without regf;lrd to the subsequent discovery or existence of different or additional facts. These
provisions concerning unknown and unsuspected claims and the inclusion of Unknown Claims in
the definition of Settled Claims were separately bargained for and are an essential element of this
Agreement and the Settlement.

20. “Settlement” means the agreed resolution of the Settled Claims in the manner set

forth in this Agreement.
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21.  “Settlement Amount” means Forty Million Dollars ($40,000,000.003 in United
States currency.

27, “Stanford Entities” means Robert Allen Stanford; James M. Davis; Laura

Pendergest-Holt; Gilbert Lopez; Mark Kuhrt; Stanford International Bank, Lid.; Stanford Group
Company; Stanford Capital Management, LLC; -Stanford Fipancial. Group; the Stanford
Financial Bldg Inc.; the entities listed in Exhibit F to this Agreement; any entity of any type that
was, owned, controlled by, or affiliated with Robert Allen Stanford, James M. Davis, Laura
Pendergést-Halt, Gilbert Lopez, Mark Kuhrt, Stanford International Bank, [td., Stanford Group
Company, Stanford Capital Management, LLC, Stanford Financial Group, or the Stanford
Financial Bldg Inc., on or before February 16, 2009.

23, “Taxes” means any and all taxes, whether federal, state, local, or other taxes
related to ibe Seltlement or the Settlement Amount, and costs incurred in comnection with such
taxation including, without limitation, the fees and expenses of tax attorneys and accountants.

II. Delivery and Management of Settflement Amonnt

24,  Dismissal of Investor Lifigation: Within five (5) business days of the Settlernent

Effective Date, the Investor Plaintiffs shall file a motion to dismiss with prejudice the Investor
Litigation.

25.  Delivery_of Settlement Amount: On the later of (a) thirty (30) days after the

Settlement Effective Date or (b) thirty (30) days -aﬁer the dismissal of the Investor Litigation
with prejudice, BDO USA shall deliver the Settlement Amount to the Receiver by wire transfer
in accordance with wire transfer instructions provided by the Receiver for purposes of receiving
the payment. In the cvent that the condition of the first sentence of Paragraph 26 has become
oiaerative, delivery of the Seitlement Amouwnt to the Receiver by the Escrow Agent shall satisfy

BDO USA’s payment obligation set forth in this paragraph.
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26.  Bscrow of Settlement Amount During Appeal: In the event any Person appeals

any ordet required under Paragraph 9 of this Agreement prior to the Setilement Effective Date,
BDC-USA shall deliver the Settlement Amount, within thirty (30) days of the first-filed notice of
appeal, to an escrow agent mutually identified and agreed to by the Parties (“Escrbw Agent”™).
The Escrow Agent shall maintain the _Setflement Amount in an interest-bearing account
(“Escrow Account™). The Parties shall enter into a reasonable escrow agreement with the Escrow
Agent as necessary to carry out the terms of this Agreement, which escrow agreement shall
expressly require the Escrow Agent to deliver funds from the Escrow Account as set forth in this
paragraph and in Paragraph 25 of this Agreement, and which escrow agreement shall contain
such other reasonable and customary terms applicable to such agreements that are also consistent
with all other terms of this Agreement. Any amount in the Escrow Account exceeding the
Settlement Amount shall be returned to BDO USA. Nothing herein shall require BDO USA to
pay or release any amount to the Receiver prior to the Settlement Effective Date, nor shall
anything in this paragraph lmit or alter the terms set forth in Paragraphs 24 and 25 of this
Agreement. Further, if any Party exercises its rights under Paragraph 35 of this Agreement after
BDG-USA funds the Escrow Account, the firll balance of the Escrow Account shall be returned
within ten (10) days to BDO USA.

V. Use of Setilement Amount

27. Management and Distribution of Settlement Amount: If' and when the Settlement

Amount is delivered to the Receiver pursuant to the terms of this Agreement, the Receiver shall
receive and take custody of the Settlement Amount-and shall maintain, mapage and distribute the
Seftlement Amount in accordance with the Distribution Plan and under the supervision and

direction and with the approval of the Court. The Receiver shall be responsible for all Taxes, fees
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and expenses that may be due with respect to the Settlement Amount or the management, use,
administration or distribution of the Settlement Amount.

28.  No Liability: The BDO Entities and the BDO Released Parties shall have no
Liability, obligation, or responsibility whatsoever with respect to the investment, management,
use, administ.ration, or distribution of the Seftlement Amount or any portion thereof, including,
but not limited to, the costs and expenses of such investment, management, use, disbursement, or
administration of the Settlement Amount, and any Taxes arising therefrom or relating thereto,

V. Motion for Scheduling Order, Bar Order, and Judgment and Bar Order and Form
and Procedure for Notice

29.  Motion: Within fifteen (15) days after the Agreement Date, Plaintiffs shall submit
to the Court a motion requesting entry of an order substantially in the form attached hereto.as

Exhibit G (the “Scheduling Order™) (a) preliminarily approving the Settlement; (b approving the

content and plan for publication and dissemination of Notice; (c) setting the date by which-any
objectidn to the Settlement or this Agreement must be filed; and (d) scheduling a Hearing to
consider ﬂnzﬁ apbroval of the Settlement and entry of the orders required by Paragraph 9 of this
Agreement. With respect to the confent and plan for publication and dissemination of Notice,
Plaintiffs wil propose that Notice in substantially the form attached hereto as Exhibit E, be sent
via electronic mail, first class mail or international delivery service to all Interested Partiss; sent
via electronic service to all ecoumsel of record for any Person who has been or is, at the time of
Notice, a party in any case included in MDL No. 2099, In re: Stanford Entities Securities
Litigation (N.D. Tex.) (the “MDL"), the SEC Action, the Investor Litigation, or the Commiitee
Litigation who are deemed to have consented fo electronic service through the Court’s CM/ECF
System under Local Rule CV-5.1(d); sent via facsimile transmission and/or first class mail to any

other counsel of record for any other Person who has been or is, at the time of service, a party in
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any case included in the MDIL, the SEC Action, the Investor Litigation, or the Committee
Litigation; and posted on the websites of the Receiver and the Examiner along with complete
copies of this- Agreement and all filings with the Court relating to the Settlement, this
Agreement, and approval of the Settlement. Plaintiffs will further propese that Notice in
substantially the form attached hereto as Exhibit H be published once in the national edition of
The Wall Street Journal and once in the international edition of The New York Times. In advance
of filing the motion papers to accomplish the foregoing, Plaintiffs shall provide the BDO Entities
with 2 reasonable opportunity to review and comment on such motion papers.

30.  Notice Preparation and Dissemination: The Receiver shall be responsible for the
preparation and dissemination of the Notice pursuant to this Agreement and as directed by the
Court: In the absence of intentional refisal by the Receiver to prepare and dissenminate Notice:
pursuant to this Agreement or a court order, no Interested Party or any other Person shall have
any recourse against the Receiver with respect to any claims that may arise from or relate to the
Notice process. In the case of intentional refusal by the Receiver to prepare and disseminate
Notice pursuant to this Agreement or a court order, no Interested Party or any other Person. shall

have any claitn against the Receiver other than the ability to seck specific performance.

31.  No Recourse Against BDO: No Interested Party or any other Person shall have
any recourse against the BDO Entities or the BDO Released Parties with respect to any claims
that may arise from or relate to the Notice process.

32.  Motion Contents: In the motion papers referenced in Paragraph 29 above,

Plaintiffs shall request that the Court, inter alia:

a. approve the Settlement and its terms as set out in this Agreement;
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b. enter an order finding that this Agreement and the releases set forth herein

are final and binding on the Parties;

c. enter in the SEC Action a Bar Order in exactly the form attached hereto as
Exhibit C; and
d. enter in the Committee Litigation a Judgment and Bar Order in exactly the

form attached hereto as Exhibit .

33,  Parties to Advocate: The Parties shall take all reasonable steps to advocate for and
encourage the Court as well as the Interested Parties to accept the ferms of this Agreement.

34, No Challenge: No Party shall challenge the approval of the Settlement, and no
Party will encourage or assist any Inferested Party in challenging the Settlement. -

VI.  Rescission if the Settlement is Not Finally Approved or the Bar Order and
Judgment and Bar Order are Not Entered

35. Right fo Withdraw: The Parties represent and acknowledge that the following
were necessary to the Parties’ agreement to this Settlement, are cach an essential term of the
Settlement and this Agreement, and that the Settlement would not have been reached in the
absence of these terms: (a) Court approval of the Settlement and the terms of this Agreement
without amendment or revision; (b) entry by the Court of the Bar Order in the SEC Action in
exactly the form aftached hercto as Exhibit C, with no revisions, additions, deletions, or
atendment (except that the blanks in the form may be filled in as appropriate by the Court); (¢)
enfry by the Court of the Judgment and ﬁar Order I the Commitice Litigation in exactly the
form attached hereto as Exhibit D, with no revisions, additions, deletions, or amendment (except
that the blanks in the form may be filled in as appropriate by the Court); and (d) ali such
approvals and orders becoming Final, pursuant to Paragraphs 9 and 10 of this Agreement. If the

Court does not provide the approvals described in (a); if the Court refuses to enter the bar orders
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| described in (b) or (c); or if the final result of any appeal from the approvals and orders described
in (a), (b), or (c) is that any of the approvals or orders are not affirmed, in their entirety and
without modification or limitation, then any Party has the right to withdraw its agreement to the
Settlement and to this Agr'ccr-ncnt. In the event that any-Party withdraws its agreement to the
Seitlement or this Agreement as allowed in this paragraph, this Agreement will be null and void
and of no further effect whatsoever, shall not be admissible-in any ongoing_or future proceedings
for any purpose whatsoever, and shall not be the subject or basis for any claimus by any Party-
against any-other Party. H any Party withdraws from this Agreement pursuant to the terms of this
paragraph, then each Party shall be returned to snch Party’s respective position immediately prier
to such Party’s execution of the Agreement.
VII. Distribution Plan
36.  Duties: The Receiver, with the approval and gujdanéé of the Court, shall be solely
responsible-for preparing, filing a motion seeking approval of, and implementing the Distribution
Plan includiﬁg, without limitation, receiving, managing and disbursing the Settlement Amount.
The Receiver owes no duties to the BDO Entities or the BDO Released Parties in connection
with the disiribution of the Settlement Amount or the Distribution Plan, and if the Receiver
complies with all crders issued by the Court relating to the Distribution Plan neither the BDO
Entities nor the BDO Released Parties may assert any claim or cause of action agéinst the
Receiver in connection with the distribution of the Seftlement Amount or the Distribution Plan.
In no event will the Receiver or the Receivership Estate be liable for damages or the payment or
re-payment of funds of any kind as a result of any deficiency associated with thé distribution of

the Settlement Amount or the Distribution Plaxn.
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37.  Distribution by Check: The Receiver must include the following statement,
without alteration, on the reverse of all checks sent fo Stanford Investors pursuant fo the
Distribution Plan, above where the endorser will sign:

BY ENDCRSING THIS CHECK, I RELEASE ALL CLAIMS,
KNOWN OR NOT, AGAINST BDO USA, LEP, ITS PARTNERS
AND EMPLOYEES ARISING FROM OR RELATING TO
STANFORD INTERNATIONAL BANK, L'TD., AND ACCEPT
THIS PAYMENT IN FULL SATISFACTION THEREOF.

38. No Responsibility: The BDO Entities and the BDO Released Parties shall have no

responsibility, obligation, or liability whatsoever with respect to the terms, interpretation or
implementation of the Distribution Plan; the administration of the Seitlement; the management,
investment or disbursement of the Settlement Amount or any other funds paid or received in
connection with the Settlement; the payment or withholding of Taxes that may be due or owing
by the Receiver or any recipient of funds from the Settlement Payment; the determination,
administration, caloulation, review, or challenge of claims to the Settlement Amount, any portion
of the Settlement Amount, or any other funds paid or received in connection with the Settlement
or this Agreement; or any losses, attorneys’ fees, expenses, vendor payments, expert payments,
or other costs incurred in connection with any of the foregoing matters. As of the Settlement
Effective Date, the Plaintiffs, the Plaintiﬁ‘s Released Parties, the Interested Parties, and all other
individuals, persons or entities Plaintiffs represent or on whose behalf Plaintiffs have been
empowered to act by any court fully, finally, and forever release, relinquish, and discharge the
BDO Entities and the BDO Released Parties from any and all such responsibility, obligation and
Jiability.

VIH. Releases, Coyvenant Not to Sue, and Permanent Injunction

39.  Release of BDO Releaged Parties: As of the Settlement Effective Date, each of

the Plaintiffs, including, without limitation, the Receiver on behalf of the Receivership Estate
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(other than the natural persons listed in Paragraph 22 of this Agreement), fully, finally, and
forever release, relinguish, and discharge, with prejudice, all Settied Claims against the BDO
Entities and the BDO Released Parties.

40.  Release of Plaintiffs Released Parties: As of the Settlement Effective Date, the

BDO Entities fully, finally, and forever release, relinquish, and discharge, with prejudice, all

Settled Claims against Plaintiffs Released Partics.

41.  No Release of Obligations Under Agreement: Notwithstanding arnything to the
contrary in this Agreement, the releases in the two foregoing paragraphs do not release the
Parties’ rights and obligations under this Apreement or-the Settlement nor bar the Parties from

enforcing or effectuating this Agreement or the Settlement. -

42: Covenant Not fo Sue:- Effective as of the Agreement Date, Plaintiffs and their i
respective counsel covenant not to, directly or indirectly, or thrpugh a third party, institute,
reinstitute, initiate, commence, maintain, continue, file, encourage, solicit, support, participate in,
collaborateAin, or otherwise prosecute against any of the BDO Released Parties any action,
lawsuit, cause of action, claim, investigation, demand, complaint, or proceeding, whether
individually, derivatively, on behalf of a class, as a member of a class, or in any other capacity
whatsoever, concerning the Settled Claims, whether in & court or any other Forum. Effective as 7
of the Agreement Date, the BDO Entities and their respective counsef covenant not to, directly or
indirectly, or through a third party, institute, reinstitute, initiate, commence, maiuntain, continue,
file, encourage, solicit, support, participate in, collaborate in, or otherwise prosecute against any
of the Plaintiffs Released Parties any action, lawsuif, cause of action, claim, investigation,
demand, complaint, or proceeding, whether individually, derivatively, on bebalf of a class, as a

member of a class, or in any other capacity whatsoever, concerning the Settled Claims, whether
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in a court or any other Forum. Notwithstanding the foregoing, however, the Parties retain the
right to sue for alleged breaches of this Agreement.
IX.,  Dismissals

43. Tt shall be a condition precedent to BDO USA paying ot reicasing-any amount of
the Settlement Amount to the-Receiver, including any funds deposited-in the Escrow Account as
required- by Paragraph 26 of this Agreement, that the Investor Litigation be dismissed with
prejudice, with the Parties paying their own fees and costs.

X. Representations. and Warranties

44,  No Assignment. Encumbrance, or Transfer: The Plaintiffs, other than the

Receiver, represent and warrant that they are the owners of the Settled Claims and that they have
not, in whole or in part, assigned, encumbered, sold, pledged as security, or in any manner
transferred or compromised the Settled Claims against the-BDO Entities and the BDO-Released
Parties. The Receiver represents and warrants that, other than assigning the Settled Claims
against the BDO Entities to the Committee, he has not, in whole or in part, assigned,
encumbered, sold, pledged as security, or in any manner transferred or compromised the Settled
Claims against the BDO Entities and the BDO Released Parties.

45, Authority: Fach person executing this Agreement or any related documents
represents and warrants that he or she has the full authority to execute the documents on behalf
of the entity each represents and that they have the authority to take appropriate action required
or permitted to be taken pursuant to this Agreement to effectuate ifs terms. The Committee
represents and warrants that the Committee has approved this Agreement in accordance with the

by-laws of the Commitfee.
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XI. No Admission of Fault or Wrongdoing

46.  The Secttlement, this Agreement, and the negotiation thereof shall in o way
constitate, be construed as, or be evidence of an admission or concession of any viclation of any
statute or law; of any fault, liability or wrongdoing; or of any infirmity in.the claims or defenses
of the Parties withregard to amy -of the complaints, claims, allegations or defenses asserted-or
that could have been asserted in the Investor Litigation, the Committee Litigaﬁon, or any other
proceeding in any- Forwm. The Settlement and this Agreement are a resolution of disputed claims
+4n order to avoid the risk and expense of protracted litigation, The Settlemént, this Agreement,
and evidence thereof shall not be used, directly or indirectly, in any way, in the Investor
Litigation, the Committee Litigation, the SEC Action, or in any other proceeding, other than to
enforce the terms of the Settlernent and this Agreement.

X1k  Confidentiality

47.  Confidentiality: Except as necessary o obtain Court approval of this Agreement,
to provide the Notices as required by this Agreement, or to eﬁforce the-terms of the Settlement
and this Agreement, the Parties will keep confidential and shall not publish, communicate, or
otherwise disclose, directly or indirectly, in any manner whatsoever, Confidential Information to
any Person except that (i) a Party may disclose Confidential Information pursuant to a legal,
professional, or regulatory obligation; court order; or lawfully issued subpoena, but only after
providing- prompt notice to the other Parties so that, to the extent practicable, each Party has the
time and opportunity, before disclosure of any Confidential Information, to seek and obtain a
protective order preventing or limiting disclosure; and (ii) a Party may disclose Confidential
Information based on specific written consent from each of the other Parties. Notwithstanding

anything else in this Agreement or otherwise, such consent may be transmitted by e-mail.
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XIII. Miscellaneous

48.  Final and Complete Resolution: The Parties integd this Agreement and the
Seftlement to be and constitute a final, complete, and worldwide resolution of all matters and
disputes between (1) the Plaintiffs Released- Parties, and the Interested Parties, on the one hand,
and (2) the BDO Released Parties, on-the other hand, and this Agreement, including its exhibits,
shall be interpreted to-effectuate this purpose. The Parties agree not to assert in any Forum that
the other Party violated Rule 11.of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, or litigated, negotiated,
or otherwise engaged in conduct in bad faith or without.a reasonable basis in connection with the

Investor Litigation, the Committee Litigation, the Settlement or this Agreement.

49,  Binding Agreement: As of the Agreement Date, this Agreement shall be binding
upon and shall inure to the benefit of the Parties and their respective heirs, execufors,
administrators, successors, and assigns. No Party may assign any of its rights or obligations

under this Agreement without the express written consent of the other Parties.

50.  Incorporation of Recitais: The Recitals contained in this Agreement are essential
terms of this Agreement and are incorporated herein for all purposes.

51.  Disclaimmer of Reliance: The Parties represent and acknowledge that in negotiating

and entering into the Settlement and this Agreement they have not relied on, and have not been
indoced by, any representation, warranty, statement, estimate, communication, or information, of
any nature whatsoever, whether written or oral, by, on behalf of, or concerning any Party, any
agent of any Party, or otherwise, except as expressly set forth in this Agreement. To the contrary,
each of the Parties affirmatively represents and acknowledges that the Party is relying selely on
the express terms contained within this Agreement. The Parties have each consulted with legal

counsel and advisors, have considered the advantages and disadvantages of emtering into the

21 EXECUTION COPY

APP 0021



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2138-1 Filed 05/15/15 Page 22 of 76 PagelD 59757

Settlement and this Apreement, and have relied solely on their own judgment and advice of their
respective legal counsel in negotiating and entering info the Settlement and this Agreement.

52.  Third-Party Beneficiaries: This Agreement is not intended to and does nof create

rights enforceable by any Person other than the Parties (or their respective heirs, executors,
administrators, successors, and assigns, as provided in Paragraph 49 of this Agreement), except

asnecessary to effect and enforce the releases and covenants not to sue inclnded herein,

33, Negotiation, Drafting, and Construction: The Parties agree and acknowledge that
they each have reviewed and cooperated in the preparation of this Agreement, that no Party
should or shall be deemed the drafter of this Agreement or any provision hereof, and that any
rule, presumption, or burden of proof that would construe this Agreement, any ambiguity, or any
other matter, against the drafter shall not-apply and is waived. The Parties are entering into this-
Agreement freely, after good faith, arm’s-length. negotiation, with the advice of counsel, and in
the absence of coetcion, duress, and undue influence, The titles and beadings in this Agreement
are for convenience only, are not part of this Agreement, and shall not bear on the meaning of
this Agreement. The words “include,” “includes,” or “including” shall be deemed to be foltowed -
by the words “without limitation.” The words “and” and “or” shall be interprefed broadly to have
the most inclusive meaning, repardiess of any conjunctive or disjunctive tense. Words in the
masculine, feminine, or neuter gender shall include any gender. The singular shall include the
plural and vice versa. “Any” shall be nnderstood to include and encompass “all,” and “all” shall
be undetstood to inchude and encompass “any.”

54, Cooperation: The Parties agree to execute any additional documents reésonably
necessary to finalize and carry out the terms of this Agreement. In the event a third party or any

Person other than a Party at any time challenges any term of this Agreement or the Settlement,
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including the Bar Order and the Judgment and Bar Order, the Parfies agree to cc;opcrate with
each other, including using reasonable efforts to make documents or personnel available as
needed to defend any such challenge, Further, the Parties shall reasonably cooperate to defend
and enforce each of the orders required under Paragraph 9 of this Agreement.

55.  Notice: Any notices, documents, or correspondence of any nature required fo be
sent pursuant to this Agrcementshal] be transmitted by both e-mail and ovemight delivery to the
following recipients, and will be deemed transmitted upon receipt by the overnight delivery
service,

If to the BDO Enlities:

BDO USA LLP Office of the General Counsel
135 West 50th. Street, 23rd Floor

New York, NY 10020

Telephone: 212-855-2001

Fax: 212-885-8116

and

Michael S, Poulos

DLA Piper LLP (US)

203 N, LaSalle 8t,, Suite 1900
Chicago, [llinois 60601-1293
Telephone: 312-368-4000

Fax: 312-236-7516

E-mail: michael.povlos@dlapiper.com

and

James R. Nelson

E-mail: jr.nelson@dlapiper.com
Karl G. Dial

E-mail: karl.dial@dlapiper.com
DLA Piper LLP (US)

1717 Main Street, Suite 4600
Dallas, Texas 75201

Telephone: 214-743-4500

Fax: 214-743-4545
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If o Plaintiffs:

Douglas J. Buncher
Neligan Foley LLP

325 N. St, Paul, Suite 3600
Dallas, TX 75201
Telephone: 214-840-5320
Fax: 214-840-5301

E-mail: dbuncher@neliganiaw.com

and

Tohn I. Little ‘

Little Pedersen Fankhauser LLP
901 Main Street, Suite 4110
Dallas, Texas 75202
214.573.2307

214.573.2323 fax

E-mail; ilittle@lpflaw.com

and

Ralph Janvey

2100 Ross Ave

Suite 2600

Dallas, TX 75201

E-mail: rianvey@jkilip.com

and

Kevin Sadler

Baker Botts

1001 Page Mill Road

Building One, Swite 200

Palo Alto, California 94304-1007
E-maijl; kevin.cadler@bakerbotts.com-

Each Party shall provide notice of any change to the service information set forth above to all
other Parties by the means sef forth in this paragraph.
56.  Choice of Law: This Agreement shalf be govemed by and construed and enforced

in accordance with the laws of the State of Texas applicable to contracts executed in and to be
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performed in that jurisdiction, without regard to the choice of law principles of Texas or any
other jurisdiction,

57.  Mandatory, Exclusive Forum Selection Clause: Any dispute, confroversy, or

claim arising- out of or related to the Sefflement or fluis Agreement, mcluding breach,
interpretation, effect, or validity of this Agreemeni, whether arising im confract, tort, or
otherwise, shall be brought exclusively in the United States District Court for the Northern
District of Texas. With respeet to any such action, the Parties irrevocably stipulate and consent to
personal and subject matier jﬁrisdiof:ion and venue in such court, and wai{fe atty argument that
suchrcourt is inconvenient, improper, or otherwise an inappropriate forum,

58.  United States Currency: All doliar amounts in this Apreement are expressed. in

United States dollars.
59.  Timing: If any deadline imposed by this Agreement falls on a non-business day,
then the deadline is extended until the next business day.
60.  Waiver: The waiver by a Party of any breach of this Agreement by another Party
shall not be deemed a waiver of any other prior or subsequent breach of this Agreement.
“61.  Exhibits: The exhibits annexed to this Agreement are iqcorporated by reference as
though fully set forth in this Agreement.

62.  Integration and Modification: This Agreement sets forth the entire understanding

and agreement of the Parties with respect to the subject matter of this Agreement and sﬁpersedes
all prior agreements, understandings, negotiations, and communications, whether oral or written,
with respect to such subject matter. Neither this Agreement, nor any provision or term of this
Apgreement, may be amended, modified, revoked, supplemented, waived, or otherwise changed

except by a writing signed by all of the Parties.
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63,  Agpreed Changes: Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, the

‘Parties may consent, but are not obligated to consent, to changes made by the Court to the
Scheduling Order, the Notice, the Bar Order, the Judgment and Bar-Order, or other filings. Any
such consent must-be in writing and signed by all Parties or mustbe agreed to by all Partics on
the record in open court.

64.  Counterparts: This Agreement-may be executed in one or more counterparts, each
of which for all purposes shall be deemed an original but all of which taken together shall
constitute one and the same instrument.

[SIGNATURE PAGES FOLLOW]
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IN WITNESS HEREOF, the Parties have executed this Agreement signifving their
agreement 1o the foregoing terms,
Ralph Janvey, in -his capacity as the

Receiver for the Stanford Reccivership
Estate

2L

Johr]. Little, in his capacity as Examiner

Date

~ Official Stanford Investors Committee

By: John /. Little, Chairperson-  Date

Pam Reed Date -

Phitip Wilkinson Date
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IN WITNESS HEREOF, the Parties have executed this Agreement signifying their
agmcmeﬁt to the foregoing terms,
Ralph Janvey, id his capacity as the

Receiver for the Stanford Receivership
Estate ,

Date

Jolin 7. Little, in his capacity as Examiner

(/V | - "Date
f:ffi'cial -Sf'szofd Trivestors Cominities
1 zas

y A-IOWI.Y'L"I{‘GG, Chézilpérsé.ﬁ“ . V/Dat-é" o

Pam Reed " Date
Phitip Wiikinson Date
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IN WITNESS HEREOF, the Parfies have executed this Agreement signifying their
agraement to the foregeing terms.
Ralph Janvey, in his capacity as the

Receiver for the Stanford Receivership
Estate

Date

John X Little, in his capacity as-Exariner

Date

Official Stanford Investors Commiitee

By: JohnJ. Liftle, Chairperson  Date

Cg% Zgﬁ A o3 /@o@ﬁ

Pam Reed Date

Philip Wilkinson Date
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ASSIGNMENT

By this agreernent made by and between RALPH S. JANVEY (The “Receiver™), in his
capacity as COURT APPOINTED RECEIVER FOR THE STANFORD INTERNATIONAL
BANK, L.T.D., SFANFORD GROUP COMPANY, STANFORD CAPITAL MANAGEMENT,
LiC, ALLEN STANFORD, JAMES M. DAVIS, LAURA PENDERGEST-HOLT, STANFORD-
FINANCLAE GROUP, THE STANFORD FINANCIAL. GROUP BLDG,, INC., and all other
entilies now or previoﬁ"sl”y owned or controlled by the foregoing pefsoné and entities, including,
but not limited to Stanford Trust Company, Stanford Fiduciary-Investor Services, SFGGM‘an;d
SEGC (“The Stanford FEntities”), and The OFFICIAL STANFORD INVESTORS
COMMITTEE, which was formed-pursuant to the August 10, 2010 Order of the Court in Case
No. 3:09-cv-0298-N, Doc. 1149 (the “Committee- Order™); respectively, the parties agree as
follows:

L. For and in consideration of the sim of Ten Dollats ($10.00) and other good and
valuable consideration, the receipt of which is‘ hereby acknowledged, the Receiver, to the extent
not prohibited by law, does hereby imrevocably transfer, convey and assign to the Official
Stanford Investors Committee any and all assignable claims and causes of action existing under
applicable law that the Receiver might own against BDO SEIDMAN and its Affiliates, including
but not limited to BDO USA, LLP, BDO INTERNATIONAL LTD, BDO GLOBAL
-COORDINATION B.V., and BRUSSELS WORLDWIBDE SERVICES BVBA, including but not
limited to claims for negligence, fraudulent transfer, and participation/aiding and abetting breach
of fiduciary duty owed to the Stanford Entities by said entities’ respective former Directors and

Officers, and aiding and abetting or conspiracy to commit fraud, conversion and/or fraudulent
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transfer. The Receiver specifically retains no portion of these causes of action he might have
against the aforementioned and listed persons and entities.

2. The Receiver specifically agrees that The Official Stanford Tnvestors Committee
may file any and all causes of action based upon the assignment herein in its own name but ot
-in the name of the Receiver. The Receiver further assigns to-The Official Stanford Investors
Committee an irrevocable power of attorney to act for and on his behalf in connection with the
prosecution of any cause of action assigned herein.

3. Notwithstanding - any olhef provision lrerein, this assignment is intended to be
consistent with and pursuant to the terms of the Committee Order and the lefter agreement
between the Receiver and the Official Stanford Investors Committes dated December 16, 2010.
To the extent this agreement is inconsistent with said Committee Order or letter agreement, the
Committee Order and letter agreement will control.

Dated: -February 27 , 2012

Ral’pﬁf S. Jm{r%, as Bledeiver - Edward C, Snyder -

Attorney for The Official Stanford Investors
Committee
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. PART il. STANFORD RECEIVERSHIP ENTITIES .

Please identify, by Hlling the appropriate cirole, the Stanford Entity agalnst whom this claim is assered;

STANFORD ENTITIES:

(3 A: Startord Intemational Bank, Ltd.

() B: Stanford Group Sompany

ﬁ G Stardord Capital Manegemant, LLG

x., ¢ ¢ Btardord Trust Company

{ £: Stanford Finandal Groug Company

(O #: Stanford Geline 3 Bullion, kne.

3 G Other: (Plestse seb www.stanfordfinancialciaime.com for & vomplete list of Slanford Entties)

1 T I L T T T TITTIT T

PART W), TYPE OF GLAIM
- Please select one claimfypeirom the below.options by filling in the-appropriate circle,.
{Note: A sepamfz Proof of Claim must be submitted for each claim type).
| TYPE OF CLAIM: |

{3 A Stanford intemetionsl Bark, Lid, CD Claim
! B! Other Stanfard Intemationel Bank Claim
‘C Coin & Bullion Glaim
{_2D: Partnership Claim
(\ E: Brokersge Account Cleim
73 P+ Stanford Development Company Glaim
O H: Services Claim
{ iz Real Estats Claim
{3 J: Loen Clairn
O K Tax Claim
{4 Employment Corpensafion Claim (fil out below)
Unpaid compensation for services performed from:

MM DD Y YYY M M D b Y ¥ Y Y

Ve L el L ]

(W Other Claimy
{Please describe or attach pages to additional information)

HEEEEEEENEEEEEREN [ 11 |
HEEREEEEEEEEEEEEE HEERNEEE

€ Secured Party. Mark the dircla if vou confend your claim is subject to a securifwinferest, Attach copias of all documents that
evidence the claim of secured status, including promissory noles, morfgages, sesunty agresiments, and evidence of perfection

of flen. ASSERTED VALUE OF COLLATERAL:

1

DESCRIPTION OF COLLATERAL: $l I I I E ‘ I 1 ;i-%DDJ

RN

HEEEEREEEREEER RN

If Court Judigment, Date Obfained: if Legal Action Pending, Date Commenced, Cour Name, and Case No.
B D Yy Y Y Y M M oo YYYY

TV LLVCITT) (LWL VLIIT
EEENNSRNN NSNS NN RN

ANER RN AT -
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———— IVESTMENTS f TRANBACTIONS /OTHER CLAIM AMOUNT
Transaclion Datels)

(List Chranologicatly) Transaction Amotnt
MM DD Y YYXY ]
I/ O 1/ A R e 7 A I O A AR B L)
[ LWL VLI T T sl 11 ] T oo
3DJIL_J/L_L[ s [T T T T T T L
al T ULyl s T LT T ] hfos]
s [T T YCETT ] sE DT T T LT f[o0]

RETURN OF INVESTMENT / PROCEEDS [ OR OTHER CREDIT

TFransaction Date(s)
{List Chrensiogleally) Transaction Amotmt

DVYYY

M M
1-[[%/{ T s ]

LI 1]
2] i L i l s T T LT Looy
o[ TVCTW T T s 1L i 1T oo
4-LH-/3=1/M§|| s[ 1 [ [ [ L 1T ifoo]
s T DULITT T s [T 11T [ Jieel
TOTAL AMOUNT OF CLARM;

sU I LT 1 Lleo

9|ease complately fill in the circle helaw if the question sppiles,

{7y Wera you ever an employes, officer or ditecior.of a recelvership entity? If so, please identify the receivership entity and provide .
the dates of your employment or work, your title and your respansibiities:

Ty i rrer ey i il
Crr Tty e L e L

Please completely filt In the circle below i the question appfies,

() Are you now o were you ever related ta any person who worked for or with a receivership? if so, please identify the person to
whom you arehwere related and describe the relationship: :

EENEENERNEEEEEN AN NN
T TP T I e r b r e

1 you require adkdiions) spase, atfecl exira scherlides in [he seme fonmat s sbove. Sign and print ynw name o each additfonat page.
YOU UST READ AND SiSH THE RELEASE ON PAGE 8, FAILURE TO SKGN THE RELEASE
KAY RESULT (N A DELAY {N PROCESSING OR THE REJECTION OF YOUR CLAIM,

! (U R A H
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- FART IV, DECLARATIONS & SIGNATURE l

SUPPORTING DDCUMENTATION: Please atiach fo your Proof of Claim Form only documents that supporl yous Proof of Glaim
Forms. Buch documentation may inciude, but Is not limited to; coples af personal checks, cashiers checks, wire transfer advices,
Etarford Intemational Bank, Ltd. account statements and ather daoumenis evidencing the invesiment or payment of funtls; a copy
of your Stanford Indemnallonal Bank, Lid, serfificate of depasit, and any writlen confract or agreement made In connection with any
investment in orwith any Receivership Entity; a chronalogical actouniing.of all mohey received by the Claimant from any Receaivership
Enfity or the Receiver, whether such paymends are denominated as the refun of principal, Interest, commissions, finder's fee,
spensor payments, orotharvise; coples of all deourrentation and records reflecting er regarding-any withdrawals ever mads by
of payments recelved by the Claitmant from any Receivership Entity or the Receiver; copies of all agreements, promissory notes,
purchase orders, Involoas, femized statements of rrning accounts, contracts, court judgments, mortgages, security agreements,
evidence of perfection of liers; angd other documeants evidencing the amoupt and basis of the Claine. DO NOT SEND ORIGINAL
DOCUMENTS. IFsuch documnentation i nof avalable, please atiach an expianation of why the documents are unavailable.

Flease do nof submit the following lypes of materials-with a Proof of Clalm Forms uniess requesied by the Receiver or hils Claims
Agent (1) marketing broshures and other marketing materfals recelved from Resefvership Enfifies; (2) rouiine or-form comespondence
received from Recejvership Enfiles; (3) cobfes of pleadings on fie imany case invalving the Recelver or the Receivership Entiiies; and
(4) sther documents received from Receivership Entiflesthat.do niot refieet Claimant specific information conceming the existence
or value of a Clalm,

VERIFICATION OF CLAIMS: All Proof of Claim Forros submifted are subjeet to verification by the Recelver and apptoval by the
Court. ¥ is important to provide complete and accurate Information to faclitate this effort.  Claimants may be asked to supply
addtional information to complele this process

CONSENTTO JURISDICTION: By submitting your Proof of Ciaim Forr, you consent to the jurisdiction of the United States Disérict
Court. for the Norfhern Disfrict-of Texas for al-putposes and agres to be bound by its dedisions, including, witheui Tmitation, a
determination as o the validity and amount of any claims asserted against the Receivership Endiies. i submitting your Proof of
Claim Form, you agree to-be bound by the actions of the Uniled Siates Districf Court for the Northem District of Texas even if that
mezans your clalm s fimfed or denied.

{Stgn-your name here) {Date)

{Typa or print your name here)

Beneficla] Purchaser or Acquirer, Executor or Adminisirator)

{Capactty of person(s} signing, e.g.. l

Submll your Proof of Claim Form and supporling doctmentation fo- the Recelver's Clalms Agent: (1) electronicaily oniine at
www.stanfordfinancizlelaims.com; (2) By email at info@stanfordfinansialelaims.com; {3) by mail fo Stanford Finandal Claims,.
P.0). Box 980, Corle Madera, CA 94576-098D; (4) by ¢otrier service or hand delivery to Stanford Financial Claims, 3301 Kerner Blvd,
San Rafasl, CA84912; or (5) by facsimile ar by teiecapy fo 415-258-8639.

Reminder Chacklist:
1. Please sign the above declaration. 4. If you move, please send the Claims Agent your new
2. Remember fo attach supporting documentation, if available. address. -

3. Keeap a copy of your claim form and ali supporfing
dosumentafion for your records.

m AR, AR =
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS

DALLAS DIVISION
SECURITEES AND EXCHANGE §
COMMISSION, §
§
Plaintif¥, §
§ ‘
V. §  Civil Action No. 3:09-CV-0298-N
STANFORD INTERNATIONAL BANK, g
LCTD., et al, §
Defendants. §

FINAL BAR-ORDER

Before the Court is the Expedited Request for Entry of Scheduling Order and Motion to
Approve Propesed Settlement with BDO USA, LLP, to Approve the Proposed Notice of
Settiement with BDO. USA, LLP, to Enter the Bar Order, {o Enter the Final Judgment and Bar
Order, and for Plaintiffs’ Attorneys’ Fees (the “Notion”) of Ralph 8, Janvey, the Receiver for the
Receivership Estate (the “Receiver”); the Court-appointed Official Stanford Investors Committee
(the “Conmmittee™), as a party to this action and as plaintiff in The Official Stanford Ivestors
Commuittee v. BDO USA, LLP, et al, Civil Action No. 3:12-cv-01447-N (t!;;e “Committee
Litigation™); and Phillip A. Wilkinson and Pam Reed (the “Investor Plaintiffs”), the plaintiffs in
Philip Wilkinson, et al. v. BDO USA, LLP. et al., Civil Action No. 3:11-CV-01115-N (the
“Investor Litigation™) (collectively, the Committee and the Investor Plaintiffs are the
“Plaintiffs’). [ECF No. ] The Motion concerns a proposed settlement (the “BDO
Settlement”™) among and between the Plaintiffs, the Receiver, and BDO USA, LLP and other

BDO entities' (the “BDO Entities”j as defendants in the Committee Litigation and the Investor

! BDO International Ltd, (“BDO Iniernational®), BDO Global Coordination, 3.V, (“BDO Global®), and Brussels
Worldwide Services BVBA (“Brussels Worldwide™).

Exhibit C
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Litigation. The Court-appojnted Examiner signed the BDO Seftlement Agreement” as chair of
the Conumittee, and as Examiner solely to evidence his support and approval of the settlement
and to confirm his obligations to post the Notice on his website, but is not otherwise individually
a party to the BDO Settlement, the Committee Litigation,' or the Investor. Litigation,

Following notice and a hearing, and having considered the filings and heard the
arguments of counsel, the Court hereby GRANTS the Motion.
I. INTRODUCTION

The Investor Litigation, the Committee Litigation, and this case all arise from a series of
events leading to the collapse of Stanford International Bank, Ltd. (“SIBL”)..On February 17,
2009, this Court appointed Ralph S. Janvey to be the Receiver for SIBL and related parties (the
“Stanford-Entities™), [ECF No. 10]. After years of diligent investigation, the Plaintiffs believe
that they have identified-claims against a number of third parties, including the BDO Entities,
that Plaintiffs claim enabled the Stanford Ponzi scheme. In the Investor Litigation, the Investor
Plaintiffs ullege, inter alia, that the BDO Entities aided and abetfed violations of the Texas
Securities Act, participated in or aided and abetted breaches of fiduciary duties, and aided and
abetted or participated in a fraudulent scheme and a conspiracy. In the Comunittee Litigation, the
Commities alleges, infer alia, that the BDO Entities breached professional duties; aided, abetted
ot participated in breaches of fiduciary duty; aided, abetted or participated in a fraudulent
scheme; and aided, abetted or participated in fraudulent transfers.

Lengthy, multiparty negotiations followed the retention of Neligan Foley, LLP as lead

counsel for the Committee in the Committee Litigation. In these negotiations, potential victims

* The “BDO Settlement Agreement” refers to the Setilement Agreement that is attached as Exhibit 1 of the
Appendix 1o the Motion,

FINAL BAR ORDER 2
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of the Stanford Ponzi scheme were well-represented, The Investor Plaintiffs, the Committee—
which the Court appointed to “represent[] in this case and related matters” the “customers of
SIBL who, as of February 16, 2009, had funds on deposit at SIBL and/or were holding
certificates of deposit issued by SIBL (the “Stanford Investors’y” (ECF No. 1149)—the Rcéeiver,
and the Examiner---who the Court appointed to advocate on behalf of “investors in any fipancial
‘products, accounts, vehicles_or ventures sponsored, promoted or sold by any Defendant in this
action” (ECF No. 322)—all participated in the exfensive, arm’s-length negotiations that
vitimately resulted in the BDO Settiement and BDO Sattlement Agreement. Although the parties
reached an agreement-in-principle at a mediation-with the retired Hooorable Layn R. Phillips in
August 2014, it took more than eight months of continned efforts to-negotiate and document the
terms of the BDC-Settlement Agreement. The parties executed the BDO Settlement Agreement
on May 2015,

Under the terms of the BDO Settlement, the BDO Entities will pay $40 million to the
Receivership Estate, which (less attorneys’ fees and expenses} will be distributed to Stanferd
Investors. In return, the BDO Entities seek global peace with respect to all claims that have been
-asserted, or could have been asserted, against the BDO Entities arising out of the events leading
to these proceedings. Accordingly, the BDO Settlement is conditioned on the Court’s approval
and entry of this Final Bar Order enjoining interested P:.lrﬁes from asserting or prosecuting
claims against the BDO Released-Parties.

On May __, 2015, the Receiver and the Committee filed the Motion. [ECF No. 1.
The Court thereafter entered a Scheduling Order on May |, 2015 [ECF No. |, which, infer
alia, authorized the Receiver to provide notice of the BDO Seftlement, established a briefing

schedule on the Motion, and set the dafe for a hearing. On , 2015, the Court held the

FINAL BAR ORDER 3
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scheduled heaving. For the reasons set forth herein, the Court finds that the terms of the BDO
Settlement Agreement are adeguate, fair, reasonable, and equitable, and-that the BDO Settlement
should be and is hereby APPROVED. The Court further finds that entry of this Final Bar Order
is appropriate.

II. ORDER

It is hereby ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED as follows:

1. Terms used in this Final Bar Order that are defined in the EDO Settlement
Agreement, unless expressly otherwise defined herein, have the same-meaning as in the BDO

- Settlement Agreement.

2. The Court has “broad powers and wide discrétion to. determine the approptiate
relief in [this] equity receivership,” including the authority to enter the Final Bar Order. SEC v.
Kaleta, 530-F, App™x 360, 362 (5th Cir. 2013) (internal quotations omitted). Moreover, the Court
has jurisdiction over the subject-matter of this action and the Receiver and the Committee are
proper parties to seek entry of this Final Bar Order.

3. The Court finds that the methodology, form, content and dissemination of the
Notice: (i) were implemented in accordance with the requirements of the Scheduling Order; (ii)
constituted the best practicable notice; (iii) AWerc reasonably calculated, under the circumstances,
to apprise all Interested Parties of the BDO Settlement, the releases therein, and the injunctions
provided for in this Final Bar Order and in the Final Judgment and Bar Order to be entered in the
Committes Litigation; (iv) were reasonably calculated, under the circumnstances, to apprise all
Interested Parties of the right to object to the BDO Settlement, this Final Bar Order, and the Final
Judgment and Bar Order to be entered in the Committes Litigation, and to appear at the Final

Approval Hearing; (v) were reasonable and constituted due, adequate, and sufficient notice; (vi)

FINAL BAR ORDER 4
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met all applicable requirements of law, including, without limitation, the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure, the United States Constitution (inchuding Due Process), and i:he— Rules of the Court;
and (vii) provided to all Persons a full and fair opportunity to be heard on these matters.

4, The Court finds that the BDO Settlement was reached following an extensive
mvestigation of the facts and resulted from vigorous, good faith, arm’s-length, mediated
negotiations involving experienced and compstent counsel. The claims asserted against the BDO
Entities contain complex an& povel issues of faw and fact thai-would require a substantial
amount of time and expense to litigate, with a significant risk that Plaintiffs may not ultimately
prevail on their claims, By the same token, it is clear that the BDO Entities would never agree to
the terms of the BDO Settlement unless they WCILC agsured of “total peace” with respect to all
claimns that have been, or could be, asserted arising from their relationship with the Stanford
Entities. The imjunction against such claims is therefore a necessaty and appropriate order
ancillary to the relief obtained for victims -of the Stanford Ponzi scheme pursuant to the BDO
Settlement. See-Kaleta, 330 F. App’x at 362 (entering bar order and injunction against investor
claims as “ancillary relief” to a settlement in an SEC receivership proceeding).

5. Pursuant to the BDO Settlement Agreement and upon motion by the Receiver,
this Court will apprové a Distribution Plan that will fairly and reasonably distribute the net
proceeds of the BDO Settlement to Stanford Investors who have claims approved by the
Receiver. The Court finds that the Receiver’s claims process and the Distribution Plan
contemplated in the BDO Settlement Agreement have been designed to ensure that all Stanford
Investors have received an opportunity to pursue their claims through the Receiver’s claims

process previously approved by the Court (ECF No. 1584) and the process for submitting

FINAL BAR ORDER 5
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Outstznding Claims pursuant to the BDO Settiement Agreement, subject to review and
determination by the Receiver,

6. The Court further finds that the Partics and their counsel have at all times
complied with the requirements of Rule 11 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure,

7. Accordingly, the Court finds that the BDO Seftlement is, in all respects, fair,
reasonable, and adequate, and in the best_interests of all Persons claiming an interest in; having
anthority over, or asserting a claim against the BDO Entities, the Stanford Enfities or the
Receivership Estate, including but not limited to-the Plaintiffs, the Clajmants, the Stanford
Investors, the Inferested Parties, the Receiver, and the: Committee. The BDO Seitlement, the
terms of which are set forth in the BDO Settlement Agreement, is hereby fully and finally
approved. The Parties are directed to implement and consummate the BDO Settlement in
accordance with the terms and provisions- of the BDO Settlement Agreement and this Final Bar
Order.

8. Pursuant to the provisions of Paragraph 39 of the BDO Settlement Agreement, as
of the Settlement Effective Date, the BDO Released _P'arties shall be complefely released,
acquitted, and forever discharged from any action, cause of action, suit, liability, claim, rght of
‘action, or demand whatsoever, whether or not currently asserted, known, suspected, existing, ot
discoverable, and whether based bn federal law, state law, foreign law, common law, or
otherwise, and whether based on contract, tort, statute, law, equity or otherwise, that the Investor
Plaintiffs; the Receiver; the Receivership Estate; the Committee; the Claimants; and the Persons,
entities and interests represented by those Partics ever had, now has, or hereafter can, shall, or
may have, directly, representatively, derivatively, or in any other capacity, for, upon, arising

from, relating to, or by reason of any matter, cause, or thing whatsoever, that, in full or in part,

FINAL BAR ORDER. 6
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concerns, relates to, arises out of, or is in any manner connected with (i) the Stanford Entities;
(i) any certificate of deposit, CD, depository account, or investment of any type with any one or
more of the Stanford Entities; (iii) any one or more of the BDO Entities’ relationship with any
one or more of the Stanford Entities; (iv) the BDO Entities’ provision of services to the Stanford
Entities; or (v) any matter that was asserted in, could have been asserted in, or relates to the
subject matter of the SEC Action, the Investor Litigation, the Commitiee Litigation, ot any
proceeding concerning the Stanford Entities pending-or commencéd in any Forum.

9. Pursuant to the provisions of Paragraph 40 of the BDO Setﬂ.emcntv A'grecment, as
of the Settlement Effective Date, the Plaintiffs Released Parties shall be completely-ieleased,
acquitted, and forever discharged from-all Seftled Claims by the BDO Entities.

10.  Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Final Bar Order, the foregoing
releases do not release the Parties’ rights and-obligations under the BDO Settlement or the BDO
Settlement Agreement or bar the Parties from enforcing or effectuating the terms of the BDO
Settlement or the BDO- Settlement Agreement. Further, the foregoing releases do not bar or
release any claims, including but not fimited to the Settled Claims, that the BDO Enfities may
have against any BDO Released Party, including but not. limited to its insurers, reinsurers,
emplovees and agents,

11.  The Court hereby permanently bars, restrains and enjoins the Receiver, the
Plaintiffs, the Claimants, the Tnterested Parties, and all other Persons or entities, whether acting
in concert with the foregoing or claiming by, through, or uqdcr the foregoing, or otherwise, all
and individually, from directly, indirectly, or thrcugh a third party, institutin_g, reinstituting,
intervening in, initiating, commencing, maintaining, continuing, filing, encouraging, soliciting,

supporting, participating in, collaborating in, or otherwise prosecuting, against any of the BDO

FINAL BAR ORDER, 7
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Entities or any of the BDO Released Parties, any action, lawsuit, cause of action, claim,
investigation, demand, complaint, or proceeding of any nature, including but not limited to
litigation, arbitration, or other proceeding, in any Forum, whether individually, derivatively, on
behalf of a class, as a member of a class, or in any other capacity whatsoever, that in any way
relates to, is based upon, arises from, or is connected with the Stanford Entities; this case; the
Investor Litigation; the Commiftee Litigation; the subject matter of this case, the Investor-
Litigation or the Committee Litigation; or any Settled Claim, The forcgoing specifically includes
any claim, however denominated, seeking contribution, inciemnity; dumages, or other remedy
where the alleged injury to such Person, entity, or Interested Party, or the claim asserted by-such
Person, entity, or Interested Party, is based upon such Person’s, entity’s, or fntm'cstcd-}’arty’s
Hability to any Plaintiff, Claimant, or Interested Party arising out of; relating to, or based in
whole or in part upon money owed, demanded,-requested, offered, paid, agreed to be paid, or
required to be.paid to any Plaintiff, Claimant, Interested Party; or other Person or entity, whether
pursuant to a demand, judgment, claim, agreecment, settlement or otherwise. Notwithstanding the
foregoing, there shall be no bar of any clajms, including but not limited to the Settled Claims,
that the BDO Entities may have against any BDO Released Party, including but not limited to its
insurers, reinsurers, employees and agents. Further, the Parties retain the right to sue for alleged
breaches of the BDO Settlement Agreement.

12.  Nothing in this Final Bar Order shall impair or affect or be construed to impair or
affect in any way whatsoever, any right of any Person, entity, or Interested Party to claim a credit
or offset, however determined or quantified, if and to the extent provided by any applicable

statute, code, or rule of law, against any judgment amount, based upon the BDO Setilement or

FINAL BAR ORDER 8

Exhibit C
APP 00406




Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2138-1 Filed 05/15/15 Page 47 of 76 PagelD 59782

payment of the Settlement Amount by or on behalf of the BDO Entities and the BDO Released
Parties,

13,  The BDO Entitics and the BDO Released Parties have no responsibility,
obligation, ar liability wiiatsoever with respect to the content of the Notice; the notice process;
the Distribution Plan; the implementation of the Disteibution Plan; the administration of the BDO
Settlement; the management, investinent, disbursement, allocation, or other administration or
oversight of the Se:tﬂemént Amount, any othet funds paid dr received in conneciion with the
BDO Settlement, or any portion thereof; the payment or withholding of Taxes; the
determination, administration, calculation, review, or challenge of claims-to the Se:tﬂefrmn‘r
Amount, any portion of the Settlement Ameunt, or any other funds paid or received in
conrection with the BDO Settlement or the BDO Settlement Agreement; or any Josses,
attorneys’ fees, expenses, vendor payments, expert payments, or other costs incurred in
connection with any of the foregoing matters. No appeal, challenge, decision, or other matter
concerning any subject set forth-in this paragraph shall operate to terminate or cancel the BDO
Settlement, the BDO Settlement Agreement or this Final Bar Order.

"14.  Nothing in this Final Bar Order or the Setilement Agreement and no aspect of the
BDO Settlement or negotiation thereof is or shall be construed to be an admission or concession
of any violation of any statute or law, of any fault, liability or wrongdoing, or of any infirmity in
the claims or defenses of the Parties with regard to any of the complaints, claims, allegations or
defenses in the Investor Litigation, the Committee Litigation, or any other proceeding.

15. BDO USA is hereby ordered to deliver the Settlement Amount ($40 million) as
described in Paragraphs 24 — 26 of the BDO Settlement Agreement. Further, the Parties are

ordered to act in conformity with all other provisions the BDO Settlement Agrecment.

FINAYL BAR ORDER 9
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16,  Without in any way affecting the finality of this Final Bar Order, the Court retains
continuing and exclusive jurisdiction over the Parties for purposes of, among other things, the
administration, interpretation, consummation, and enforcement of the BDO Settlement, the BDO
Settlement Agreement, the Scheduling Order, and this Final Bar Order, including, without
limitafion, the injunctions, bar orders, and releases herein, and io enter orders concerning
implementation of the BDO Settlemeﬁt, the BDO Settlement Agreement, the Distribution Plan,
and any payment of aftorneys’ fees and expenses to Plaintiffs’ counsel.

17. The Court expressly finds and determines, pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil-
Procedure 534(b), that there is no just reason for any delay in the entry of this Final Bar Order,
which is both fina) and appealable, and immediate entry by the Clerk of the Court is expressly
directed.

18.  This Final Bar Order shall be served by counsel for the Plaintiffs, via email, first
class mail or international delivery service, on any persen or entity that filed an objection to E

approval of the BDO Settlement, the BDO Settlement Agreement, or this Final Bar Order.

Signedon 2015

DAVID C. GODBEY
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE.

FINAL BAR ORDER 10

Exhibit C
APP 0048



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2138-1 Filed 05/15/15 Page 49 of 76 PagelD 59784

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS

DALLAS DIVISION
THE OFFICIAL STANFORD INVESTORS §
COMMITTEE, §
§
Plainfiff, §
§
Y. §  Chvil Action No. 3:12-cv-01447-N
BDO USA, LLP, ef al,, gm
Drefendants. §

FINAL JUDGMENT AND BAR ORDER

Before the Court is the Expedited Request for Entry of Scheduling Order and-Motion to
Approve Proposed Seftlement with BDO USA, LLP, to Approve the Proposed Notice of
Seftlement v#-ifh BDO USA, LLP, to Enter the-Bar Order; to Enter the Final Judgment and Bar
Order, and for Plamiiffs’ Atlorneys® Fees (the “Motion™)-of the Court-appeinted Official
Stanford’ Investors Committee (the “Committee”). [ECF No.-_ |. The Motion conceras a
proposed settlement (the “BbO Seitlement™) among and between Ralph S. Janvey, the Reeeiver
for the Stanford Receivership Estate in SEC v. Stanford Infernational Bank, Ltd,, et al., Civil
Action No. 3:09-CV-0298-N (the “SEC Action™); the Commitiee; Phillip A. Wilkinson and Pam
Reed (the “Tnvestor Plaintiffs™), as plaintiffs in Philip Wilkinson, et al. v. BDO US4, LLP, et al.,
Civil Action No. 3:11-CV-01115-N (the “Investor Litigation”} (collectively, the Committee and
the Tnvestor Plaintiffs are the “Plamtiffs™); and BDO USA, LLP and other BDO entities' (the

“BDO Entities”) as defendants in the Committee Litigation and the Investor Litigation. The

' BDO International Ltd. (“BDO International™), BDO Global Coordination, B,V. (“BDO Global™), and Brussels
Worldwide Services BVBA (“Brussels Worldwide™).
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Court-appointed Examiner signed the BDO Settlement Agreement” as chair of the Committee,
and as Examiner solely to evidence his support and approval of the settlement and to confirm his
obligations to post the Notice on his website, buf is not otherwise individually a party to the
BDRO Settlement, the Committee-Litigation, or the Investor Litigation.

Foliowing notice and a hearing, and having considered the filings and heard the
argaments of counsel, the Court hereby (GRANTS the Motion.
L INTRODUCTION

The SEC Action, the Investor Litigation, and this case all arise from a series of events
leading to the collapse of Stanford International Bank, Lid. (“SIBL™). On Eebruary 17, 2009, this
Court appointed Ralph S. Janvey to be the Receiver for SIBL and related parties (the “Stanford
Entities™). [SEC-Action ECF No, 10]. After years of diligent investigation, the Plainti{fs believe
that they have identified claims against a number of third partiés, including the BDO Entities,
that Plaintiffs claim enabled the Stanford Ponzi sclieme.rln the Investor Litigation, the Investor
Plaintiffs allege, inter alia, that the BDO -Entities aided and abetted violations of the Texas
Securities Act, participated in or aided and abetted breaches of fiduciary duties, and aided and
abefted or participated in a fraudulent scheme and a conspiracy. In this case, the Committee
alleges, inter dlia, fhat the BDO Eutities breached professional duties; aided, abetted or
participated in breaches of fiduciary duty; aided, abetted or participated in a fraudulent scheme;
and aided, abetted or pasticipated in fraudulent transfers.

Lengthy, multiparty negotiations followed the retention-of Neligan Foley, LLP as lead

counsel for the Committee in this action. In these pegotiations, potential victirss of the Stanford

% The “BDO Seitlement Agreement” refers to the Settlement Agreement that is attached as Exhibit I of the
Appendix to the Motiorw
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Ponzi scheme were well-represented, The Investor Plaintiffs, the Committee—which the Court
appointed to “represent[j in this case and related matters” the “customers of SIBL who, as of
February 16, 2009, had funds on deposit at SIBL and/or were holding certificates of deposit
issned by SIBL (the ‘Stanford Investors®)” (SEC Action ECF No. 1149)—ithe Receiver, and the
Examiner—who the Court appointed to.advocate en behalf of “invcstqrs in -any financial
products, accounts, vehicles or ventures spensocred, promoted or sold by any Defendant in this
action” (SEC Action ECF No. 322)—all participated in the extensive, arm’s-length negotiations
that nitimately resulted in the BDO Setﬂemeﬂt and BDO Settlement Agreement: Although the
parties reached an agreement-in-principle at a mediation with the retired Honorable Layn. R.
Phillips in Augost 2014, it took more than eight months of continued efforts fo negotiate and
document the terms of the BDO Seftlement Agreement, The- parties executed the BDO
Settlement Agreement on May _, 2015,

Under the terms of the BDO Settlement, the BDO Entities will pay $40 million to the
Recetvership Estate, which (less attorneys’ fees and expenses) will be distributed to Stanford
Tnvestors. Tn return, the BDO Entities seek global peace with respect to all claims that have been
asserted, or could have been asserted, against the BDDO Entities arising-out of the events leading
to these proceedings. Accordingly, the BDO Settlement is conditioned on the Coust’s approval
and enfry of this Final Judgment and Bar Order enjoining Inferested Parties from asserting or
prosecuting claims against the BDO Released Parties.

On May __, 2015, the Committee filed the Motion. [ECF No. ____]. The Court ther;aaﬂer
entered a Scheduling Order on May |, 2015 [ECF No. 7, which, inter alia, authorized the
Receiver to provide nofice of the BDO Settlement, established a briefing schedule on the Motion,

and set the date for a hearing, On. , 2015, the Court held the scheduled bearing. For
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the reasons set forth herein, the Court finds that the terms of the BDO Settlement Agreement are
adequate, fair, reasonable, and equitable, and that the BDO Settlement should be and is hereby
APPROVED, The Court further finds that entry of this Final Judgment and Bar Order is
appropriate.

II. ORDER

It is hereby ORDERED, ADHDGED, AND DECREED as follows:

L Terms used in this Final Judgment and Bar -Order that are defined in the BDO
Settlement Agreement, unless expressly otherwise defined herein, have the same meaning as in
the BDO Settlement Agreement.

2. As this case is related to the equitable receivership proceedings in the SEC
Action, the Court has “broad powers and wide discretion fo determine the appropriate relief in
[this] equity receivership,” including the authority te enter the Final Judgment and Bar Order.
SEC v, Kaleia, 530 F. App™x 360, 362 (5th Cir. 2013) (infernal quotations omitted), Mareover,
the Court has jorisdiction over the subject matter of this action and the Receiver and the
Comunitiee are proper parties to seck eniry of this Final Judgment and Bar-Order.

3. The Court finds that the methodology, form, content and dissemination of the
Notice: (i) were implemented in accordance with the requirements of the Scheduling Order; (i)
constituted the best practicable notice; (iii) were reasonably calculated, under the circumstanges,
to apprise all Interested Parties of the BDO Settlement, the releases therein, and the injunctions
provided for in this Final Judgment and Bar Order and the Final Bar Order to be entered in the
SEC Action; (iv) were reasonably calculated, under the circumstances, to apprise all Interested
Parties of the right to object to the BDO Settlement, this Final Judgment and Bar Order, and the

Final Bar Order to be entered in the SEC Action, and to appear at the Final Approval Hearing;
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{v) were reasonable and constituted due, adequate, and sufficient notice; (vi) met all applicable
requirements of law, inchading, ‘without limitation, the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, the
United States Constitution (including Due .Proccss), and the Rules of the Court,. and (vii)
provided to all Persons a-full and fair opportunity to be heard on these matiers.

4, The Court finds -that the BDO Settlement was reached following an exfensive
investigation of the facts and resulied from- vigorous, good faith, -arm’s-length, mediated
negotiations involving experienced and competent counsel. The claims asserted against the BDO
Entities contain complex and novel issues of law and fact that would require a substantial
amount of time and expense to litigate, with a significant risk that Plaintiffs may not ultitmately
prevail on their claims. By the same token, it is clear that the BDO Entities would never agree to
the terms of the BDO Seftlement unless they were assured of “total peace” with respect to afl
claims that have been, or could be, asserted arising from their relationship with the Stanford
Entities. The injuﬁction agamst suych claims is therefore a necessary and appropriate erder
ancillary to the relief obtained for victims of the Stanford Ponzi scheme pursuant to the BDO
Scttlgment. See Kaleta, 530 F. App’x at 362 (entering bar order and injunction against investor
claims as “ancillary relief” to a settlement in an SEC receivership proceeding).

3, Pursuant to the BDO Settlement Agreement and upon motion by the Receiver in
the SEC Action, the Court will approve a Distribution Plan that will fairly and reasonably
distribute the net proceeds of the BDO Setflement to Stanford Investors who have claims
approved by the Receiver. The Court finds that the Receiver’s claims process and the
Distribution Plan contempiated in the BDO Settlement Agreement have been designed to ensure
that all Stanford Investors have received an opporfunity to pursue their claims through the

Receiver’s claims process previously approved by the Court (SEC Action ECF No. 1584) and
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the process for submitting Outstanding Claims pursuant to the BDO Settlement Agreement,
subject to review and determination by the Receiver.

6. The Court further finds that the Parties and their counsel have af all times
complied with the requirements of Rule 11 of the-Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.

7. Accordingly, the “‘Court finds that the BDO Seftlement is, in all- respects, fair;
reasonable, and adequate, and in the best inferests of all Persons claiming an interest in, having
authority over, or asserting a claimr against the BDO Entities, the Stanford Entifies or the
Receivership Estate, including but not limited to the Plaintiffs, the Claimants, the Stanferd
Investors, the Interested Partics, the Receiver, and the Committes. The BDO Settlement, the
terms of which are set fofth in the BDO Settlement Agreement, is herehy fully and finally
approved. The Parties are directed to implement and consummate the BDO Settlement in
accordance with the terms and provisions of the BDO Settlement Agreement and this Final
Judgment and Bar Order.

g Pursuant to the provisions of Paragraph 39 ofthe BDO Settlement Agteement, as
of the Settfement Effective Date; the BDO Released Parties shall be completely releaged,
acquitted, and forever discharged from any action, cause of action, suit, ligbility, claim, right of
action, or demand whatsoever, whether or not currently asserted, known, suspected, existing, or
discoverable, and whether based on federal law, state law, foreign law, common law, or
otherwise, and whether based on contract, tort, statute, law, equity or otherwise, that the Tnvestor
Plaintiffs; the Receiver; the Receivership Estate; the Committee; the Claimants; and the Persons,
entities and interests represented by those Parties ever had, now has, or hereafter.can, shall, or
may have, directly, representatively, derivatively, or in any other capacity, for, upon, arising

from, relating to, or by reason of any matter, cause, or thing whatsoever, that, in full or in part,
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concerns, relates fo, arises out of, or is in any manner connected with- () the Stanford Entities;
(if) any certificate of deposit, CD, depository account, or iuvestment of any type with any one or
more of the Stanford Entities; (iii) any one or more of the BDO Entities’ relationship with any -
one or more of the Stanford Entities; (iv) the BDO Entities’ provision of services to the Stanford.
Entities; or (v) any matter that was asserted in, could have been asserted in, or relates to -the
subject matter of the SBC Action, the Investor Litigation, the Committee Litigation, or any
proceeding concerning the Stanford Entities pending or commenced in any Forum.

9. Pursuant to the provisions of Paragraph 40 of the BDO Settlement Agreement, as
of the Settlement Effective Date, the Plaintiffs Released Parties shall be completely released,
acquitted; and forever discharged from all Settled Claims by the BDO Enfities.

10. Notvﬁthstanding anything to the contrary in this Final Judgment and Bar Order,

-the foregoing releases do not release the Parties® rights and obligations under .the BDO
Settlement or the BDO Settlement Agreement or bar the Parties from enforcing or effectuating
the terms of the BDU" Settlement or the BDO Seftlement Agreement. Further, the foregoing
releases do not bar or release any claims, including but not limited to the Settled Claims, that the
BDO Entities may have against any BDO Released- Party, including but not limited to its
insurers; reinsurers, employees and agents.

11, The Court hereby permanently bars, restrains and enjoins the Receiver, the
Plaintiffs, the Claimants, the Interested Parties, and all other Persons or entities, whether acting
in concert with the foregoing or claiming by, through, or under the foregoing, or otherwise, all
and individually, from directly, indirectly, or through a third party, instituting, reinstituting,
intervening in, initiating, commencing, maintaining, contimung, filing, encouraging, soliciting,

supporting, participating in, collaborating in, or otherwise prosecuting, against any of the BDO
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Entities or any of the BDO Released Parties, any action, lawsuit, cause of action, claim,
investigation, demand, complaint, or proceeding of any pature, including but not limited to
litigation, arbitration, or other proceeding, in any Forum, whether individuaﬂy, derivatively, on
behalf of a class, as a member of a class, or in any other capacity whatsoever, that In any way
relates to, is based upon, arises from, or is connected with the Stanford Entities; this case; the
SEC Action; the Investor Litigation; the subject matter of this case, the SEC Action or the
Investor Litigation; or any Seitled Claim. The foregoing specifically includes any claim, however
demominated, seeking contribufion, indemnity, damages, or other remedy where the alleged
injury to such Person, entity, or Interested Party, or the claim asserted by such Person, entity, or
Interested Party, is based upon such Person’s, entity’s, or Interested Party’s liability to any
‘Plaintiff, Claimant, or Interested Party arising out of, relating to, or based in whole or in part
uponr money owed, demanded, requested, offered, paid, agreed to be paid, or required to be paid
to any Plaintiff, Claimant, Interested Party, or other Person or entity, whether pursuant 1o a
demand, judgment, claim, agreement, settiement or otherwise. Notwithstanding the foregoing,
there shall be no bar of any claims, including but not limited to the Settled Claims, that the BDO
| Entities may have against any BDO Released Party, including but not limited to its tasurers,
reinsurers, employees and agents. Further, the Parties retain the right to sue for alleged breaches
of the BDO Settlement Agreerment.
12.  Nothing in this Final Judgment and Bar Order. shall impair or affect or be
construed to impair or affect in any way whatsoever, any right of any Person, entity, or Interested
Party to claim a credit or offset, however determined or quantified, if and to the extent provided

by any applicable statute, code, or rule of law, against any judgment amount, based upon. the
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BDO Settlement or payment of the Settlement Amount by or on behalf of the BDO Entities and
the BDO Released Parties.

13. The BDO Entitics and the BDO- Released Parties have no responsibility,
obligation, or liability whatsoever with respect to the content of the Notice; the notice process;
the Distribution Plan; the implementation of the Distribution Plar; the administration. of the BDO
Settlement; the management, investment, disbursement, allocation, or other administration or
oversight of the Settlement Amount, any other funds paid or received in connection with the
BDO Settlement, or any portion thereof; the payment or withholding of Taxes; the
determination, administration, calcolation, review, or challenge of claims to the Settlement
Amount, any portion of the Seitlement Amount, or any other fands paid or received in
;:onnection with the BDO Settiement_ or the BDO Settlement Agreement; or any losses,
attorneys’ fees, expenses, vendor paymenfs, expert payments, or other cosis incurred in
connection with any of the foregoing matters. No appeal, challenge, decision, or other matter
concerning any subject set forth in this paragraph shall operate to terminate or cancel the BDO
Settlement, the BDO Settlement Agreement or this Final Judgment and Bar Order.

14.  Nothing in this Final Judgment and Bar Order or the BDO Settlement Agreement
and no aspect of the BDO Settlement or negotiation thercof is or shall be construed to be an
admission or concession of amy violation of any statute or law, of any faulf, Hability or
wrongdoing, or of any infirmity in the claims or defenses of the Parties with regard to any of the
complaints, claims, allegations or defenses in the Investor Litigation, this case, or any other

proceeding,
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15. BDO USA is hereby ordered to detiver the Settlement Amount ($40 miilion} as
described in Paragraphs 24 — 26 of the BDO Settlement Agreement. Further, the Parties are ‘
ordered to act in conformity with all other prov‘isions the BDO Settiement Agreement,

16,  Without in any way affecting the finality of this Final Judgment and Bar Order,
fhe Court retains continuing and exclusive jurisdiction over the Parties for purposes of, among
other things, the administration, interpretation, consummation, and enforcement of the BDO
Seftlement, the BDO Settlement Agreement, the Scheduling Order, and this Final Judgment and
Bar Order, including, witﬁout limitation; the injunctions;, bar orders, and releases herein, and to"
enter orders concerning implementation of the BDO Settlement, the BDO Settlement Agreement,
and any payment of attorneys’ fees and expenses to Plaintiffs’ counsel.

17.  This Final Judgment and Bar Order shall be served by counsel for the Plaintiffs, |
via email, first class mail or international delivery service, on-any person or enfity that filed an
objection to approval of the BDO Settlement, the BDO Settlement Agreement, or this Final
Tudgment and Bar Order.

18. Al relief not expressly granted herein, other than Plaintiffs’ request for approval
of Plaintiffs’ atforneys’ fees, which will be addressed by a separate order, is denied. This is a

final judgment. The Clerk of the Court is directed o enter Judgment in conformity herewith.

Signed on ., 2015

DAVID C. GODBEY
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS, DALLAS DIVISION

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION,
Plaintift,
v. Case No. 3:09-CV-0298-N
STANFORD INTERNATIONAL BANK, LTD., ef af.,
Defendznts.
THE OFFICIAL STANFORD INVESTORS
COMMITTEE,
. Flasntifh Case No. 3:12-cv-01447-N
BDO USA, LLP, er al
Defendarnts,
PHILIP WILEKINSON, ef al.,
Plaintiffs,
vs. Case No, 3:11-CV-01115-N
BDO USA,LLP, et al,
Defendants.

NOTICE OF SETTLEMENT AND BAR ORDER
PROCEEDINGS; OF OUTSTANDING CLATM DEADLINE;
AND OF PROCERURES FOR SUBMITTING PROOFS OF CLAIV

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the Court-appointed Receiver forthe Stanford Receivership Estate
(“Receiver”), The Official Stanford Tnvestors Committee (the “Committee”), and named plaintifis Phillip
A. Wilkinson and Pam Reed (“Investor Plaintiffs”) (collectively, “Plaintiffs™), have reached an agreement
(the “BDO Settlement”) to settle all claims asserted or that could have been asserted against BDO USA,
LLP, BRO International Ltd., BDO Global Coordination B.V., and Brussels Worldwide Services-BVBA
(coliectively, “BDO Eatities) by the Committee in Case No. 3:12-cv-01447-N (*Commitiee Litigation”)
and by the Investor Plaintiffs in Case No. 3:11-cv-01115-N (“Investor Litigation™).

PLEASH TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that Plaintiffs have requested that the Court.appreve the
BDO Settlement and enter bar orders permanently enjoining Interested Parties,! including Stanford
Tnvestors® and Claimants, from pursuing Settled Claims,” including claims you may possess, against the
BDO Entities. You may, however, have a right to submiit a claim to the Receiver (see Paragraphs [ and g).

! “ytercsted Party®* means the Receiver; the Roccivership Fstate; the Committes; the members of the Committee; the Plaintiffs; the

Stanford Tnvestors; the Claimants; the Exatniner; or any Person or Persons alleged by the Receiver, the Commitiee, or other Person or entity on
Dbehalf of the Receivership Estate to be liable to the Receivership Estate, whether or not a forma? proceeding has been initlated.

2 “Stanford Investor” means custorncrs of Stanford Intemational Bank, Ltd,, who, as of Fehmaary 16, 2005, had funds on daposit at
Stanford International Bank, Lid. andfor were holding certificates of deposit issued by Stanford Internatienal Bank, Ltd.

? “(*Jaimant”™ means any Person. who has submitted a Claim te the Receiver or to the Joint Liquidators.

4 “Setled Claims” means any action, cause of action, suit, Habitity, claim, right of action, or demand whatsoever, whether or not

curently asseried, known, suspected, existing, or discoverable, and whether based on federa! Inw, state law, foreign law, commeon Jaw, or
otherwise, and whether based on contract, fort, staiute, Jaw, equity or otherwise, that a Releasor ever had, now has, or hereafier can, shall, or may
have, dizecily, representatively, derivatively, or in any other capacity, for, upen, arising from, relating to, or by reason of any matter, cause, or
thing whatsoever, that, in full er in part, concerns, relates to, arises ot of, or is inany manner coonected with (i)-the Stanford Entities; (i) any
certificate of deposit, CD, depository account, or investment of any type with any ane or more of the Stanford Entities; (5ii) any one or more of
1he BDO Entities® refationship with ary one or more of the Stanford Entities; (iv).the BDO Entities” provision of services to the Stanford Entities;
or (v) any matter that was asserled in, could have been asserted in, or relates to the sabject matter of the SEC Action, the Investor Litigation, the
Committee Litipation, or any proceeding concemning the Stanfbrd Entities pending or commenced in any Forum. See Paragraph 19 of the
Settlement Agreement for 8 complete definition of Settled Claim.
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PLEASE TAKE FURTHER NOTICE that the BDO Settlement Amount s Ferty Million US
Dollars ($40,000,000.00). The Settlement Amouat, less any fees and costs awarded by the Court to the
attorneys for Plaintiffs (“Net Settlernent Amount™), wikl be deposited with and distributed by the Receiver
pursuant to a Distribution Plan hereafter to be approved by the Court in the Stanford receivership
proceeding, SEC v. Stanford Int’l Bank, Lid., ef al., (Case No. 3:09-cv-0258-N) (the “SEC Acfion™).

This matter may affect your rights and you max wish to consulf an atiorney.
The material terms of the BDO Settlement are as follows:

a) BDO USA will pay $40 million, which will be deposited with the Receiver as required
pursuant to the Settlement Agreement;

b) Plaintitfs will fully release the BDO Released Parties’ from Settled Claims, e.g. claims
arising—from or relating to Allen Stanford, the Stanford Entities, or any conduct by the
BDO Released Parties relating to Allen Stanford or the Stanford Entities;

¢} The BDO Settlement requires entry of a Judgment and Bar Order in the Committee
Litigation and entry of a Bar Order in the SEC Action, each of which permanently
enjoins Interested Parties, incloding all Stanford Investors and Claiments, as well- as
Stanford Tnvestors with Qutstanding Claims (see Paragraph f), from bringing any legal
proceeding and/or-asserting, encouraging, assisting, or prosecuting any cause of action,
incinding contribution claims, arising from or relating to. a Settled Claim against the BDO
Released Parties;

d) The Receiver will disseminate notice of the BDO Seitlement (i.e. this Notice) to
Interested Parties, through one or more of the following: mail, email, international
delivery, CM/BECYF notification, facsimile fransmission, and/or publication on the
Examiner (www.Ipflaw.com/examiner-stanford-financial-group/)  and  Receiver
{http://www.stanford financialreceivership.comy) web sites;

&) The Receiver will develop and submit to-the Court for approval a plan for disseminating
the Settlement Amount (“Distribution. Plan™),

f} Any Stanford Investor who has not submitted a Claim to either the Receiver or the Joint
Liguidators as of the date of this Notice (“Outstanding Claim™), may seek to participate
in the Distribution Plan, and potentially to participate in futore distributions of funds
obtained by the Receivership as a result -of fiture litigation settlements or recoveries,
Those wishing to do so must submit a Proof of Clmm Form: (which you can download

3 “BD0 Relessed Partiea” means the BDO Entities, end each of their respective past, present, and future directors, efficers, egal and

suitable owners, sharcholders, members, managers, principals, employees, associates, 1epresentatives, distributees, agents, attormneys, trustees,
general and limited pariners, jenders, insurers and reinsurers, direct and indirect parents, subsidiaries, affiliates, related entities, divisions,
partnerships, corporations, executers, administrators, heiss, beneficiaries, assipns, predecessors, predecessors in interest, sucesssors, and
shacessors in interest. Notwithstanding the foregoing, “BDO Released Parties™ shal} not invlude any Person, other than the BDO Entities, who is
on the Agreement Date a named defendant in eny Jitigstion filed by any of the Plaintiffs, and shall not inchude any Person who becomes
employsd by, related to, or affiliated with the BDO Entifies after the Agreement Date and whose liability, if any, arises out of or derives from
actions or erissions before becoming coploved by, related to, or affitiated with the BDO Entities.
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contacting Ruth Clark of Neligan Foley, LLP via email at relark@neligantaw.com or via
telephone at 214-840-5315;

g) If you have not yet submitted a Claim to the Receiver or to the Joint Liguidators and
still do not submit a Claim to the Recetver by the Outstanding Cleim Deadline, yon will
be barred, upon approval of the BDO Setilement, from asserting claims against the BDO
Released Pariles arising from or relating to the Stanford Entities or the Stanford
Receivership. You will also be excluded from distributions under the Distribution Plan
and-any other future distributions of funds obtained by the Receivership as a-result of
future litigation settlements or recoveries. Submitting a Proof of Claim Form does not
guarantee that the Outstanding Claim will be allowed or that you will receive any
funds;

h) Under the Distribution Plan, once approved, the Net Seitlement Amount will be
distributed by the Recetver, under the supervision of the Court, to Stanford Tnvestors who
have submitted Clajms that have been allowed by the Recelver;

i) Stanford Imvestors who accept funds from the BDO Settlement Amount will, upon
accepting the funds, fully release the BDO Released Parties from aty and all Settled
Claims; and

i} The vestor Litigation will be dismissed with prejudice, with each party bearing their
own cosfs and attorneys’ fees,

Attorneys for the Commiftee and the Investor Plainfiffs seck a fee award based upon 25% of the
net recovery.from the BDO Settlement, pursuant to 25% contingency fee agreements with the Committee
and the Investor Plaintiffs. Twenty-five percent of the net recovery from the BDO Settlement is
$9,956,265.48.

Copies of the Settlement Agreement; the Bxpedited Request for Entry of Scheduling, Order and
Motion to Approve Proposed Settlement with BDO USA, LLP, to Approve the Proposed Notice of
Settlement with BDO USA, LLP, to Enter the Bar Order, to Enter the Final Judgment and Bar Order, and
for Plaintiffs® Attorneys’ Fees (the “Motion™); and other supporting papers may be obtained from the
Court’s docket in the SEC Action (ECF No. ), and are also available on the websites of the Receiver
(http:/fwww.stanfordfinancialreceivership.com) and the Examiner (www.lpf-faw. com/examiner-stanford-
financial-group/). Copies of these decurpents may also be requested by email, by sending the request to
relarki@neliganlaw.com; or by telephone, by calling Ruth Clark at 214-840-5315.

The final hearing on the Motion is set for | 1, 2015 (the “Final Approval
Hearing™). Apy objection to the BDO Settlement or its ferms, the Motion, the Judgmest and Bar Order,
the Final Bar Order, or the request for approval of the Committee’s and Investor Plaintiffs® attorneys” fees
must be filed, in writing, with the Court in the SEC Action no later than [ins day
Final Appros . YRS “‘Ieanng] Any objections not filed by this date will be deemed waived and will not bo
considered by the €ourt. Those mshmg to appear and preserit objections at the Final Approval Hearlng
must inchiwle a request'to appear in their written objections.
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Receivership Entfities

16NE Huntingdon, LLC

20/20 LAd.

Antigua Athletic Club Limited

The Antigua Sun Lifmted

Apartment Household, Inc.

Asian Villape Anfipua Limited

Bank of Antigua Limited

Boardwalk Revitalization, LLC
Buckinigham Investments A V.V,
Caribbear Aireraft Leasing (BVI) Limited
Caribbesn Alfimes Services Limited
Caribbean Airlines Services, Ine.
Caribbean Star Airlines Holdings Limited
Caribbean Star Airlines Limifed
Caribbean Sun Afrlines Holdings, Inc.
Caguarina 20 LLC

Clristiansted Dowatown Heldings, LLC
Crayford Limited

Cuckfield Mmvestments Limited

Datcomn Resources, e,

Devirihouse, Ltd.

Deygart Holdings Limited

Foreign Corporate Haldings Limited

Guardian Infernational Tnvestment, Services No,

One, Inc.

Guardian. Interfiaional Investment Services No:

Three, Inc.

Guardian International Investment Services No.

Two, Inc.

Guardian One, Lid,

Gardian Three, Lid.

Guardian Two, Ltd.

Guiana Island Holdings Limited
Harbor Key Corp.

Harbor Key Corpe 11

1dea Advertising Group, Inc.

International Fixed Income Stanford Fund, Ltd,

TheIsland Clob, LLC

The Islands Club, Ltd,

IS Development, LEC

Maiden Island Holdings Ltd.
Miller Goif Comipany, L.L.C.
Parque Cnsfal Lid.

Pelican Istand Properties Limited
Pershore Investinesnts S.A.
Polygon Commedities AV.V.
Porpoise Industrdes Limited
Productos y Servicios Stanford, C.A.
R. Allen. Stanford, LL.C

Robust Hagle Limited

Sed Eagle Limited

Sea Hare Limited

8FG Majestic Hoidings, LLC

SG Lid,

SGV Asesores C.A,

SGV Lid.

Stanford 20*20! LLC

Stanford 20/20 Tnc.

Stanford Acguisition Corporation
Stenford Aerospace Limited
Stanford Agency, Inc. [Louisiana)'
Stanford Apency, Ine. [Texas]
Stanford Apresiva S.A. de C.V,
Stanfoid Aireraft, LLC

Stanford American Samod Hoiding Limited
Btanford Aviation 5555, LL.C
Stanford Aviation I, LLC
Stanford Aviation HI, LLC
Stanford. Aviation Liinited
Stanford Aviation 11.C

Stanford Bank (Panama), S.A_.2
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Stanford Bank Holdings Limited
Stanford Bank, 8.A. Banco Comercial
Stanford Capital Managemenl, LLC
Stanford Carjbbeah Investments, LLC

Stanford Caribbean Regigial Management
Holdings, LLC

Stanford Caribbean, LLC
~Stanford Casa de Valotes, S.A,
Stanford Cobertura, S.A. de C.V.
Stanford Coins & Bullion, Ine.
The Stanford Condominium Qwners® Association,
Inc.
Stanford Corporate Holdings International, Inc.
Stanford Corporate Services (BVT) Limited
Stanford Corporate Services (Venezuela), C.A,
Stanford Corporate Services, Inc,
Stanford Corporate Ventuyes (BVI) Limited
Stanford Corporate Ventures, LLC
Stanford Crecimdento Balanceado; S.A. de CV.
. ‘Stanford Crecimiento, S.A. de C.Y.
Stanford Development Company (Grenada) Ltd
Starford Developmient Company Limited
Stanford Development Corpordtion
Stanford Edgle, LLC
Stanford Family Office, LLC
The Stanford Financial Growp Building, Ine.
Stanford Financial Group Company
Stanford Finanedal Group Global Management, LLC
Stanford Financial Group (Holdings) Limited
Stanford Finaneial Group Limited
Stanford Financidl Growp Lid,
Stanford Pinancial Partnets Advisors, LLC
Stanford Financial Partners Holdings, LLC
Stanford Financial Partners Securities, LLC
Stanford Financial Partoers, Inc.
Stanford Fondos, 3.A. de C.V.
The Stanford Galleria Buildings, LP
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Stanford Galleria Buildings Management, LLC
Stanford Gallows Bay Holdings, LLC
Stanford Global Advisory, LLC
Stanford Gromp (Antigua) Limited
Stanford Group (Suisse} AG

Stanford Group Aruba, NV,

Stanford Groap Rolivia

Stanford Group Cdsa de Valores, S.A.
Stanford Group Company

Stanford Group Company Limnited
Stanford Group Holdings, Inc,
Stanford Gronp Mexico, 8.A, deC.V.

Stanford Group Peru, 5.4., Sociedad Agente de
Bolsa

Stanford Greup Veneruela Asesores de Inversion,
C‘A

Stanford Group Venszuela, C.A.

Stanford Holdings Venezuela, C.A..

Stanford International Bank Holdings Limited
Stanford fnternational Bank Limited

Stanford International Holdings (Panama) S.A.
Stanford International Management Lid,
Stanford nternational Resort Holdings, LLC
Stanford Investment Advisory Services, Inc,
Stanford Leasing Corupany, Ihe.

Stanford Management Holdings, Ltd.

Stanford Rea] Estate Acquisition, 1L1L.C
Stanford 8.A. Comisionista de Bolsa

Stanford Services Eenador, S.A.

Stanford South Shore Holdings, LLC

Stanford Sports & Bntertainment Holdings, LLC
Stanford St, Croix Marina Operations, LLC
Stanford St Croix Resort Holdings, LLC
Stanford 8¢, Croix Secuxity, LLC

Stanford Trust Company

Stanford Trust Company Administradora de Forrdos
v Fideicomisos 8. A,

Stanford Trust Company Limited
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Stanford Trost Holdings Limited _ Tarre Oetite Ltd.

Stanford Venture Capital Holdings, Inc. Torre Senza Nome Venezuela, C.A.
‘The Sticky Wicket Limited Trail Partners, LLC

Svn Printing & Publishing Limited Two Islands One Club (Grenada) Ltd

Sun Printing Limited Two Islands One ClubHoldings Ttd

! Locations in brackets-are included to differentiate between legal entities with the same name but different locafions or

other identifyimg information. }
2 Locations in parentheses are included in the logal name of an entity or other identifyving information.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION,

o

Plaintift,

V.
" Civil Action No. 3:09-CV-0298-N

STANFORD INTERNATIONAT BANK, ETD,, ef
al.,

Defendants.

~COMMITTEE,
Plaintiff,

v. . Civil ActionNo. 3:12-cv-01447-N

§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
THE OFFICIAL STANFORD INVESTORS g
§
§
§
§
§
BDO USA, LEP, et al., §
§

Defendants. §

SCHEDULING ORDER

This matter is before the Court on the motion of Ralph S. Janvey (the “Receiver™), as
Receiver for the Receivership-Estate in SEC v. Stamford Int’l Bank, Ltd,, et al., Civil Action No.
3:09-CV-0298-N (the “SEC Action™), and the Official Stanford Investors Committee (the
“Committee”™), as a party to the SEC Action and as plaintiff in The Official Stanford Investors
Committez v. BDO USA, LLP, ef al., Civil Action No. 3:12-cv-01447-N (the “Committee
Litigation™), for Expedited Request for Entry of Scheduling Order and Motion to Approve
Proposed Settlement with BDO USA, LLP, to Approve the Proposed Notice of Settlernent with
BDO USA, LLP, to Enter the Bar Order, to Enter the Final Judgment and Bar Order, and for

Plaintiffs® Attomeys’ Fees (the “Metion™), (SEC Action ECF No. __; Committee Litigation ECE

No. __.} The Motion concerns a proposed sefilement (the “BDO Seftlement™) among and
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between the Receiver; the Committee; the Courf-appointed Examiner, John J. Little; Phillip A.
Wilkinson and Pam Reed (the “Investor Plaintiffs™), as plaintiffs in Philip Wilkinson, et al. v.
BDO USA, LLP, et al., Civil Action No. 3:11-CV-01115-N (the “Investor Litigation™} (the
Receiver, the Commiitee, and the Investor Plaintifs are, collectively, the “Plaintiffs™)}; -and BIDO
USA, LLP and other BDO entities (the “Defendants™)” as defendants in the Committee Litigation
and the Investor Litigation. Capitalized terms not otherwise defined in this order shall have the
meaning assigned to them-in the Sctilement Agreement aftached to the Motion (the “BDO
Settlement Agreement™).

In the Motion, the Receiver and the Committee seek tha‘ Court’s approval of the terms of
the BDO Settlement, including entry of a bar order in the SEC Action (the “Bar Order™) and a
-final judgment and bar order in the Committee Litigation (the “Judgment and Bar Order™). After
teviewing the terms-of the BDO Settlement and considering the arguments presented in the
Motion, the Court preliminarily approves the BDO Seitlement as adequate, fair, reasonable, and
equitable. Accordingly, the Court enters this scheduling order to (i} previde for notice of the -
terms of the BDO Settlement, including the proposed Bar Order in the SEC Action and the
proposed Judgment and Bar Order in the Committee Litigation; (ii) set the deadline for a
Stanford Investor with an Outstanding Claim to sobmil that claim to the Receiver; (iii) set the
deadline for filing objections to the BDO Settlement, the Bar Order, the Judgment and Bar
Order, or Plamtli’fs’ request for approval of Plaintiffs’ attorncys fees; (vi) set the deadline for

responding fo any objection so filed; and (v) set the date of the Final Approval Hearing regarding

! The Fxaminer executed the BDO Settlement Agreement to indicate his approval of the terms of the BDO
Seftiement and to confirm his obligation to post Notice on his website, as required berein, but is not otherwise
individually a party to the BDO Selilement Agreement, the Committee Litigation or the Investor Litigation.

% BDO International Lid, (“BDO International™), BDO Global Coordination, B.V. (“BDO Global®), and Brussels
Worldwide Services BVBA (“Brussels Worldwide™).

SCHEDULING ORUER 2
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the BDO Settlement, the Bar Order in the SEC Action, the Judgment and Bar Order in the
Committee Litigation, and Plaintiffs’ reguest for approval of Plaintiffs’ aftorneys’ fees, as
follows:

1. Preliminary Findings on Potential Approval of the BDO Settlement: Based upon
the Cowrt’s review of the terms of the BDO Settlement Agreement, the arguments presented in
the Motion, and e Motion’s accompanying appendices and exhibits, the Court preliminarily
finds that the BDO Settlement is fair, reasonable, and equitable; has no obvious deficiencies; and
is- the product of setious, informed; arm’s-length negotiations. The Court, however, reserves a
final ruling with respect to the.terms of the BDO Settlement until after the Final Approval

Hearing referenced below in Paragraph 2.

2. Final Approval ‘Hearing: The Final Al-nproval- Hearing will be held before the
Honorable David C. Gedbey in the United States District Court for the Northern District of
Texas, United States Courthouse, 1100 Commerce Street, Dallas, Texas 75242, in Courtroom
1505,at _:  m.on , which is a date af least nipety (90) calendar days after entry
of this Scheduling Order. The purposes of the Final Approval Hearing will be to: (i) defermine
whether the terms of the BDO Settlement should be approved by the Court; (ii) determine
whether the Bar Order attached as Exhibit C fo the BDO Settlement Agreement should be
entered by the Court in the SEC Action; (iil) determine whether the Judgment and Bar Order
attached as Exhibit D to the BDO Settlement Agreement should be entered by the Court in the
Committee Litigation; (iv) rule upon any objections to the BDO Settlement, Bar Order, or the
Tudgment and Bar Order; (v) rule upon Plaintiffs’ request for approval of Plaintiffs’ attorneys’

fees; and (vi) rule upon such other matters as the Court may deem appropriate,

SCHEDULING ORDER 3
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3. Notice: The Court approves the fortm of Notice attached as Exhibit E to the BDO
Settlement Agreement and finds that the methodology, distribution, and dissemination of Notice
described in the Motion (i) constitute the best practicable notice; (if) are reasonably caleuiated,
under the circ@nsta.nces, to apprise all Interested Parties of the BDO Settlement, the releases
therein, and the injunctions-provided for in the Bar Order and Judgment and Bar Order; (iii) are
reasonably calculated, under the -circumstances, to apprise all Interested Parties—of the right to
object to the BPO Seitlement, the Bar Order, or the Judgment and Bar Order, and to appear at
the Final Approval Hearing; (iv) constitute due, adequate, and sufficient notice; (v) meet all
requirements of applicable law, including the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, the United States
Constitution (including Due Process), and the Rules of the Court; and (vi) will provide to all
Persons a full and fair opportunity to be heard on these matters, The Court further approves the
form of the publication Notice attached as Exhibit I to the BDO Setflement Agreement.
Therefore:

a. The Receiver is hereby directed, no later than twenty-one (21) calendar
days after entry of this Scheduling Order, to cause the Notice in substantially the same form
attached as-Fxhibit E to the BDO Settlement Agreement to be sent via slectronic mail, first class
mail, or intemaﬁonal delivery service to all Interested Parties; to be sent via electronic ser;\fice to
all counsel of record for any Person who has been or is, at the time of Notice, a party in any case
included in MDIL No. 2099, In re: Stanford Ewntities Securities Litigation (N.D. Tex.) (the
“MDL"™), the SEC Action, the Investor Litigation, or the Committee Litigation who atc decmed
to have consented o electronic service through the Court’s CM/ECF System under Local Rule

CV-5.1(d); and to be sent via facsimile transmission and/or first class mail to any other counsel

SCHEDULING OQRDER 4
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of record for any other Person who has been or is, at the time of service, a party in any case
included in the MDL, the SEC Action, the Investor Litigation, or the Committee Litigation.

b. The Receiver is bereby directed; no later than ten (10) cai'eﬁdar days after
entry of this Scheduling Order, to cause the notice in substantiaily the same form attached as
Exhibit H to the BDO Settlement Agreement to be published once in the national edition of The
Wall Street Journal and once in the international edition 6f The New York Times.

c. The Receiver is hereby directed, no Jaterthan ten (10) calendar days after
entry of this Scheduling Order, to cause-the BDO Settlement Agreement, the Motion, this
Scheduling Order, the Notice, and all exhibits and appendices attached to these documents, io be
posted on the Receiver’s website (http:/stanfordfinancialreceivership.com). The Examiner is
hereby directed, no later than ten (10) calendar days after eniry of this Scheduling Order, to
cause the BDO Seitlement Agreement, the Motion, this Scheduling Order, the Notice, and all
exhibits and appendices attached-to these documents, to be posted on the Examiner’s website
{(http://ipf-lew .com/examiner-

stanford-financial-group).

d. The Receiver is hereby directed promptly to provide the BDO Settlement
Agreement, the Motion, this Scheduling Order, the Notice, and all exhibits and appendices
attached to these documents, to any Person who requests such documents via email to Ruth

Clark, a paralegal at Neligan Foley, LLP, at relark@neliganlaw.com, or via telephone by cailing

Ruth Clark at 214-840-5315. The Receiver may provide such materials in the form and manner
that the Receiver deems most appropriate under the circumstances of the request.

e. No less than ten days before the Final Approval Hearing, the Receiver
shall cause to be filed with the Clerk of this Court writterr evidence of compliance with subparts

(a) through (d) of this Paragraph, which may be in the form ef an affidavit or declaration.

SCHEDULING ORDER 5
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4, Objections and Appearances at the Final Approval Hearing: Any Person who

wishes to abject to the terms of the BDO Settlement, the Bar Order, the Judgment and Bar
Order, or Plaintiffs’ request for approval of Plaintiffs’-attorneys’ fees, or who wishesto appear at
the Final Approval Hearing, must do so by filing an-objection, in writing, with the Court in the
SEC Actien (3:09-CV-0298-N), by-ECF or by mailing the objection to the Clerk of the United

States District Coust for the Northern District of Texas, 1100 Commerce Strest, Dallas, Texas

75242, no later than {1 it day before Linal Appro g], 2015, All objections
filed with the Courf must:

a. contain the name, address, telephone pumber, and (if applicable) an email
address of the Person filing the objection;

b: -contain -the name, address, telephone number, and email address of any

attorney representing the Person filing the objection;

c. be signed by the Person filing the objection, or his or her attorney;
d. state, in detail, the basis for any objection;
e. attach any document the Court should consider in ruling on the BDO

Settlement, the Bar-Order, the Judgment and Bar Order, or Plaintiffs’ request for approval of
Plaintiffs® attorneys’ fees; and
f. if the Person filing the objection wishes to appear at the Final Approval
Hearing, make a request to do so.
No Person will be permitted to appear at the Final Approval Hearing without ﬁ]ing ]
written objection and request to appear at the Final’ Approval Hearing as set forth in subparts (a)
through (f) of this Paragraph. Copies of any objections filed must be sexrved by ECE, or by emait

or first class mail, upon each of the following:

SCHEDULING ORDER 6
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James R. Nelson

Email: jr.nelson{@dlapiper.com
Karl G. Dial
Email:-karl.dial@@diapiper.com
DLA PIPER LLP (US)

1717 Main Street, Suite 4600
Dallas, TX 75201

Telephone: (214} 743-4500

and

Michael SPoulos

DLA-PIPER LLP (US)

203 N. LaSalle Street, Suite 1900
Chicago, IL 60601

Telephone: (312) 368-4000

Email: michael.poulos@dlapiper.com

and

Douglas I. Buncher

Neligan Foley LLP

325 N.'St. Pan], Suite 3600
Dallas, TX 75201 '
Telepbone: (214) 840-5320
Email: dbuncher@neliganiaw.com

and

‘Edward C. Snyder

Castillo & Snyder PC

Bank of America Plaza

300 Convent Suite 1020

San Antonio, T'exas 78205-3789
Telephone: (210) 630-4214

Email: gsnyder@casnlaw.com

and

John J. Little

Little Pedersen Fankhauser LLP
901 Main Street, Suite 4110
Dallas, Texas 75202
214.573.2307

214.573.2323 fax

Email; jlitfle@@Ipf-law.com

PagelD 59806

Exhibit G

APP 0071



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2138-1 Filed 05/15/15 Page 72 of 76 PagelD 59807

and

Ralph Janvey
2100 Ross Ave
Suite 2600
Dallas, TX 75201

B-mail: rjanvev@ikillp.com )
and

Kevin-Sadler

Baker Botts

1001 Page Mill Road

Building One, Suite 200

Palo Alto, California 94304-1007
Email: kevin.sadler@bakerbotis.com

Any Person filing-an objection shall be deemed. to have submitted fo the jurisdiction of
this Court for all purposes- of that cbjection, the BDO Setflement, the Bar Order, and the
Judgment and Bar Order. Potential objectors who do not present opposition by the fime and in
the-manner set forth above shall be deemed to have waived the right to_object (including any-
right to appeal) and to appear at the Final Approval Hearing and shall be forever barred from
raising such objections in this action or afy other action or proceeding. Persons do not need to
appear at the Final Approval Hearing or take any other action to indicate their approval.

5. Responses to Objections: Any Party to the BPO Settlement may respond to an

objection filed pursuant to Paragraph 4 by filing a responée in the SEC Action no later than

18], 2015. To the extent any Person filing
an objection cannot be served by action of the Court’s CM/ECF system, a response must be
served to the email and/or mailing address provided by that Person.

6. Submission of Qutstanding Claims: Any Person who had funds on deposit at

Stanford International Bank, Ltd. (“SIBL”) and/or was holding a certificate of deposit (“CD")

issued by SIBL. as of February 16, 2009 (“Stanford Investor™), and who previously has not

SCHEDULING ORDER 8
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submitted a Claim (defined below) to either the Receiver or the Joint Liquidators (“Outstanding
-Claim™), may seek to receive funds from the BDO Settlement under the terms of the proposed
Distribution Plan and potentially to participate in. future distributions of funds obtained by the
Receivership as a tesult of future litigation sefflements or recoveries, by submitting to the

‘Receiver a Proof of Claim Form substaniially in the form of the document attached as Fxhibit B

1o the BDO Settlement Agreement, by [1 sext

“Outstanding Claim Deadline™). A “Claim” is a Person’s potential or asserted right to receive
funds from the Receivership Estate arising from or relating to the deposit of funds in or the
purchase of a CD from SIBL. The Receiver will review and consider all Proof of Claim Forms
on Qutstanding Claims submitted prior to the Outstanding Claim Deadline and will detenmine
each such Outstanding Claim, including whether-to aIIoW---thé Outstanding Claim. Submitting a
Proof of Claim Form does not guarantee that the Outstanding Claim will be allowed or that a
Stapford Investor wiil receive any funds, The Receiver will also prepare and submit to the Court
for approval a Distribution Plan for the proceeds from the BDO Settlement, but only afier the
BDO Seftlement is approved by the Court and becomes effective under its own terms.

Any Stanford Investor whe has not yet submitted a Claim (6 the Receiver or to the Joint
Liquidators and who fails to submit a Proof of Claim Form for an Outstanding Claim before the
Outstanding Claim Deadline will, | if the BDO Settlement is approved, be forever barred,
estopped, and enjoined from asserting any claim, in any manner, against the BDO Released
Parties atising from or relating to the Stanford Entities or the Stanford Receivership. Such a
Stanford Investor will also -be excluded from disteibutions under the Distribution Plan and any
other future distributions of funds obtained by the Receivership as a resait of future litigation

seitlements or recoveries.

SCHEDULING OXDER g
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7. Adjustments Concerning Hearing and Deadlines: The date, time, and place for the
Final Approval Hearing, and the deadlines and date requirements in this Scheduling Order, shall
be subject to adiournment or change by this Court without further notice other than that which
may be posted by means of ECF m the MDL, the SEC Action, and the.Committee Litigation.

(2]

8. Retention of Jurisdiction: The Court shall retain jurisdiction to consider all further

applications arising out of or connected with the proposed BDO Settlement.

9. Entry of Inj ﬁnction: If the-Seitlement is appreved by the Court, the Court will also
enter the ]?a;r Order in the SEC Action and the Judgment and Bar Order in the Committee
Litigation. If entered, each order will permanently enjoin Interested Parties,_including Stanford-

Investors and Claimants, from pursuing Settled Claims against the BDO Released Parties.

10.  Stay of Proceedings: The Committee Litigation. and the Tnvestor Litigation are
'hereby stayed except to the extent necessary to give effect to the BDO Settlement.

11.  Use of Order: Under no circumstances-shall this Scheduling Order be construed,
deemed, ot used as an admission, concession, or declaration by or against the Defendants of any
fault, wrongdoing, breach or liahility. Nor shall the Order be construed, deemed, or used as am
admission, concession, or declaration by or against Plaintiffs that their claims lack merit or that
the relief requested is inappropriate, improper, or unavailable, or as a waiver by any party of any
defenses or claims he or she may have. Neither this Scheduling Order, nor the proposed BDO
Setflement Agreement, or any other settlement document, shall be filed, offered, received in
evidence, or otherwise used in these or any other actions or proceedings or in amy arbitration,
except to give effect to or enforce the BDO Settlement or the terms of this Scheduling Order.

12.  Enwry of this Order: This Scheduling Order shall be entered separately on the

dockets both in the SEC Action and in the Committes Litigation.

SCHEDULING ORDER 16
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IT IS SO ORDERED.
Signed on. , 2015
DAVID C, GODBEY
UNITED-STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
SCHEDULING QORDER 11
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To be published once in the national edition of The Wall Street Jowrnal and once in the
international edition of The New York Times:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the Court-appointed Receiver for Stanford International Bank,
Lid. (“SIBL”), and certain Plaintiffs, have reached an agreement to settle all claims asserted or
that could have been asserted against BDO USA, LLP (“BDO USA™) and several other BDO
entities relating to orin any way concerning SIBL. As-part of the-BDO Settiement, the Receiver
and-Plaintiffs have requested orders which permanently enjoin all Interested Parties, including
Stanford Investors (i.e. customers of SIBL, who, as of February 16, 2009, had funds on deposit at
SIBL and/or were holding certificates of deposit dssued by SIBL), from bringing any legal
proceeding or cause of action atising from or relating to the Stanford Entities against the BDO
Released Parties.

Complete copies. of the BDO Settlement Agreement, the proposed bar orders, and other
scttlement doeuments “Ere available on the Receiver’s wehsite
hitp://www.stanfordfinancialreceivership.com. Interested Parties may file writfen objections with

Istday before Final Ap ing].

the Court on or before [uls
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHEERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION,
-Plaintiff,
V. Case No. 3:09-cv-0208-N

STANFORD INTERNATIONAL BANK, LTD., et al,

O SN 0N WO WO WOR WO WO O

Defendants,

PECLARATION OF DOUGLAS J. BUNCHER

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, 1, Douglas J. Buncher, hereby declare under penalty of
perjury that I have personal knowledge of the following facts:

1. OVERVIEW

A. Curriculom Yitae

1, My name is Douglas I. Buncher. I am an attormey admitted to practice law in the
State of Texas since 1989. I am also admitted to practice before the United States District Courts
for the Northern, Southern, Western and Eastern Distriets of Texas, and am a member of the Bar
Association of the United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit. | am a partner in Neligan
Foley LLP (“Neligan Foley”), a Dallas law firm which concentrates its practice in complex
bankruptcy, msolvency and receivership proceedings and related litigation. I have concentrated
my practice in complex, commercial litigation since my career began in 1989, and since joinjng
Neligan Foley in 2000 have concentrated my practice in handling complex receivership and

bankruptey litigation, EXHIBIT

L
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2. Neligan Foley has handled numerous complex bankruptey and receivership cases,
and litigation associated with those cases, since the firm was formed in 1995, Neligan Foley and
I have handled many complex receivership and bankruptey-related lawsuits secking to recover
hundreds of millions, and in some cases, billions of dollars in damages from third parties for the
benefit-of bankruptey and receivership estates; as well as the investors and creditors of those
estates. A detailed description of Neligan Foley, its areas of practice, case studies, and
representative engagements, as well as my personal biography, background and experience, are
set forth on Neligan Foley’s website, www.neliganfoley.com.

B. The BDO Lawsnuits
3. I am submitting this Declaration in support of the Receiver, Official Stanford

Investors Committee (the “Committee”) and Investor Plaintiffs’ (the “Inyvestor Plaintiffs”)

(collectively; the “Plaintiffs™} Expedited Request for Entry of Scheduling Order, and Motion fo
Approve Proposed Settlement with BDO USA, LLP, fo Approve the Proposed Notice. of
Settlement with BDO USA, LLP, to Enter Bar Order, to Enter the Final Juadgment and Bar Order,
and for Plaintiffs’ Attorneys’ Fees (the “MLion”).1 The settlement for which approval is sought
in the Motion setfles all claims asserted against BDO USA, LLP (“BDO USA™), BDO

International Ltd. (“BDO International™), BDO Global Cocrdination, B.V. (“BDO _Global™), and

Brussels Worldwide Services BVBA (“Brussels Worldwide) (collectively referred to herein as

the “BDO Entities™) in Civil Action Nos. 3:12-¢v-1447 (the “Committee Litipation™) and 3:11-

cv-1115 (the “Investor Litigation™)collectively, the “BDO Lawsuits™) for $40 million.

4. Neligan Foley is the lead counsel for the Plaintiffs in fhe BDO Lawsuits. The |
Committee is prosecuting the claims against BDO on behalf of the Receiver pursuant to an

assignment of all claims against BDO from the Receiver to the Committee. Accordingly, the

! Capitalized Terms not otherwise defined herein shall have the meaning ascribed to them in the Motion.

2
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Receiver is not a named party to the BDO Lawsuits. Neligan Foley was assisted in the
investigation and prosecution of the BDO Lawsuits by Castillo Snyder, P.C. (“Céstilio Snyder™},
Strasburger & Price, LLR (“Strasburger™), and Butzel Long (“Bufzel Long™), who-also serve as

co-counsel for the Plaintiffs-(collectively with Neligan Foley, “Plaintiffs® Counsel™).

C.  Aqdditional Stanferd-Related Lifigation

5. Shortly-after the Stanferd receivership was commenced in early 2009, Neligan
Foley was approached by Edward Snyder of Castillo Snyder and Edward Valdespino of
Strasburger to serve as co-counsel to Castille Snyder and Strasburger clients who had invested
hundreds of millions of dollars into Stanford International Bank, Ltd, CDs (“SIBL CDs™). Due
to Neligan Foley’s prior experience in major bankruptcy and receivership proceedings and third-
party litigation associated witlr those proceedings, Neligan Foley was hired to assist.counsel-at
Castillo Snyder and Strasburger with-the investigation and prosecution of litigation against third
parties and to assist with the receivership and potential bankruplicy issues.

6. Neligan Foley has monitored and participated in the main Stanford receivership
proceeding since that time. On July 29, 2009, the Stanford Multidistrict Litigation matter, MDL

No. 2099, was initiated (the “Stanford MDI. Proceeding™). Neligan Foley has also participated

in and monitored the Stanford MDL Proceeding since its inception.
7. Neligan Foley began its investigation of potential third-party claims to be asserted
on behalf of the Investor Plaintiffs immediately after joining as co-counsel with Castillo Snyder
| and Strasburger in 2009. Based on information discovered during this joint investigation,
Castillo Snyder, Strasburger, and Nelipan Foley jointly initiated class action lawsuits in this

Court on behalf of certain named Stanford investors, individually and on behalf of a class of
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stmilarly situated investors, styled Troice v. Willis of Coloradoe, Inc., Case No, 3:09-cv-01274,
and Troice v. Proskauer Rose, LLP, Case No. 3:09—0v—01600.

8. Since that time, in addition to the BDO Lawsuits and the aforementioned
Proskawer and Willis investor cases, attorneys from Neligan Foley have investigated, filed and
prosecufed virtmally all of the other major Stanford-related litigation against third-parties on
behalf of the Committee, the Investor Plaintiffs, and other Stanford investor plaintiffs who have
sued individually and on Behalf of a putative class of Stanford investors, along with Castillo
Snyder, Strasburger and Butzel Long,-including the following lawsuits pending before the Court:

(&) Official Stanford Investors Committee, et al. v. Breazeale, Sachse, &
Wilson, LLP, et al., Case No. 3:11-cv-00329;

(by  Janvey, et al v. Adams & Reese, LLP, et al., Case No. 3:12-cv-00495;
()  Janvey, et al. v. Greenberg Traurig, LLP, et al., Case No. 3:12-cv-04641;
(d)  Jamvey, et al. v. Proskauer Rose, LLP, et al., Case No. 3:13-cv-477; and

(e) Janvey, et al. v. Willis of Colorado, Inc., et al., Case No. 3:13-cv-03980.%

In-addition to representing the Committee and Investor Plaintiffs in these cases, Neligan Foley
hag also been engaged to represent the Receiver in these ‘cases where the Receiver is a named
Plaintiff. Thus, Neligan Foley has been actively involved in the major Stanford-related litigation
since 2009.

9, Plaintiffs’ Counsel are also joiutly handling many of the fraudulent transfer cases

brought by the Committee and the Receiver pursnant to an agreement approved by the Court by

> Peter Morgenstern of Butzel Long is co-counsel for the Investor Plaintiffs and Committee in all of these cases
except the cases against Willis of Colorado, Inc. and Proskaner Rose, LLP. Sfrasburger is not involved in the cases
against Adams & Reese, LLP and Breazeale, Sachse & Wilsen L1P.

4
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order dated February 25, 2011 [Docket No. 1267]. Neligan Foley is lead counsel in the
following cases:’
(a)  Ralph S. Janvey and Gfficial Stanford Investors Committee v. Yolanda
Suarez, Civil Action No. I10-¢v-2581, now consolidated with the
Greenberg lawsuit, Civil Action No, 3:12-cv-4641;
(b)Y  Ralph S, Janvey and Official Stanford Investors Committee v. IMG
Worldwide, Inc., Civil Action No, 11-0117; consolidated with Ralph S,
Janvey and Official Stanford Investors Cemmittee v. International Players
Championship, Inc., Civil Action No. 11-0293;
(c) Ralph §. Janvey and Official Stanford Investors Committee-v, Miami - Heat
Limited Parinership and Basketbafl Properties, Lid., Civil Action No. 11-
0158,

(d)  Ralph S. Janvey and Official Stanford Investors Committee v. PGA Tour,
Ine., Civil Action-No. 1§-0226;

(¢)  Ralph S. Janvey and Official Stanford Investors Commiltee v, The Golf
Channel, Inc., Civil Actior No, 11-0294, currently on appeal at the Fifth
Circuit; .

@ Ralph S. Janvey and Official Stanford Investors Committee v. ATP Tour,
Inc. Civil Action No. 11-0295;and

(g)  RulphS. Janvey and Official Stanford Investors Committee v. Rocketball,
Lid, and Hoops, L.P., Civil Action No. 11-770.

C. Time and Effort of Plaintiffs’ Counsel

10.  Ewven a cursory review of the Court’s docket in all of these cases reveals the
immense amount of work that Plaintiffs” Counsel have put into the prosecution of all of these
lawsuits since 2009, However, the docket and pleadings only reveal the work that is filed with
the Court. As discussed further herein, and as the Court is aware, the prosecution -of lawsuits of
this magnitode and complexity has required a tremendous amount of time and effort to

investigate the facts, research the relevant legal issues, coordinate and strategize with counsel

* Castillo Snyder, Strasburger, and Butzel Long serve as co-comnsel in these cases and lead counsel in other
Stanford-related fraudulent transfer cases. In turn, Neligan Foley serves as co-counsel in the cases in which Castillo
Snyder, Strasburger, or Butzel Long serve as lead counsel,

5
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and clients regarding the handling of the cases, conduct discovery, prepare the briefs and
motions, attempt to negotiate settlements, and prepare cases for summary judgment and/or frial.
Plaintiffs’ counsel have spent thousands of hours since 2009 in their investigation and
prosecution of the lawsuits referenced abave, including the BDO Lawsuits.
D. The BBO Settiement

11,  In the Motion, the Plaintiffs and- Plaintiffs’ Counsel seek approval of the

settlement of the BDO Lawsuits and the payment of a contingency fee to Plaintiffs’ Counsel.

The essentiai terms of the settlement of the BDO Lawsuits (the “BDO Settlement”) are:

a) BDO USA will pay $40 million, which will be deposifed with the Receiver as
required pursuant to the Settlement Agreement;

b) Plaintiffs will fully release the BDO Released Paities from Settled Claims, £.g,
claims arising from or relating to Allen Stanford, the Stanford Entities, or any
conduct by the BDO Released Parties relating to Allen Stanford or the Stanford
Entities;

¢} The BDO Settlement requires enfry of a Judgment and Bar Order in the
Committee Titigation and entry of a Bar Order in the SEC Action, each of which
permanently enjoins Interested Parties, imcluding all Stanford Investors and
Claimants, as well as Stanford Investors with Outstanding Claims (as defined in
the Settlement Agreement), from bringing any legal proceeding and/or asserfing,
encouraging, assisting, or prosecuting amy cause of action, including contribution
claims, arising from or relating to z Settled Claim against the BDO Released
Parties;

d) The Receiver will disseminate notice of the BDO Settlement to Interested Parties,
through one or more of the following as set forth in the BDO Settlement
Agreement, 9 29-30: mail, email, international delivery, CM/ECF notification,
facsimile transmission, and/or publication on the FExaminer (www.lpf-
law.com/examiner-stanford-financial-group/) and Receiver (http:// www.stanford
financialreceivership.com) web sites;

e) The Receiver will develop and submit to the Court for approval a plan for
disseminating the Settflernent Amount (“Distribution Plan™); +

4 Tn the motion sesking approval of the Distribution Plan, the Receiver will seek authority to distribute $3,000 of the
setflement amount to Philip Wilkinson and $21,500 of the settlement amount to Pam Reed in consideration of their
dismissal and release of ftheir individual claims, which amounts will be treated as advances towards future
distributions to Mr. Wilkinson and Ms, Reed.
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f) Any Stanford Investor who has not submitted a claim fo either the Receiver or to
the Joint Liquidators as of the date of the Notice ("Outstanding Claims™), rmay
seek to participate in the Distribution Plan, and potentially fo participate in future
distributions of funds obtained by the Receivership as a result of future Litigation
settlements or recoveries, by submitting a Proof of Claim Form within 75 days of
the Court’s entry of the Scheduling Order, which Proof of Claim will be subject to
review and determination by-the Receiver,

g) Under the Bistribution Plan, once approved, the Net Settlement Amount will be
“distributed by the Receiver, under the supervision of the Court, te- Stanford
Investors who have submitted claims thathave been allowed by the Recetver;

h) Stanford Investors who.accept funds from the BDO Settlement Amount will, upon
accepting the funds, fully release the BDO Released Parties from any and all
Settled Claims; and

i} The Investor Litigation will be-dismissed with prejudice, with each party bearing:

their own costs and aftormneys’ fees, and the Judgment and Bar Order will be
entered inrthe Committee Litigation.

IL INVESTIGATION, PROSECUTION AND SETTLEMENT OF THE BDO LAWSUITS

A, Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s Investigation Into Claims Against BDO

12.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel have spent over five years and thousands of hours
investigating and pursuing claims against third parties, including BDO, on behalf of the Stanford
Receivership Dstate and the investors in Stanford. Neligan Foley alone has almost 7,000 hours
and over $2.8 million wortk of attomey and paralegal time mvested in the Stanford Jawsuits,
including the BDO Lawsuits. Neligan Foley has almost 1,200 hours and over $600,000 of
unpaid attorney and paralegal time invested in the BDO Lawsuit alone., Neligan Foley’s
statement of fees for the BDO Lawsuits, which reflects the time and hourly rates of the lawyers
and paralegals at Neligan Foley who have worked on the BDO Lawsuits, is attached hereto as
Exhibit A.

13.  As part of their investigation of the claims against BDO, Neligan Foley attorneys

reviewed voluminous documents, emails, audit work papers and depositions obtained from the
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SEC during its investigation of BDO, which the Receiver obtained through a cooperation
agreement with the SEC. The documents reviewed by Neligan Foley included thousands of
pages of the SEC and other investigation materials, thousands of pages of deposition testimony
of BDO personnel and other relevant witnesses togethér with all of the exhibits to those
depositions, thousands of emaits of BDO personnel, and the audited financial statements and the
detailed audit work papers.of BDO for all of the relevant audit years. Neligan Foley researched
all relevant case law and Generally Accepted Auditing Standards (“GAAS™) governing the
potential andit malpractice claims belonging to the Recetvership Estate, as well-as the potential
Texas Securities Act (“TSA”) and other common law claims belonging to the Stanford investors,
to determine how the facts surrounding BD(O's aundits of the Stanford eompanies supported those
claims. Because the potential claims against BDO involved claims of professional negligence,
Neligan Foley was also required o retain and work %&"iﬂl a consulting audit malpractice expert to
fornmulate the basis of the potential claims to be asserted against BDO, whose draft report was
critical 1o the successful settlement of the BDO Lawsuits. Neligan Foley’s investigation further
required formulation of viable damage models and causation theories for both the Receivership
Estate claims and the Investor claims.

14,  Neligan Foley could not have successfully prosecuted and resolved the claims
asserted in the BDO Lawsuits without having spent thousands of additional hours investigating
and understanding the background and history of the complex web of Stanford companies, the
operations, financial transactions, interrelationship and dealings between and among the various
Stanford eniifies, and the facts relating to the Ponzi scheme and how it was perpetrated through

the various Stanford entities. Without a comprehensive investigation and understanding of this
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background, it would not have been possible to formulate and successfully prosecute viable
claims against BDO, and prosecute them successfully to conclusion.

15.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s investigation revealed that since 1995, BDO USA was the
auditor of the most important businesses of the Stanford etnpire, including Stanford Group.
Company (“SGC™), Stanford’s NASD registered broker-dealer that marketed and sold the SIBL
CDs in the United States, Stanford Trust Company (Louisiana)-f“m”), which Stanford used to
sell the CDs to IRA account holders; and “Stanford Group Holdings (“SGH”), the holding
company that owned both SGC and STC. The investigation further revealed that-while BDO
USA conducted an operational review of Stanford International Bank Ttd. (“SIBL”) in the 1990s
in an effort to secure business from SIBL, and several BDO partners served on the Stanford
Antiguan Task Force that was involved in re-writing the financial regulations of Antigua, BDO
USA was not hired for the busimess it had solicited from SIBL, and BDO USA was-never the
auditor for SIBL. Investigation further revealed that while BIDO International, BDO Global, and
Brussels Worldwide were foreign affiiates of BDO USA, they were not directly involved in the
Stanford audits.

16.  As part-of their investigation, Plaintiffs’ Counsel conducted a thorough analysis of
the potential claims against BDO, considering: claims available under both state and federal
law; the viability of those claims considering the facts underlying BDO’s business dealings with
Stanford and this Court’s previous rulings; the success of similar claims in other Ponzi scheme
cases, both in the Fifth Circuit and elsewhere; as well as defenses raised by BDO in their

Motions to Dismiss and mediation position papers in the BDO Lawsuits,
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B. The Filing of the BDO Lawsuits, Motions to Dismiss, and Agreement to Mediate

12. The Investor Plaintiffs and the Committee initiated the BDO Lawsuits by filing
their Original Complaints in this Court on May 26, 2011 (the Investor Litigation) and May 9,
2012 (the Committee Litigation), respectively. Among otfier claims, the Plaintiffs asserted
causes of action against BDO for negligence, aiding and abetiing violations of the Texas
Securities Act (the “TSA™), aiding and abetting breaches of fiduciary duty, participation in a
frandulent scheme, and conspiracy.

18.  BDOG-filed comprehensive niotions to dismissin the Investor Litigation and stated
its intention to file dismissal motions and a motion to compel arbitration in the Comumittee
Litigation. In seeking .dismissal of the claims asserted in the Investor Litigation, BDO argued
that the Securities Litigation Uniform Standards Act (“SLUSA”) preempted all causes of action
asserted. BIDO USA also contended that Plaintiffs’ fraud allegations were not pled with
specificity pursuant o Rule 9(b), that Plaintiffs’ TSA claims were barred by limitations, and that
Plaintiffs failed to plead the requisite scienter by BDO USA necessary to establish aider and
abettor liability under the TSA. BDO USA’s motion also urged that Plaintiffs” TSA claims were
based upon non-existent eo-conspirator theories of liability, and that Plaintiffs had failed to
allege sufficient facts f() demonstrate that BDO USA knowingly aided and assisted SGC’s and
STC’s breaches-of fiduciary duty. BDO USA also took issue with Plaintiffs’ conspiracy claims,
arguing that Texas does not recognize a cause of action for aiding and abetting a frandulent
scheme separate from conspiracy, that Plaintiffs had failed to allege particularized facts
establishing BDO USA knowingly aided and assisted in the Stanford Ponzi scheme, that
Plaintiffs’ conspiracy claim was barred by a two-year limitations period and that Plaintiffs failed

to allege particularized facts to demonstrate BDO USA had the requisite meeting of the minds
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with the alleged co-conspirators to engage in a Ponzi scheme. BDO International, BDO Global
and Brussels Worldwide each moved to dismiss under Rule 12(b)2) slleging they were not
subject to the Court’s personal jurisdiction, and BDO International and Brussels Worldwide
sought dismissal under Rule 12(b)(6) on the ground that #hey did not exist af the time of the
events giving rise to Plaintiffs’ causes of action.A They also mcorporated all of the. arguments
made by BDO USA in favor of dismissal.

19.  Before the deadline for Plaintiffs to respond to the motions to dismiss in the
Inves;[or Litigation, and before BDO filed its’ motions to dismiss in the Committce Litigation,
counsel for BDO contacted Plaintiffs’ Counsel to indicate they would be seeking to compel
arbitration of the claims in the Committee Lifigation pursuant to the engagement agreements
between BDO USA and the Stanford audit clients. The BDDO engagement apreements also
required the parties to mediate in advance of arbitration. Thus; the parties agreed that it made
sense to mediate all of the claims asserted in the Imvestor Litigation and the Committee
Iitigation simultaneously to attempt to reach a global resolution of the issues between all
Plaintiffs and BDO.

C. Mediation and Settlement

20,  Mediation was held with the Hon. Layn Phiili‘ps in New York on August 28,

2014, Former Judge Plﬁllips, then with the law firm Irell & Manella, has extensive experience
mediating ac;counﬁng and audit malpractice cases, having mediated and successfully resolved
some of the largest accounting and audit malpractice cases in recent 11.S. history.

21.  Prior to mediation, Plaintiffs’ counsel continued ifs investigation of both the
Committee’s and Investor Plaintiffs’ claims against the BDO Entities, including review of the

BDO depositions, documents, emails and work papers obtained by the SEC, as well as other
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investigation matertals, Counsel also worked with an audit malpractice expert to further
evaluate, refine and formulate the basis of Plaintiffs® claims ageinst the BDO Entities, including -
the applicable GAAS principles that Plaintiffs contended were violated. That led to the
production of a draft expert report that was confidentially shared with the mediator and was
instrumental in the S_ettl'ément process..

22.  Layn Phillips requited the parties to exchange mediation position papers, together
with exhibits_and supporting authorities on July 22, 2014, so that each side could see the other
side’s arguments, evidence and authorities.in support of their claims and defenses in advance of
the mediation. He also required-the parties fo exchanpe reply papers with suppprting exhibits
and authorities on August 19, 2014, Finally, he required that the parties exchan ge proposed
“term sheets” to identify issues that would need to be addressed in any final settlement
agreement..

23.  The mediation lasted a full day with numerous back and forth offers and demands,
wltimately resulting in the $40 million settlement for which approval is sought in this motien.
Without the tireless effort of the Receiver, the Committee, Investor Plaintiffs and their counsel in
investigating and prosecuting these claims as part of the averall effort to recover money from
third partjgs for the benefit of Stanford Investors, the scttlement could never have been achieved,
and the Committee and Fnvestor Litigation would have dragged on for years with an uncertain
outcome and great expense to the parties.

24,  Baut for the BDO Settlemf;nt, the parties had agreed that the Committee Litigation
would be dismissed and an arbitration complaint filed with AAA in Houston, Texas, as required
by the BDO USA engagement letters. While arbitration might be more efficient in terms of

getting to trial more quickly, arbitration would also have involved the substantial expense of
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paying three arbitrators (the agreement called for one arbitrator to be selectéd by each side and a
third to be selected by those two) as well as the administrative fees of AAA. The Investor
Litigation would almost certainly have taken several years to resolve, with an uncertain outcome.

25.  Since mediation on August 28, 2014, the Parties have=spent over 8 months
drafting; revising and negotiating the form and terms of the BDO Settlement Agreement, the Bar
Order, the Judgment and Bar Order, the Notice and the Scheduling Order, for which the Parties
now move for approval.
D. The Settlement is Fair and Reasonable and Should be Approved

26. It is my opirdon based upon years of experience prosecuting, trying and settling
complex receivership and bankrupfey litigation, and my assessment of the. relative merits of the
claims and defenses in the BDO Lawsuits, that the BDO Settlement is fair and reasonable and in
the best interests of the Stanford receivership estate and the Stanford investors and should be
approved by the Court. In addition to the risks, uncertainty, delay and costs associated with
continued presecution of the BDO Lawsuits that weigh in favor of the BDO Settlement, my
assessment of the merits of the BDO Settlement includes consideration of the limits of BDO’s
insurance, the existence of three competing lawsuits falling within the same BDO insurance
policy period that covers the claims in the BDO 1awsuits, and the defense costs being incurred
by BDO which are further depleting the BDO insurance funds available to pay the Stanford
claims,

O ATTORNEYS’ FEES

A. The Contingency Fec Agreement
27.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel have been jointly handling all of the lawsuits referenced

above, including the BDO Lawsuits, pursuant fo twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee
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agreements with the Committee (in cases in which the Committee is a named Plaintiff) and the
Investor Plaintiffs (in investor class action lawsuits). Neligan Foley also has twenty-five percent
(25%) contingency fee agreements with the Receiver in the cases in which Neligan Foley
represents the Receiver.

28.  Attached as Exhibit B is a teue and correct copy of the fee agreement between.
Plaintiffs” Counsel and the Committee for the BDO Lawsuits {(the “Fee Agreement”), which-is
incorporated by reference as if set forth fully herein” The Fee Agreement provides for payment
of a fee of twenty-five percent (25%) of the Net Recovery from the BDO Settlement (defined as
the total recovery after deducting allowable expenses and disbursements) to Plaintiffs’ Counsel.

29.  As stated in the Motion, Plamitffs seek Court approval to pay Plaintiffs’ Counsel
a fee equal to an aggregate of twenty-five percent (25%) of the Net Recovery (i.¢., the settlement
amount less allowable disbursements) in the BDO Lawsuits. The gross amount of the settlement
to be paid by BDO pursuant to the BDO Settlement is $40,000,000.00. The disbursements to be
deducted from the setilement amount to calculate the Net Recovery from the BDO Settlement are
$174,938.07, which are expenses previously reimbursed by the Receiver pursuant to the Fee
Agreement. Thus, the Net Recovery from BDO is $39,825,061.93. Twenty-five percent (25%)
of the Net Recovery is $9,556,265.48, This is the fee agreed to bé paid to Plaintiffs’ Counsel by

. the Committee and the Investor Plaintiffs, and this is the amount of the fee for which approval is
sought in the Matisn.
B. The Conrt Has Previéusly Approved 25% Contingency Fee Agreements
30. A twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee has previously been approved as

reasonable hy this Court in its order approving the Receiver’s agreement with the Committee

’ The portions of the fee agreement refated fo lawsuits other than the BDO Lawsuits have been redacted, as such
information is protected by attormey-client privilege.
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regarding the joint prosecution of fraudulent transfer and other claims by the Receiver and the
Committee (the “Commitice-Receiver Apreement™). See Doc. 1267, p. 2 (“The Court finds that
the fee artangement set forth in the Agreement is reasonable.”); see also Agreement [Doc. 1208]
p. 3 {providing a “contingency fee” of twepty-five pereent (25%) of any Net Recovery in actions
prosecuted by the Committee’s designated professionals). The Court’s order approving the
Committee-Receiver Agreement also provided that the Committee need not submit a- fee
application seeking an award of fees consistent with the percentage authorized under the Court’s
previous order unless required by Rule 23. See Doc. 1267, p. 2.

31, The Committee-Receiver Agreement further provided that the Commiitee “would
prosecute certain frandulent transfer claims and other actions for the benefit of Stanford
investors/creditors in cooperation with Ralph S. Janvey, as receiver.” See Doc. 1208, p. 19 1.
The Agreement further provided that “this proposal will apply to the litigation of all frandulent
transfer and similar claims that may be brought under-common law, statute ... or otherwise...”
and “unless otherwise agreed, the terms of this agreement will Hkewise apply to the pursuit of
any other claims and -causes of action that the Receiver and the Committee determine to jointly
pursue.” Id. at pp. 1-2.

32, The contingency fee apgreements with the Committee, the Investor Plaintiffs and
the Receiver (where applicable) 4n all of the above-referenced cases, including the Fee
Agreement with the Plaintiffs in the BDO Lawsuits, similarly provide for a fee of twenty-five
percent (25%) of the Net Recovery (defined as the total recovery after deducting allowable

expenses and disbursements), and were modeled after the Committee-Receiver Agreement since
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the parties knew that the Court had already approved a twenty-five percent (25%) contingency
fee agreement.’

33.  Thetwenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee arrangement that was approved by
the Court in the context of the Committee-Receiver Agreement became the framework for all of
the twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee apreements that the Committee entered into with
Plaintiffs” Counsel in the above-referenced lawsuits, including the BDO Lawsuits, as well as the
twenty-five prevenf (25%) contingency fee agreements-that the Receiver entered into with
Neligaﬁ Foley in certain of the above-referenced cases.

34.  Although the Court has alrcady approved a twenty-five percent (25%)
contingency fee arrangement in its order approving the Committee-Receiver Agreement, see
Doc. 1267, p. 2, and arguably the BPO Lawsuits are cases the Receiver and Committee
determined to joinfly pursue and hence are covered hy this previously approved Committee-
Receiver Agreement, Plaintiffs’ Counsel filed the Motion seeking approval of the fee to be paid
in the BDO Lawsnits in an abundance of caution and at the request of the Committee; the
Examiner and the Recetver.

35.  For the same reasons the Court previously found the twenty-five percent (25%)
contingency fee Committee-Receiver Agreement to be reasot}able, see Doc, 1267, p. 2, the Court
should find the twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fce applicable to the settlement of the
BDO Lawsuits to be reasonable and approve it for payment. The settlement of the BDO

Lawsuits has yielded a sipnificant benefit to the Stanford Receivership Estate and the Stanford

® In cases in which Neligan Foley has feé agreements with both OSIC and the Receiver, those agreements provide
that only one twenty-five percent (25%) fee will be paid regardless of whether the recovery is based on OSIC claims
or Receiver ¢claims. Similarly, the agreements with the Investor Plairtiffs provide for only a single twenty-five
percent (25%) fee regardless of whether there is a recovery on the investors’ claims, OSIC’s claims, or the
Receiver’s claims in a partjcular case,
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investors and 1s the 1argelst settlement of a third-party lawsuit i the over six-year history of the
Stanford receivership,
C. The 25% Contingency Fee is Fair and Reasenable
36. It is my opinion that the fee requested in the Motion is reasenable in-comparison
to the total net amount to be recovered for the benefit of the Stanfordinvestors, The tweatv-five
percent (25%) contingency fee was heavily nepotiated between Committee and Plaintiffs’
Counsel, and is substantially below the typical market rate conﬁngency fee percentage of 33%to
40% that ﬁlost law firms would demand to handle cases of this complexity and magnitade, Tn
certain instances, including the BDO Lawsuits, the Committee interviewed other potential
counsel who refused to handle the lawsuits without a hipher percentage fee. In fact, Plaintiffs’
Counsel initially requested a larger percentage m all of the Stanford lawsuits because of the
complexity and magnitude of the lawsuits, the length of time that it could take to prosecute the
cases to conclusion, the thousands of hours Plaintiffs’ Counsel would have to invest in these
cases, and the risk that there mi ght uitimately be no recovery. The BDO Lawsuits and the other
third-party lawsuits are extraordinarily large and complex, involving voluminous records and
electronic data and requiring many years of investigation, discovery and dispositive motions to
get to trial. The lawsuits involve significant financial outlay and risk by Plaintiffs’ Counsel, the
- risk of loss at trial after years of work for no compensation, and an almost certain appeal
foHowirg any victory at trial. Thus; while it is my opinion that these factors warrant a
contingency fee of more than twenty-five percent (25%), Plaintiffs’ counsel agreed to handle the
lawsuits (including the BDO Lawsuits) on a twenty-five percent (25%) contingency basis, and
that percentage is fair and reasonable given fhe time and effort required fo litigate these cases,

their complexity and the risks involved.
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D. Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s Efforts

37.  Neligan Foley has devoted-a tremendous amount of time and incurred significant
expenses in preparing and prosecuting the BDO Lawsuits. Neligan Foley attorneys and
paralegals have spent almost 1,200 hours and over $600,000 of uncompensated time prosecuting
the BDO Lawsuits-alone. Neligan Foley has almost 7,000 hours and aver $2.8 million worth of
attorney and paralegal time invested in all of the- Staﬁord Iitigation, but has only-been paid
$87,331.44 in aftorneys’ fees to date, which represents Neligan Foley’s share of settlements of
four fraudulent transfer cases. The proposed settlement is-the result of many years of effort and
thousands of hours of work by the Receiver, Committee, Investor Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs’
Counsel as described herein, But for the efforts of these parties, and the efforts of Neligan Foley
described herein, there would be no BDO Settiement, which will net the Receivership estate and
the Stanford investors approximately $30 million they would nof have otherwise had.

38. In addition to the offorts described herein related to the BDO Lawsuits
specifically, Plaintiffs’ Counsel involved in the prosecution of the litigation against BDO were
also involved in the briefing and argument of the successful appeals of the SLUSA issue to the
Fifth Circuit and the United States Supreme Court in the Willis and Proskauer investor lawsuits.
But for Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s efforts over several years to win the SLUSA appeal, the Investor
Lawsuit against BDO could not have proceeded.

3G,  Plaintiffs’ Counsel have done an immense amount of work investigating and
analyzing the Stanford Ponzi scheme since the commencement of this receivership case, all of
which allowed Plaintiffs’ Counsel to formulate, file and successfully prosecute and seitle the
claims against BDO. But for the diligent efforts of Plaintiffs’ Counsel since the commencement

of this receivership proceeding, the settlement with BDO would never have been achieved.
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40.  Inlight of the tremendous time and effort Neligan Foley and the other Plaintiffs’®
Counsel have put into the effort to recover monies for the Stanford Receivership Estate and the
imvestors, including but not limited to the time related to the BDO Lawsuits alone, all of which
was necessary to the successful prosecution and res_olution of the BDO-case, it is my opinien that
the twenty-five percent-(25%) fee to be paid to- counsel for the Committee and the Investor
Plaintiffs for the settlement of the BDO Lawsuits is very rcasonable. Neligan Foley and the
other Plaintiffs’ Counsel have v;forked tirelessly for over five years to-attempt to recover money
for the benefit of Stanford’s investors for virtually ne conipensation.

41.  The Court has already_found the twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee to be
reasonable in the context of its approval of the Committee-Receiver fee agreement, and I would
submit that the Court should do so 111 the case of the BDO Lawsuits for the same reasons, Here,
there is even more reason to find the fee to be reasonable than in the fraudulent transfer lawsuit
context, as the BDO Lawsuits and the other larger third-party cases are extraordinarily more
-complex, time consuming and risky; involving numerous factual and legal issues and claims
when compared to the relatively straight-forward fraudulent transfer claims,

42.  The fact that Neligan Foley and the other firms were able to successfully resolve
the BDO Lawsuits at this stage should not result- in any reduction of their fee, as this would
essentially penalize the law firms for having re'_solved the Lawsuits successﬁﬂly and somewhat
early in the process of the Iitigatién. Neligan Foley and the other law firms eould just as casily
have been required to litigate these cases for many years, all the way through a trial and appeal,
with no guarantee of suceess. Altering the fee arrangement that was agreed to by the Committee
after attempts by counsel fo negotiate for a higher fee and in reliance upon the Court’s previous

order approving a twenty-five percent (25%) contingency agreement that covers claims and
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causes of action jointly prosecuted by the Receiver and the Committee would be mnfair to the law
firms that took a significant risk and signed on to litigate the cases to the end, no matter the
outcome.

43, T respectfully submit that an award of attorneys’ fees equalto twenty-five percent.
(25%) of the net recovery from the BDO Settlement, as requested, isreasonable and appropriate
considering the significant time, effort, and resources which Neligan Foley and the other firms
retained by Committee have invested in investigating the Stanford fraud, prosecuting. and

resolving this claim, and prosecuting the other Stanford-refated litigation.

Dated: May 15, 2015.

Dou glas BL}mhery
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NELIGAN FOLEY LLP

325 N. 5t Paul
Suite 2600
Dallas, TX 75201

Telephone: 214.840,5360
Fagsimile: 214.840,5301

May 15, 2015

“John Little

Little Pederson Fankhauser LLP
901 Main Street, Suite 4110
Dalias, TX 75202

In Reference To: Stanford/BDO Litigation
CM# 10676-005

Invoice Number: 23925

Legal Services

2/18/2013 DIB  Confer with Mr. Snyder regarding.claims against BDO (.3);
correspondence with Mr. Snyder and Mr. Holumann regarding issues
related to claims against BDO (.3).

4/26/2013 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence (.1).
5/16/2013 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Snyder regarding Jijjmee
- ().
6/3/2013 KLG Assemble pleadings and file materials for BDO litigation.

6/4/2013 KLG Assemble pleadings and file materials for BDO [itigation.

6/5/2013-KLG Continue assemble pleadings and file materials for BDO litigation.

-EXHIBIT

2-A

Hrs/Rate Amount
0.60 375.00
625,00/
0.10 62.50
625.00/hr
0.20 125.00
625.00/he
0.50 57.50
115.060/hr
0.80 92.00
115:00/hr
0.70 80.50
115.00/hx
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John Litte Page 2
Hrs/Rate Amount

6/6/2013 KI.G Review BDO case dockets and pleadings filed, downioad same and 0.10 11.50
update internal case dockets. 115.00/hs

6/11/2013 DIB  Researcirregarding #lNININNamge issues (.5). 0.50 312.50
625,00/br

6/14/2013 DIB  Correspendence related-to Neligan Foley assuming lead role in BDO 3.10 '1,937.50
cass (0.6); confer witl: Mr, Foley ané Mr. Nelipan regarding same {0.5); 625.00/hr

review and reply to cortespondence from Mr. Littleregarding same (0.2);
correspondence regarding terminationrof Hohmaon representation and
possible role for Neligan Foley in Preskauer and BDO cases (.6); confer
with Mr. Foley and Mr. Neligan regarding same {.5); review Mr, Little's
corraspondence relatedto termination of Hohmann representation ((2);
review background refated to-BDO-suit (0.5).

PIN Confer with Mr, Buncher and Mr. Foley regarding BDO lawsuids (0.5) 0.50 337.50 .
675.00/hr c
NAF Confer-with Mr. Neligan and Mr. Buncher regarding BDO lawsuits (0.5); 0.80 520,00
review correspondence related to same (0.3). 650.00/hr
6/17/2013. PJN  Numerous emails and discussions regarding issues for call with Mr. 2.10 1.417.50
Janvey (2.1). 675.00/hr
6/18/2013 ‘DIB- Review pleadings in BDO cases to prepare for call with Receiver (1.5); 2.20 1;375.80
participate in telephone conference with Mr. Sadler and Mr, Fanvey, 625.00/hr
follow up correspondence with Mr. Janvey (0.7).
PIN Review BDO pleadings (1.7}, pacticipate in telephone conference with 2.40 1,620.00
Mr, Sadler and Mr. Jenvey regarding representation (0.7). §75.00/hr
NAF Review BDO pleadings (1.5); participate in telephone conference with 2.20 1,430.00
- Mr. Sadler and My, Janvey regarding representation (0.7). 650,00/hr
6/19/2013 DIB  Review supplemental terms of engagement of OSIC counsel (.2). 0.20 125.00
625.00/hr
6/20/2013 DIB  Review financial statements prepared by BDO and other background - 7.60 4,756.00
documents relevant to claims against BDO, 625.00/hr
6/25/2013 DIB  Confer with Mr, Hohmann regarding substitution (.4); correspondence 1.40 875.00

wilh Mr. Snyder, Mr. Little and Mr. Sadler regarding Hohmann response 625.00/hr
(.3); review Hohmann correspondence to Receiver and Committes
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John Little

6/28/2013 PIN
DIB

7/1/2013 PIN
bIB

| 7/9/2013 DIB
TAYZ013 DIB
PIN

7/15/2013 RC
8/5/2013 IDG
8/6/2013 DIB
9/9/2013 DIB
PIN
9/13/2013 DIB

9/15/2013 DIB

Thairman (4); confer with Mr. Foley and Mr, Neligan regarding
representation and engagement agreetnest (3).

Review agenda for upcoming OSIC meeting and prepare for mesting
(1.0).

Prepare for OSIC meeting (.2).

Prepare for and attend meeting with Receiver and other counsel
regarding status of litigation, ete. (2.2}.

Prepare for and attend OSIC meeting in Auvstin (2.2).

Correspondence with Mr. Little related to BDO and representation (.2)
Telephone conference with Mr. Snyder regarding BDO case (.7); confer
with Mr. Neligan regarding BDO clalms ((53).

Telephone conference with Mr. Snyder regarding BDO case (,7); confer
with Mr. Buncher regarding BDO (.5).

Review and revise Motions to Substitute Covnsel in BDXG cases.
Review SEC administrative decision against Bogar and Green

Review Roger/Green administrative decision.

Attend Tnvestors Committee meeting - BDO portion (0.5).

Attend Investors Commitiee meeting - BDO portion (0.5),

Review and reply to correspondence {.1).

Confer with Ms. Clark regarding status of BDO cases (0.2).

Page 3
Hrs/Rate Amount

1.00 -675.00
675.00/hr

0.20 125.00
625.00/hr

2.20 1,485.00
675.00/hr

2.20 1,375.00
625.:00/hr

0.20 125.00
625.00/hr

1.20 750.00
625.00/hr

1.20 310.00
675.00/hr

0.40 60:00
150.00/hr

2.80 840,00
300.00/hr

2.60 1,625.00
625,00/hr

.50 312.50
625.00/hr ‘

(.50 337.50
675.00/hr

0.10 62.50
625.00/hr

0.20 125.00
625.00/hr
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John Little Page 4
Hrs/Rate Amount
10/15/2013 DJB  Telephone-conference with Mr. Snyder regarding BDO lawsuit (.5); 7.20 4,500.00
confer with Mz. Foley and Mr. Neligan regarding same (.2); review 625.00/hr

complaints and all prior pleadings.in suits by Receiver/OSIC and ;
investors against BDO (5.9); confer with Mr. Foley and Mr. Neligan

regarding same (0.6).
NAF Telephene conference with Mr. Snydes regarding BDO lawsuit (.5); 3.00 5,200.00
confer with Mr. Buncher and Mr. Neligan regarding same (.2}, review 656.00/hr

complaints and sll prior pleadings in suits by Receiver/OSIC-and
investors agaiast BDO {8.7); confer with Mr, Boncher and Mr. Neligan

regarding same (0.6).
PIN  Telephone conference with Mr,"8nyder regarding BDO lawsuit {.5); 7.60 5,130.00
confer with Mr, Foley and Mr, Buncher regarding same (.2); review 675.00/hr

complaints and all prior pleadings in suits by-Receiver/OSIC and
investors againgt BDO (6.3); confer with Mr, Foley and Mr, Buncher

regarding same (0.6).
10/16/2013 DIB  Draft correspondence regarding BDO case {.3). .30 187.58-
625.00/hr '
10/17/2013 DIB  Confer with Mr. Foley and Mr. Neligan regarding BDO ease (.4); 1.00 625.00
telephone conference with Mr, Snyder regarding BDO case (3); draft 625.00/hr
correspondence to Mr, Morgenstern and Mr. Valdespino regarding same
3.
NAF Confer with Mr, Buncher and Mt. Neligan regarding BDO case.(4); 0.70 455.00
telephone conference with Mr. Snyder regarding RO case {.3), 650.00/hr .
PIN  Confer with Mr, Buncher and Mr. Foley regarding BDO case (4); 0.70 472.50
telephone conference with Mr. Snyder regarding BDO case (.3), 675.00/hr :
10/18/2013 DIB  Further discussion with Mr. Foley, Mr. Snyder and Mz, Neli gan 1.00 625.00
segarding issues in BDO case (1.0). 625.00/hr
NAF Turther discussion with Mr. Buncher, Mr. Snyder and Mr. Neligan 1.00 650.00
regarding issues in BDO case (1.0). 650.00/hr
PIN  Further discussion with Mr. Buncher, Mr. Snyder and Mr, Foley 1.00 675.00
regarding issues in BDO case (1.0). 675.00/hr
10/21/2013 DIB  Review article regarding Stanford receivership (2); review 1.50 937.50
cortespondence from Mr. Snyder and Mz, Little {2); telephone 625.00/hr

conference with Mr. Little and Mr. Snyder regarding BDO lawsuit ((7);
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Tohn Little Page 35

Hrs/Rate Amount

comrespondence with Mr. Valdespino and Mr. Snyder (.1); confer with
~Mr, Foley (.3).

10/21/2013 NAF Review background information related fo BDO claims (1.1); telephone 2.10 1,365.00
conference with Mr. Little-and ¥Mr. Snyder regarding BDO lawsuit (. 7); £50.00/br
confer with Mr. Buncher regarding BDO claims (.3).
10/22/2013 DIB  Counfer with Mr. Foley regarding BDO case {.2); draft correspondence fo 0.60 375.00
Mr, Snyder, Mr. Valdespino and Mr. Morgenstern regarding BDO (.4). 625.00/hr
NAF Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding BDO case (.2). 020 130.00
650.00/br
DIB- Draft correspondence to Mr, Snyder, Mr, Valdespino and Mr, (.40 250,00
Morgenstern regarding BDO (4). 625,00/
10/24/2013 DIB  Research treatises and case law regarding accounting malpractice claims 4.50 2,812.50
and damage issues (4.5). 62500/t
10/29/2013 DIB  Correspondence related to representation of receiver in BDO case {L5). 0.50 312.50
625.00/hr
10/31/2003 DIB Correspondence with Mr. Little and others related to BDO (.5}, 0.50 312.50
625.00/hr
11/1/2013 DIB  Research legal issues related to BDO case (.8); review and reply to 1.30° 812.50
correspondence regarding R 5. 625.00/hr
11/4/2013 DIB  Correspondence < NNGRNG—P ro2arding BDO case (.2); continue 1.10 587.50
. analysis of claims against BDO and background documents ((9). 625.00/hr
11/5/2013 DIB  Review and analysis of claims against BDO, law governing accounting 6.70 4,187.50
malpractice claims, legal issues with estate and investor claims and 625.00/br
declarations of Karyl Van Tassel (5.5); telephone conference with P
and GNP cgarding claims against BDO (7); follow
up canferences with Mr. Neligan and Mr. Foley regarding BDC claims
{.5).
NAF Review and analysis of claims against BDO (3.2); follow up conferences 370 2.405.00
with Mr. Neligan and Mz, Buncher regarding BDO claims (.5). 650,00/
PIN Review and anatysis of claims against BDO (4.7); follow up conferences 5.20 3,510.00
with Mr. Foley and Mr. Buncher regarding BDO claims (.5). 675.00/hr
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John Little Page ¢
Hrs/Rate Amount
11/6/2013 DIB  Continue review and-analysis of claims against BDO, law governing 7.20 4,500.00
accounting malpractice claims, legal issues with estate-and investor 625.00/hr

claims and declarations of Karyl Van Tassel(6.5); review and reply o
correspondence from Mr, Russell (7).

11/7/2013 DIB  Continve review-and analysis of claims against BDO;] law governing 7.40 4,625,500
accounting malpractice claing, legal issues with-estate and investor 625.00/hr :
clabms and declarations of Karyl Van Tassei (7.4).
11/8/2013 DJB  Telephone conference-with co-counsel regarding BDO claims (.5); - 530 3,312.50
continue review-and analysis of legal and factual issues for estate case 625.00/hr
against BDO (4.8).
RC  Update internal case docket for Wilkinson v. BDO civil action and 1.10 165.00
upload pleadings from-Court's dockgt. 150.00/hr
11/11/2013 RC  Update internal case docket for OSIC v. BDO civil action and upload 0.80 120.00
pleadings from Court's docket {(0.8), 156.00/hr
DIB  Telephone conference with Mr, Little and others regarding BDO suit 720 4,500.00

(.5); draft correspondence to 4NN ecarding potential experts (2); 625.00/hr
draft correspondence regarding amendment of complaint ((3); review

Commitiee fee agreement and correspond with Mr, Litile regarding same

{.8); continne analysis of background materials for BDO case (5.4).

11/312/2013 DIB  Continue review. of backgroumd malterial and case law and evaluation of 4.30 2,687.50
fegal and factual issues in BDO case (4.3). 625.00/hr

11/13/2013 DIB  Continue review of background material and case law and evatuation of 770 4,812.50

: legal and factual issues in BDO case (6.6); review and reply to 625.00/he

correspondence from Mr, Snyder regarding motion for sybstitution (\5);
confer with Mr. Gaither regarding preparation of motion and issues (.6).

DG Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding preparation of motion for 0.60 180.00
substitution and legal issves involved in BDO litigation {.6). 300.00/hr

11/14/2013 DJB  Continve review of background material and case law and evaluation of 8.00° 5,000.00
legal and factual issues in BDO case (6.5); telephone conference with 625.00/hr

Mr. Sadler and Mr. Powers regarding damage model (.7); follow up
correspondence with Mr. Snyder (.3); follow up conference with Mr.
Neligan and Mr. Gajther regarding damage model (.5),

PIN  Review Mr, Buncher's email and case law and follow-up emails 1.20 810.00
regarding same (1.2). 675.00/hr
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John Little Page 7
Hrs/Rate Amount

11/1472013 JDG Follow up confersnce with Mr., Neligan and Mr, Buncher regarding 0.50 150.00
darnagemode] {.5). 300.00/hr

PIN  Follow up conferencé with Mz-Gaither and Mz, Buncher regarding 0.50 337.50
damage model (.5). -675.00/ht

11/15/2013 DIB  Continue review of background materjal and case law and evaluation of 7.60 4,750.00
legal and factual issues in BDO case (726). 625.00/hr

11/18/2013 DIB  Continue investigation and-analysis of BDO claims and damages analysis 270 1,687.50
(2.6}; correspond with Mr. Sadler regarding damages issues (0.1). 625.00/hr

11/19/2013 RC  Review and download pleadings filed in BDQ-tases to internal_case CL6d 240.00
dockets. 150.00/hr

11/20/2013 DIB  Continue background investigation of BDO claims (2.6}; draft 3.30 2,062.50
correspondence fo Me. Little regarding amendment of complaint (0.3); 625,00/hr

review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Snyder regarding
document production protocel {.2); correspondence with Mr. Snyder and
Mz, Little regarding transcript and exhibits from Bogar administrative

hearing {.2).
11/22/2013 DIB  Attend Stanford Investors Commitiee Meeting - BDO portion (0.5). 0.50 312.30
625.00/hr
11/25/2013 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence from Mr, Snyder (.1); draft 2.50 1,562.50
correspondence (NI ccarding request for Stanford materials 625.00/hr
{2); review of memo regarding Van Tasse! declarations (1.8); draft
correspondence regarding amendment of BDO Complaint (.1); draft
correspondence to SEENP(3).
11/26/2013 DIB  Correspondence with Mr. Snyder regarding claims (.3); review and reply 1.20 750,00
to correspondence NI 2); review and comment upon ‘ 625.00/hr
revised engagement letters from Mz, Little (7).
12/2/2013 DIB  Review correspondence from Mr, Russell regarding financial records in G.50 312.50
possession of FTI/PWC (3); correspondence with Mr. Snyder regarding 625.00/r
same (.2). ‘
12/3/2013 DJB  Draft correspondence fo Mr. Little regarding revised engagement letters 0.70 437.50
{); review notice of status conference and request for submission about 625.00/he
priority of rulings (.5).
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John Little Page §
Hrs/Rate Amount
12/4/2013 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence regarding transeripts from l 1.50 937.50
Bogar/GreenyY oung proceeding {.3); correspondence regarding BDO 625,00/hr
Complaint (.2); review and revise fee agreement (1.0).
12/9/2013 DIB  Confer with Mr. Foley regarding status-of-lawstils (4); review and reply 0:80 500.00.
to cotrespondence from Mr. Morgenstern regarding master fee agreement 625.00/or
(A,
NAF Confer with Mr, Buncher regarding status of lawsuits (.4). 040 260.00 .
650.00/br
12/10/2013 DJB  Continue review of background materials and decuments supporting 5.20 3,250.60
claims in BDO case (5.2). 625.00/hr
12/11/2013 DIB  Continue review of background documents and depositions foi-BDO 3.40 2,125.00
case (3.4). ' 625.00/r
12/13/2013 DIB  Review of Ancira deposition transcript (1.1). 1.10 687.50
625.00/hr
12/18/2013 TIB  Review correspondence ‘IESEKIENGP (.2); correspondence regarding 0.40 250.00
amended joiné venture agreement ((2). 625.00/hr
12/19/2013 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Little and Mr. Snyder 4.50 2,812.50
. regarding various issues (4}; confer with Ms. Fairchild regarding il 625.00/hr

AP . ); rcview advisory to court regarding pending motions
and reply to correspondence regarding same (.3); continue review of
BDO depositions and exhibits (1.4); coptinue review of BDO depositions
and exhibits (1.4); review and reply ‘o correspondence from Mr, Snyder
(-2); review and reply to miscellanecns additional correspondence (,6).

12/26/2013 DIB  Continue review of Ancira deposition and exhibits (2.0}, 2.00 1,250.00
625.00/hr

12/27/2013 DIB  Continue review of Ancira deposition and exhibits (1.6); review and 2.10 1,312.50
reply to correspondence from M. Little regarding amended OSIC 625.00/hr

engagement agreements and Amended Master TV Agreement (.5).

12/30/2013 DJB  Continue review of Aneira deposition and exhibits (2.5). 2.50 “1,562.50
: 625.00/hr

1/2/2014 DIB  Correspondence reparding amended master joint venture agreement (.2); 0.70 437.50
review amended engagement agreements with OSIC on BDO matter (,5). 625.06/hr
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John Little

1/6/201% DIB

1/7/2014 DIB

1/8/2014 DD

1/9/2014 DD~

1/10/2014 DD

1/13/2014 DD

1/14/2014 DD

IR

1/15/2014 DD

DB

1/16/2014 DIB
1/20/2014 ED

1/23/2014 DD

Continne review of depositions and exhibits for BDO case (2.4); address
issues related to Amended Master Jaint Venture Agresment ((2).

Review amended engagement letters with Committee and provide
comments to Mr. Little (.5%; review andreply to correspondence related
to revised OSIC engagement letters (3),

Reviewed documents in the case on the Ringtail system related to
potential claims against BDO,

Reviewed documents in the case an the Ringtail system related to
potential claims against BDO,

Reviewed docmnents in the case on the Ringtait system related to
potential claims against BDO,

Review documents in the case on the Ringtail system related to potential
claims against BDO.

Review documents in the case on the Ringtail system related to potential
_claims against BDO,

Correspondence with My, Little regarding amended OSIC engagement
fetters (7).

Review documents in the case on the Ringtail system related fo potential®

claims against BDO,

Further correspondence with Mr. Little concerning amended OSIC
engagement letters (.3); review correspondence and opintorr from Ms,
Snyder regarding 4N ERR—— .3 );
teview various ecf notices (2); review correspondence regarding
amended engagement letters and OSIC meeting (.3).

Attend status conference with Court {0.5); attend OSIC meeting (0.5).
Call to Robert Duncan with the SEC regarding ESEGGGNGEmamy
{0.1).

Draft evidence custody form and delivery of hard drive containing BDO
documents to MODO Nefworks (0.2).

PagelD 59840

Page 9
Hrs/Rate Amount

2.60. 1,625.00
625.00/hr

0.80 500.00-
625.00/hr

6.20 2,17¢.00
350.00/hr

6.80 2,380.00
350,00/hr

6.60 2,310,00
350.00/hr

6.30 2,205.00
350.08/hr

6.80 2,380.00
350.00/hr

0.70 437,50
625.00/hr

5.70 1,995.00
350.00/hr

1.60 1,000.00
625.00/hr

1.00 625.00
625.00/hr

0.10 35.00
350.00/hr

0.20 70.00
350.00/hx
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John Little Page 10
Hrs/Rate Amount
1/28/2014 RC  Research Stanford lawsuits for (MM orcpare chart 0.50 75.00
with search results and-present same to J: Gaither. 150.00/hr
1/29/201% JDG  Research regarding (N 110 330.00
300,00/
1/30/2014 DIB  Continue review of case law relatingto — 200 1,250.00
1.4); confer with Mr. Foley and Mr. 625,00/hr. ‘;
Neligan regarding same (.6).
E
NAF Confer with Mr. Buncher and Mr. Neligan regarding status of Stanford 0.60 390.00 E
© litigation (.6). 650.00/he
PN Confer with Mr. Buncker and Mr, Foley regarding status of Stanford 0.60 405.00
litigation (.&). 675.00/hr
2/3/2014 DD Telephone conference with Steve Davis at Digital Discovery regarding 0.20 70.00
the BDQ hatd drive (0.2). 350.00/hr |
2/4/2014 BD  Review BDO documents on encrypted drive (2.5). 2.50 §75.00 :
. 350.00/hr
2/5/2014 DD Eimail to counsel at the SEC regarding S NSy 0.20 70.00
R (. ). 350.00/br
RC  Prepare BDO contact sheets. ) 0.60 90.00
150:00/he
2/6/2014 DIB  Confer with Mr. Dunn regarding BDO hard drive (5). 0.50 312,50
625.00/hr
2/7/2014 DIB  Review email from My, Snyder regarding ruling in (RSN 130 812.50
.5); correspondence with M, Arlington 625.00/hr
regarding document review and inventory (.3); address issues related to
BDO hard drive (.5).
2/10/2014 DD Research briefs from (NG | .4 ); telephone 550 1,925.00 _
call to the Appellate division regarding the briefs in the case (0.1); 350,00/hr ;
tesearch regarding :

A3 0); review of SEC data from BDO hard drive (1.0).

2/11/2014 SR.  Review documents in Houston warehouse (8.5). : 8.50 3,357.50 !
‘ . 395.00/br
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Hrs/Rate Amount
2/11/2014 DD Scan and email briefs from New York audit matpractice case {0 Buncher 7.30 2,555.00
and-Snyder (0.1); continmereview of BDO decuments (7.2). 350.00/br
2/12/2014 SE=  Review documents in Houston warshouse and retuzn to Dallas (11.0). . 11.00 4.345.00
395.00/Mr
DD Continue review of the BDO documents, 6,70 2,345.00
350.00/Mhr
2/13/2014 DD  Contifue review of the BDO documents. 5.30 1,855.00
350.00/br
DJB  Telephone confarence with- co—oounsei related to OSIC engagenrent 0.50 312.50
agreements (.5). ‘ 625.00/hr
2/18/2014 DD Continued review of the BDO documents from the hard drive. 6.20 2,170.60
350:00/hr
BIB  Telephone conference with Mr. Sadler and others related to (P 0.50 312,50
-5 625.00/hr
2/19/2014 SR Conference call with co-counsel regarding 0.8); work 1.00 395.00
with Doug Buncher regarding document proauctton issues (0.1); review 395.00/hr
Doug Buncher correspondence regard [n_@ 1),
DD Continue review of BDO documents from hard drive (5.3). 5.30 1,855.00.
350.00/Mr
2/20/2014 DD Review of BDO documents {6.9). 6.90 2,435.00
350.00/hr
2/21/2034 DIB  Telephone conference and emaﬂ with Mr. Little and other couusel 0.50 312.50
: related to fee agreements ((5). 625.00/Ar
2/26/2014 DB Review Supreme Court decision in Proskaner and Willis cases (1.5); 2.30 1,437.50
confer with Mr. Foley and Mr. Neligan regarding same {.3); confer with 625.00/hr
Mr. Snyder regarding impact on class action litigation and strategy going
forward (.3).
NAF Review Supreme Court decision in Proskauer and Willis cases (1.5% 2.30 1,495.60
confer with Mr. Buncher and Mr. Neligan regarding same (.5); confer 650.00/br
with Mr, Snyder regarding impact on class action litigation and strategy
going forward (.3).
» ::w

*
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Hrs/Rate Amount
2/26/2014 PIN Review Supreme Court decision in Proskaner and Willls cases (1.5); 2.30 1,552.50
confer with Mr. Buacher and Mr. Foley regarding same (.5); confer with 675.00/br
Mr, Snyder regarding impact on cless action Iitigation and strategy going
Torward (.3).
2/27/2014 DIB  Correspondence with Mr. Snyder regarding implications of Supreme. 0.50 312.50
Court ruling and strategy for class cases ((5). 625.00/hr
3/4/2014 DIB  Review memo from M. Snyder regarding various legal issues (.6); 1.00 625.00
correspondence with Mr. Snyder regarding same G4). 625.00/hr
3/5/2014 DD Continue review of dof:mncn‘cs .1, 2.10 735.00
350.00/hr
DJB  Review and reply to correspondence fronr Mr. Little regarding 0.30 187.50
—lﬁ_@. 625.00/hr
3/6/2014 DD Conference with Doug Buncher and Bd Snyder regarding documents and 530 1,855.00.
strategy-(1.0); continue review of BDO documnents (4.3). 350,00/hr
3/10/2014 DIB  Review and provide comments on"Examinet's proposed status report 030 187.50
(6:3). $25.00/hr
3/21/2014 DB Attend OSIC meeting - BDOportion (0.5). 0.50 312.50
‘ 625.00/r
3/25/2014 SR Travel to Houston and review warehouse documents (8.5). 8.50 3,357.50
395,00/hr
3/26/2014 SR Review warehouse documents and travel back to Dallas (13.0). 13.00 5,135.00
395.00/hr
3/27/2014 SR Draft report to Doug Buncher regarding reviewed documents (0.2); 0.40 158.00
telephone call with Doug Buncher regarding document review logistics 395.00/br
(0.2).
DIB Review and reply to correspondence relafed to judgment of Supreme 0.20 125.00
Court (.2). 625.00/hr
3/31/2014 DIB  Correspondence with Mr. Snyder and Mr. Little regarding Supreme 0.20 125.00
Court judgment (2). : 625.00/hr
4/1/2614 DJB  Correspondence with Mr. Little regarding amended joint venture 0.40 250,00
agreement (.4). 625.00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amount

4/4/2014 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence from. counsel for BDO regarding 0.80 500.00
status of case ((3); review stipulations for stays in OSIC and class cases 625.08/hr
against BDO (.3); further correspondence refated to same ((2)

47772014 DIB  Review and reply to correspendence from BDO counsel (.2); review and (L70 43750
reply to correspondence from Wir. Little regarding Amended Master Joint 625.00/hr
Venture Agreement (.5),

4/8/2014 RC  Create contact sheet for Wilkinson v. BDO (0.8). 0.80 120.00

150,00/

4/9/2014 BIB  Address issues related to etgagement letters {(9); review case law 3.80 2,375.00

regarding legal4ssues in BDO case and discuss same with Mr, Gaither 625.00/hr

{.7); review proposed stipulation from BDO counsel and draft
correspondence related o same (.3}; anatyze possible amendment of
class complaint in BDO case, review case law and confer with Mr.
Gaither regarding legal issues and amendment of complaint (1.9).

JDG  Address issues related to engagement letters ((9); review case law 650 1,950.00
regarding legal issues in BDO case-and discuss same with Mr. Burcher 300.00/hr
(. 73; confer with Kr, Buncher regarding legal issues and amendment of
complaint {.3Y; research potential basis for amendment of complaint

(1.2); research regarding (SRR 350 lawsuit. (3.2).

4/10/2014 DIB  Confer with Mr, Gaither regarding amendment of BDO complaint (.5). 0.50 312.50
625.00/hr
JDG Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding amendment of BDO class complaint . 0.50 150.00
(.5). 300.00/hr
4/11/2014 DIB  Telephone conference with Mr. Nelson regarding stipulation regarding 0.90 562.50
briefing in BDO class case {.2); confer with Mr. Gaither regarding BDO 625.00/hr
class action issues ((1.7).
JDG  Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding DO class action issues (0.3); 1.40 420.00
research regarding G IP-1)- 300.00/hr
4/15/2014 DIB  Review correspondence related signature of engagernent letters (.2). 0.20 125.00
‘ 625.00/hr
4/16/2014 DIB Review and reply to correspendence from Mr. Nelson (1) 0.10 62.50
625,00/hr -
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Hrs/Rate Amount
4/21/2014 DIB  Correspondence with Mr. Nelson regarding Amendment of OSIC 3.40 2,125.00-
Complaint and brefing schedule in BDO case (.2); review and revise 625.00/hr
First Amended Complaint against BDO in OSIC case (3.2).
4/22/2014 RC  Draft Motice of Appearance-for N, Foley, D. Buncher, J. Gaither and D. 0.60 90.00
Dunn in both BDO cases {.6). 150.00/hr
DIB  Review and revise First Amended Complaitt against BDO (3.1); review 3.50 2,187.50
and reply fo correspondence from Mr. Nelson regarding production of 625.00/hr
STC audited financials (.2); correspondence with Mr. Valdespino
regarding BDO files (2).
4/23/2014 RC™  Revise and finalize Notice of Appearancs in both BDO cases; file 0.30 45.00
Netices of Appearance in both BDO cases with the Court via ECF (3). 150.00/kr
DJB -Continue review and revision of First Amended Complaint against BDO 3.30 2,062.50
(2.4); telephone conference with HENNENRGEENNEEEEIRIED - 625.00/hr

co-counsel regarding amendments (.6); follow up conference with{gw
S 2 ding allegations in BDO lawsuit (.3).

4/24/2014 RC  Update internal case dockets with recently filed pleadings. 0.40 60.00
150.00/hr
DIB  Finish revision of First Amended Complaint in BDO litigation (1.8); 2,000 1,250.00
draft correspondence to Mr. Little regarding same (.2). 625.00/hr
4/28/2014 DIB  Review deposition of Kerry Jackson (3.1). 3.10 1,937.50
625.00/hr
4729/2014 DJB Continue review of Ketry Jackons deposition and exhibits (3.2); research 6.20 3,875.00
and review applicable SAS standards (2.7); correspondence with Mr. 625.00/br
Litile regarding revised engagement letters (3).
4/30/2014 DIB  Continue review of depositions, exhibits and auditing standards (3.4); 3.50 2,187.50
draft correspondence to —egaxding meeting with potential 625.00/hr
expert (.1},
5/1/2014 DIB  Corzespondence with (P egarding interview of potential expert 3.40 2,125.00
witness {.3); complete review of depositicn of Kerry Jackson (3.1). 625.00/hr
5/2/2014 DIB  Review depositions (3.4). 3.40 2,125.00
625.00/hr
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5/5/2014 DB

5/6/2014 DIB

5/7/12014 DB

5/9/2014 DIB

5122014 DB

5/13/2014 DIB

RC

5/14/2014 DIB

5/15/2014 DIB

Prepare for and interview potential expert witness (2.5}, correspondence
with Mr, Recce (1)

Draft correspondence regarding recommendation for refention of expert
witness (-8); review confents of hard drive coataining BDO work papers
(1.1); review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Little, Mr. Snyder
and Mr, Morgenstern ((3).

Confer with expert regarding retention, engagemesnt letter, review of
work papers, budget and amendment of complaint (. 7); telephore
conference. with Mr, Little regarding same (.4); telephone conference
with Mr. Reece (4); draft correspondence to Mt, Reece {(3); review
BDO files (1.0); telephone conference with Mr. Little regarding..
amendment of complaint (.3); review and-reply to correspondence from
Mr; Little regarding comments to amended complaint {.3).

. Review and comment on expert's proposed engagement letter {4);

ielephone conference with expert regarding engagement letter (.2);
review 1evised engagement letter and draft correspondence to Mr, Litile
regarding same (.3).

Further revisiorrof First Amended Complaint (1.2); draft cortespondence
o Mr. Little regarding Amended Complaint (.2); review Ancira
deposition (.3}; review reply from Mr, Little (.1}; draff correspondence to
Mr. Nelson regarding same (.1); teview deposition of Bernard Young
(.5); correspondence with Mr. Snyder and Mr. Atlington regarding ¢Sl
(.3); telephone conference with potential expert regarding amendment of

Complaint (.3); correspondence with Mr. Snyder regarding 4 iiiisgp»
3

1

Correspondence with Mr. Little regarding expert's engagement letter (1)
File First Amended Complaint with the Comrt via ECF,

Draft correspondence to Mr. Nelson regarding amended complaint (11);
review chart prepared by expert witness related to @

(.7}; telephone conference with expert witness regarding same
(3).

Begin review of deposition of Mike Lyons (1.6).

Page 15
Hrs/Rate Amount

2.60 1,625.00
625.00/hr

2.20 1,375.00
625 .00/

340 2,125.00
625.00/hr

0.90 562.50
625.00/hr

3.10 1,937.50
625,60/br

0.10 62.50
625.00/br

0.10 15.00
150.00/hr

1.10 687.50
625.00/hr

1.60 1,000.00
625.00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amount
5/16/2014 DJB  Review comments from Mr. Little to expert's engagement letter (.3); 1.00 625.00
forward comments and requested changes to expert (.2); continue review 625.00/hr
of Lyons deposition (.5)-
5/19/2014 DIB  Address issues refated to amendmentof expert engagement letter (5. 0.50 312.50
- 625.00/Mr
5/20/2014 DJB  Further correspondence related o expert engagement letter (.4). 040 250:00.
625.00/hr
5/21/2014 DIB  Cormrespondence regarding expert engagement letter (2). .20 125.00
625.00/hr
' §/22/2014 DIB  Review Stanford criminal trial testimony and prior deposition testimony 7.30 4,562.50
of certain Stanford witnesses, 625.00/hr
5/27/2014 DIB  Finalize expert engagement letter and confer with expert regarding same 1.40 875.00
(.4); telephone conference with Mr. Nelson regarding briefing schedule 625.00/hr

and insurance (.2); review and revise stipulations relating o briefing
schedules {.5); corresponedence related to BDO insurance policies and

mediation ((3).
DD Drafted stipulated order tegarding responding to Amended Complaint. 1.00 350.00
350.00/0r
5/28/2014 DIR  Review and reply to correspondence related to Bernie Young Deposition. 0.20 125.00
(2). 625.00/hr
5/29/2014 RC  File Agreed Stipulation with the Court via ECF and email Agreed 0.60 90,60
Stipulation to Judge Godbey for his consideraticn (.6). 150.00/hr
5/30/2014 DIB  Confer with Mr. Dunn regarding transmittal of depositions and work 0.30 187.50
papers to expert (.2); draft correspondence to expert (.1). 625.00/hr
DD Letter to potential expert with copy of documents for his review, 1.00 350.00
350,00/br
6/2/2014 DIB  Telephone conference with expert regarding BDO worlk papers, 0,80 500.00
depositions and background:documents related to Stanford (.7); draft 625,00/
correspondence to Mr, Mandel regarding delivery of hard drives (.1).
DD Telephone conference with pofential expert regarding data provided for 0.40 140.00
his review (0.2); telephone conference with vendor (Digital Discovery) 350.00/Mr

regarding data on encrypted hard drive (0.2).
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6/3/2014 DIB

6/4/2014 DIB

. 6/5/2014 DIB

6/6/2014 DIB
6/10/2014 DIB
DD

6/11/2014 DIB
6/12/2014 DIB
6/13/2014 DIB
6/16/2014 DIB

6/17/2014 TIB

6/18/2014 DB
6/19/2014 DJB

6/20/2014 DIB

Draft correspondence to expert regarding additional materials for review
{.5); review documents related te-issuance of SEC Order of formal
investigation and footnotes i fimancial statements (1.2}, draft
correspondence to M. Snyder regarding same (.2},

Confer with expert (.1); review criminal frial franscript and exhibits-(9.1).

Conintue review of Stanford criminal tria! transeripts.
Continue review of Stanford criminal frial transcripts and exhibits.

Review correspondenice and budget from experf and discuss with Mr.
Little (.5). ,

Telephone conference with Rebecca Fairchild q
A O.2).

Continue review of Stanford-criminal trial transcripts and exhibits.

Review expert invoice and correspond with Mr, Little reparding same

(3).

Review Kuhrt and Lopez criminal trial transcripts.
Continue review of Kuhrt and Lopez criminal trial transeripts.

Telephone conference with Ms, Fajrchild regarding additional BDO
materials acquired by subpoena {.3); draft correspondence to Mr, Foley
regarding same (.1).

Correspondence related to fability issues (.5).

Review recent case regarding m5)

Review Stanford arraignment transeript.

Page 17
Hrs/Rate Amount
1.90 1,187.50
625,00/hr
9.20 5,750,007
625.00/hr -
~8.10 5,062.50
625.00/hr
7.70 4,812,50
62500/
0.50 312.50
625.00/hr
0.20 70.60
350.00/hr
6.80 4,250.00
625.00/hr
0.30 187.50
625.00/hr
9.10 5,687.50
625,00/hr
8.70 5,437.50
62.5.00/hr
0.40 250.00
625.00/hr
0.50 312.50
625.00/hr
(.50 312.50
625,00/
5.20 3,250.00
625.00/hy
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6/23/2014 DD

6/25/2014 DD

6/76/2014 DD

7/2/2014 DIB

DD

7/3/2014 DIB

DG

7/7/2014 DIB

DI

Email exchange with Mark Hallman regarding status of extraction
process for the encrypted documents on hard drive (0.1).

Telephone conference with forensic computer service regarding
encrypted hard drive,

Conference call with Curtis Gatterson, Steve Davis, and Mark Hallman
regarding the encrypted hard drive.

Correspondence related to BDO hard drive and materials (.5);
correspondence with Baker Botts regarding (il 2 }; review invoice
from Digital Discovery and correspond with Receiver regarding same
(.2); contire review of backpground materials regarding BDO audits

(3.5).

Telephone conference with Rebecea Fairchild (i
e .

Telephone cotiference with Mr, Nelson regarding motion to compel
arbitration and motions to dismiss (.3); confer with Mr. Foley and Mr,
Neligan regarding same (.5); draft correspondence to Mr, Nelson
requesting engagement letters {.1); confer with Mz, Dunn regarding
searching Ringtail for BDO engagement letters (.2); correspondence with
M. Snyder, Mr. Sadler and Mr. Little regarding BDO's intent to move to
compe! arbitration (1.1); review Alguire decision and briefing related to
arbitration issue (1.2); legal research and analysis related to arbitrafion
issue (1.3). ‘

Research regarding arbitration in BDO case.

Draft correspondence to Mr, Nelson regarding arbitration issue (.2);
further analysis of arbitration issue (1.4); confer with Mr. Dunn
regarding AAA rales (2); review AAA rules relating to arbitration of
accounting/aditing cases (1.1); review 2007 and 2008 enpagement
letters with arbitration clauses (.8) draft correspondence to Mr, Nelson
regarding facilitated setflement negotiation (.2); draft correspondence to
Ms. Fairchild 2),
attend OSIC meeting (1.0).

Research SEC and CEFTC rules and regulations regarding {jjjjil 0
(7.8).

PagelD 59849
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Hrs/Rate Amount
0.10 35,00
350.00/hr
0.10 35.00
350.00/hr
0:30 -105.00
350.00/hr
- A4.490 2,750.00
623,00/
0.10 35.00
350.00/he
4.70 2,937.50
625.00/hr
270 810.00
300.00/hr
5.10 3,187.50
625.00/hr
2.80 Q80.00
350.00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amount
7/8/2014 DIB  Correspondence with Ms, Fairchild Gy . ) ; 3.50 2,187.50
telephone conference with Ms. Fairchild: 3% 625.00/hr

telephone conference with Mr. Davis regarding same (.2); telephone
conference with Mr. Nelson to discuss arbitration issue, production of
insurance policies, motiens-to dismiss and mediation (.8); draft
correspondence to Mr. Little reparding same (.5); confer with Mr. Foley
and-Mr. Neligan regarding arbitration and mediation (.8); follow up with
Mir. Foley and Little regarding mediation (.3); follow up correspondence
{o Mr. Nelson regarding BDO's proposed mediator (\2); review
cotrespondence and excel spreadsheet from Ms. Fairchild (.2),

PIN  Confer with Mr. Buncber regarding arbifration and mediation issues (.8). 0.80 540.00
675.00/br
NAF Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding arbitration and mediation issues (.8). 0.80 520.00
650.00/4r
7/9/2014 DIB  Receipt and initial review of additional electronic documents and hard 6.50 4,062.50
drive of BDO documents (5.8); telephone conference with Mr. Davis 625:00/hr
regarding analysis of hard drive ((5); follow up with Mr. Davis-regarding
same (.2).
7/10/2014 DIB  Continue review of BDO materials (4.2); confer with Mr. Davis 6.40 4,000.00
regarding hard drive (.2); correspondence with Ms. Fairchild (.2); 625.00/hr

correspondence with expert regarding BDO materials avallabla for
review (.3); telephone conference with expert regardmg '

7/11/2014 DIB  Further review of BDO matertals and address issues related to loading of 2.10 1,312.50
data and analysis of hard drive {1.8); follow up correspondence with Ms. 625.00/hr
Fairchild reparding same (.2); follow up correspondence with Mr. Nelson
regarding insurance and mediation (.1).

7/14/2014 DIB  Review motions to dismiss and briefs in support filed by BDO (6.2); 8.80 5,500.00
research issues and discuss draft response with Mr. Gaither (2.6). 625.00/hr

JDG  Research, draft, and revise response to BDO motions to dismiss. 3.00- 900.00
300.00/hr

RC  Prepare notebook of filed pleadings for D. Buncher and J. Gaither in (.40 - 60.00
‘Wilkinson v. BDO (.4). 150.00/r

APP 0115



- Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2138-3 Filed 05/15/15 Page 20 of 41 PagelD 59851

John Little

7/15/2014 DJB

DG

7/16/2014 TDG

717/2014 IBG

7/18/2014 DG

7/21/2014 TDG

DIB

712212014 JDG

DIB

NAF

Db

Centinue review of BDO motions fo dismiss (1.2); confer with Mr.,
Gaither regarding responses (,5); research background informationrand
case law regarding BDO Internatiosal and BDO Global (4.2).

Research, draft,-and revise Tesponse to BDO motions to dismiss.
Research, draft, and revise response to BDO motions to dismiss,
Research, draft, and revise response to BDO motiops to dismiss.
Research, draft, and revise response to BDO motions to dismiss,
DPraft and revise response to motion to dismiss in BDO litigation,

Review preposed confidentiality agreernent related to BDO insurance
information (.5); draft correspondence te Mr.Little and Mr. Janvey
related to same(.2); draft correspondence regarding mediation and
confidentiality agreement (.2); review and reply to correspondence from
Ms. Emerson {.2).

Draft and revise responsé to motion to dismiss in BDO litigation.

Review BDO insurance information (.8); draft correspondence {o Mr.
Little and co-counsel regarding same (.2); draft correspondence
regarding date of mediation (\1); draft proposed tolling agreement related
to dismissal of suit and filing of atbitration complaint against BDO USA
{.9); correspendence with expert regarding meeting (.1); confer with Mr.
Foley regarding preparation for meeting with expert (.5); correspondence
with co-counsel regarding BDO mediation (.5).

Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding preparation for meeting with expért
(:5),

Review hearing transcript regarding documents used in the eriminal trial
of R. Allen Stanford (2.3); review hearing transcript regarding criminat

" subpoena for documents to Ernst & Young (2.6); begin review R. Allen

Stanford trial transeript (1.0).

Page 20
Hrs/Rate Amount

5.90 3,687.50
625,00/

3.00 G00.00
300.00/br

2.50 750,00
300.00/hr

5.50 1,650.00-
300.00/hr

6.90 2,070.00
300.00/br

3.00 900.00
300,00/hr

1.10 687.50
625.00/hs

430 1,290.00
300.00/hr

3,10 1,937.50
625.00/hr

0.50 325.00
650,00/

4.10 1,435.00
350.00/r
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Hrs/Rate Amount
7/23/2014 TDG  Draft and revise response to motion to dismiss in BDO litigation; draft 2.50 750.00
stipuletions extending various deadlines pending mediation. 300.00/hr
DIB  Telephone conference with Mr. Davis regarding effort to decrypt BDO 1.40 875.00
work papers (.3); draft cortespondence to Mr, Davis regarding same (.2); 625.00/hr

analysis of BDO insurance ieformation and correspondence with Mr.
Nelson regarding same (,4); correspondence-to Mr. Foley and Mr.
Neligan regarding Stanford status conference (.5).

DD Review criminal trial transcript of R. Allen Stanford. . 7.50 2,625.00
350.00/br

7/24/2014 RC  File Amended Stipnlated Briefing Schedule with the Court and email 0.30 45.00
Word document to Judge Godbey {.3). 150,00/hr

DIB  Review and reply to correspondenice related to stipulation concerning 0.80 500.00
response deadline to Complaint and proposed tolling agreement relating 625.00/hr

to arbitration (.6); draft correspondence to Mr. Nelson regarding excess
carrier's participation in mediation (.2),

NAF Receipt and review of comespondence from Mr. Buncher regarding 0.50 325.00

Stanford status conference (.3). 650.00/hr
PIN  Receipt and review of correspondence from Mr, Buncher regarding 0.50 337.50
Stanford statos conference (5). 675.00/r
DD Continue review of trial trénscript of R. Allen Stanford-(4.5). - 4:50 1,575.00
350.00/hr
712572014 JDG  Draft and revise response to motion to dissniss in BDO litigation; drafi 6.40 1,920.00
stipulations extending various deadlines pending mediation; discuss 300.00/hr
litigation with Pat Neligan and Doug Buncher.
DJB  Telephone conference with Mr. Nelson regarding insurance information, 1.50 937.50
seftlemert, stipulations extending time for response to Complaint and 625.00/hr

talling agreement for filing of arbitration. complaint (.5); draft
correspondence to Mr, Snyder (.1); confer with Mr. Foley reiarding

status of discussions with Mr. Nelson (.3); research

) (.5); draft
correspondence to Mr. Nelsomn regarding ¥ifth Circoit Kaleta decision
(1.
NAF Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding status of discussions with Mr. 0.30 195.00
Nelson {3). $50.00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amount
7/25/2014 DD Continue review of the Allen Stanford criminal trial transcript. 2.00 2,800.00
350,00/hr
7/28/2014 DIB. Correspondence related fo meeting with M. Nelson to discuss insurance L1D 687.50
coverage information (.37; correspondence with Mr. Little regarding 625.00/hr

settlement (.2); telephone conference with expert regarding meeting and
status of review of materials (.6).

DD  Review BDO documenrts. 4.50 1,575.00
‘ 350.00/hr

7/29/2014 DIB  Cerrespondence relsted to settlement issues (.3); draft correspondence to 1.10 687.50
Mr. Nelson regarding BDO audit of STC for 2001 (.2); correspondence 625.00/hr

with Mr, Davis and Mr. Dunn regarding decryption of data on BDO hard
drive {.3); review Mr. Nelson's proposed changes to stipulation regarding
response date to Complaint (.2); correspond with Mr. Nelson and Mr.
Gaither regarding same (.1).

7/30/2014 DD Review BDO documents on N-drive (7.2); telephone conference with: 7.30 2,555.00
forensic computer expert regarding hard drive data {0.1). 350.00/Mhr
7/31/2014 DD Review of BDO documents on the N-drive. 6.10. 2,135.00
350.00/hr
8/1/2014 DIB  Correspondence with Mr, Foley regarding status of BDO litigation (,3). 0:30 187.50
’ 625.00/hr
DD Review of BDO documents on Ringtail | 5.00 1,750.00
350.00/hr
NAF Correspondence with Mr. Buncher regarding status of BDO litigation 0.30 195,00
(3). : 650.00/hr
8/4/2014 DIB Beview BDO documents {2.1); confer with Mr. Dunn regarding materials 3.10 1,937.50
sent to expert (.3); review and reply to correspondence from expert ((1); 625.00/hr
prepare for meeting with expert (.6).
DD  Review of documents on Ringtail {3.5); review State Board of Public 5.50 1,925.00
Accountancy files {1.0); pull additional documents from the website of 350.00/hc
the Texas State Board of Public Accountancy (1:0),
8/5/2014 DIB  Meeting with expert to discuss status of work and findings (3.0). 3.00 1,875.6C
T 625.00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amount
8/5/2014 DD Search records of Texas State Board of Public Accountancy for action 3.40 1,190.00-
since 1/12/12; review BDO files and select relevant documents for 350,00/r
potential expert.
8/7/2014 DIB  Confer with Mr, Foley regarding Stowers demand on BDO (.5); draft 3.40 Z,125.00
correspondence to Mr, Little-and coscounsel regarding call to discuss 625.00/hr
demand (.2); review BDO depositions (2.4}, review and reply to
correspondence from expert (.3).
NAF Confer with Mr, Buncher regarding Stowers demand o BDO (.5), ©0.50 32500
650.00/hr
8/8/2014 DIR  Review cost estimate to load BDO datarinfo Ringtail (1); draft -6.60 4,125.00
correspandence to Mr. Arlington regarding same (.1; review and 625.00/hr

respond te-reply from Mr, Arlington (.1); correspondence with expert
regarding same (.1); correspondence with M, Russell regarding BDO
dafa (.2); review and revise settlement dermand letter to Mr. Nelson (.2);
conter with Mr. Foley regarding same {:1); continue review of BDO
materials £1.4); draft mediation position statement (4.3).

NAF Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding setflement demand letter to-Mr. 0.10 65.00

Nelson {.1). 650.00/hr
8/11/2014 DIB  Telephone conference with Mr. Little and comumittes counsel to discuss 5.10 3,187.50
Stowers demand (.4); review and reply to correspondence from mediator 625.00/kr

{.1); receive and review draft expert report (1.4); centinue draffing
mediation position statement (3.2).

DD Centinue review of the Allen Stanford criminal trial transcript. 6.50 2,275.00
350.60/hr

8/12/2014 DIB  Correspondence with Mr. Powers, Mr. Little and expert (.5); 8.60 5,375.00
correspondence related to Stowers demand letter (.2); review BDO 625,00/

Mediation Statement (1.9); draft Plaintiffs’ Mediation Statement (4.2);
review and revise Mediation Statement to incorporate Mr, Little's
comments (.7); assemble exhibits and draft correspondence sending
Mediation Statement to mediator and counsel {.3); felephone conference
with M. Nelson regarding mediation (.2); correspondence with Mr,
Samoitz related to attendance at mediation (2); draft correspondence to
M. Powers regarding retention agreement for mediation and payment of
fee (2).

NAF Review BDO mediation statement and ali attachments (3.3). 3.30 2,145.00
650.00/hr
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8/12/2014 PIN

DD

8/13/2014 DIB

B

8/14/2014° B

DG

8/15/2014 DIB

JDG

DD

8/17/2014 DD

8/18/2014 DJB

Review BDO mediation statement and al! attachments (3.1).
Continue review of the Allen Standford criminal trial transcript,

Further review of Defendents' Mediation Statement (\7); review case law
relevant to reply to Defendants' mediation statement (1.5); confer with
Me. Gaither regarding preparation of reply to Defendants’ Mediation
Statement (.4); draft correspondence to Mr. Samowitz regarding
attendees for mediation (.2); correspondence with Mr. Little related to
madiaticn {(.2).

Draft and revise reply in support of mediation position statement.

Confer with Mr. Gajther regarding reply to BDO Mediation Statement
{.5); review prior briefing relevant fo issves raised in BDO mediation
statment (:5); review correspondence from M. Little regarding Rincon
deposition (.2); review and reply to cortespondence from Bigital
Discovery (.2); contised review of BDO depositions and exhibits (2.2).

Confer with Ivlr, Buncher regarding reply to BDXO Mediation Statement
(.5); draft and revise reply in support of mediation position statement

(8.9).

Continue review of BDO documents and testimony (6.2); confer with
Mr. Gaither regarding reply to BDG's mediation statement (.8).

Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding reply to BDO's mediation statement
(.8); Draftand revise reply in support of mediation position statement

{(7.5).

Continue review of the Allen Stanford criminal teial transcript.
Continue review of the Allen Stanford criminal trial franseript.

Review and revise reply to Defendants' mediation statement (2.5); confer
with Mr. Foley regarding same (.2); review memo regarding iegal issues
{.7y; draft correspondence to Mr. Nelson regarding same (.2); review
correspondence from Mr. Snyder and Mr. Morgenstern regarding

Page 24
Hrs/Rate Amnount

3.10 2,002.50
&75.00/hr

8.00 2,800.00
350.00/hr

3.00 1,875.00
625.00/hr

300 900,00
300.00/4r

3.60 2,250.00
625,60/

9.40 2,820.00
300.00/hr

7.00 4,375.00
625.00/hr

8.30 2,490,00
300.00/br

4.80 1,680.00
350.00/hr

7.50 2,625.00
350.00/hr

490 3,062.50
625.00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amoumt

position statement {.1); finish review of expert report and send
correspondence {0 expert regarding same (1.2

8/18/2014 DD-  Continue review of the Allen Stanford criminal trial transcript. 12.00 4,200.00
: 350.00/hr
871572014 12JB  Review and revise reply to Defendants’ mediation staternent (.6); Confer 2.50 1,562.50

with Mr. Gaither regarding research issue and further revision of pesition 625.00/hr
statemnent (3); telephone conference with expert regarding status of work

paper review and update of report {.7); review BIDO reply to mediation

staternent (.8); review and reply to correspondence related to attendance

aft mediation (.1).

IDG -Final revision of reply tc BDO mediation position statement. 4.20 1,260.00
300.00/br
NAF Review BDO reply to mediation stafement (.8); review Plaintiff's reply to 1.60 1,040.00
BDXG mediation statement (L8}, 650.00/hr
PIN  Review BDO reply to mediation statement (.8); review Plaintiff's reply 1o 1.50 1,012.50
BDO mediation statement (.7). 675.00/hr
DD Continuation of review of crintinal trial transcript of Allen Stanford. 2.50 875.00
350.00/br
2/20/2014 DIB  Prepare for mediation (3.9); correspond and confer with Mr, Nelson and 4.70 2,837.50
clients concerning mediation process and issue of opering statements 625.00/hr
{.8).
PIN Prepare for mediation by reviewing background documents, meditation .70 2,497.50
statement, and complaints (3.7}. - 675.00/hr
NAF Prepare for mediation by reviewing background documents, meditation 3.20 2,080.00
statement, and complaints (3.2). 650.00/ar
DD Contiguation of review of criminal trial transeript of Allen Stanford, 6.40 2,240,00
350.00/hr
8/21/2014 DIB  Review and reply to'correspondence from Mr. Phillips regarding 3.20 2,000.00
submission of term sheet containing non-monetary terms of a potential 625.00/hr

settlement structure (.2); correspondence with Mr, Foley, Mr, Neligan,
M. Little and Mr. Gaither regarding sarme (.5); confer with Mr. Snyder
regarding mediation (.2); confer with Mr. Neligan and Mr. Foley
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Hrs/Rate Amount

regarding term sheet (.3); attend stafus conference (1.0); attend investor
committee meeting (1.0},

8/21/2014 PN Correspondence related to term sheet requested by mediator (.5); confer 0.80 540,00
with Mr. Buncher regarding same {.3). 675.00/hr

NAF Review and reply to correspondence related to mediation term sheet ((4); 0.70 455.00
confer with Mr. Buncher regarding same {.3). 650.00/hr

DD Review of Allen Stanford's criminal trial transcript. 1.30 - 45500
350.00/hr

8/22/2014 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence from expert related o 0.40 250,00
). 525.00/hr

DD Communications regarding 4NN 0.50- 175.00
- 350.00/hr

8/25/2014 DIB  Review and revise draft term sheet for setflement {.8); confer with Mr. 5.90 3,687.50
Neligan, Mr, Gaither and Mr, Foley regarding sarne (.9); review 625.00/hr

settlement documents from another Stanford settlement for additienal
terms to include in BDO settflement term sheet (1.1); correspondence
with Mr. Little, M. Snyder and Mr, Morgenstern regarding settlement
terms sheet (3); review Rincon deposition transcript (2.8).

T Review of Kerry Jackson deposition taken by Receiver (3.1): 3.20 1,120.00
© communication with Rebecca Fairchild (g 350.00/br
(0.1).
IDG  Confer with Mr. Neligan, Mr. Buncher and Mr, Foley regarding term 7.50 2,250.00
sheet for settlement (.9); draft-settlement tern sheet in anticipation of 300.00/hr
mediation (6.6).
NAF Confer with Mr, Neligan, Mr, Buncher and Mz, Gaither regardmg term 0.90 585.00
sheet for settlement (.9). 650.00/hr
PIN  Confer with Mr. Gaither, Mr. Buncher-and Mr. Foley regarding term 0,90 . 607,50
sheet for settlement (.9). 675.00/hr
8/26/2014 DD  Continue review of Kerty Jackson Deposition. 2.90 1,015,00
350.00/kr
JDG  Continue working on proposed settlement terms with Doug Buncher. 420 1,260.00
300.00/hr
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8/26/2014 DJB

8/27/2014 IDG
DIB
NAF
PIN
8/28/2014- DIB
NAF
PIN

£/29/2014 DIB

NAF

PIN

5/4/2014 DIB

Preparation for mediation (6.5); review and reply to correspondence from
mediator with questions for Plaintiffs for mediation (1.6); review revised
expert report (.8); revise proposed term sheet for Plaintiffs and transmit
to mediator (53

Reseatch regarding various issues raised by BBO in response to
mediation position-siatement.

Continve preparation for mediation (13.2).

Prepare for, travel to and atiend mediation in New York,

Prepare for, travel to and attend mediation in New York.

Attend BDO mediation resulting in $40 million settlement (10.0); follow

up-correspondence related to_settlement (3).

Attend meditation resulting in settlement,
Atftend meditation resulting in settlement,

Return travel frosn Dallas from New York following mediation
settlement (4.5); post-mediation correspondence with Mr. Snyder, Mr.
Littte and Mr. Janvey-(.3); draft correspondence to expert regarding
seftlement (.1); correspondence with Mr. Sadler (.1).

Return travel from New York following mediation (4.5); follow up
conference with My, Buncher and Mr. Neligan reparding settlement
(0.5).

Return travel from New York following mediation (4.5); foHow up
conference with Mr. Buncher and Mr. Foley regarding-settlement (0.5).

Correspondence with Mr. Neligan and Mr. Foley regarding BDO
settlement issues-(0.4); confer with Mr. Neligan and Mr, Foley regarding:
preparation of settiement documents (0.8).

Page 27
Hrs/Rate Amount
9.40 5,875.00
625.00/hr
5.60 1,680.00
300.00/hr
13.20 -8,250.00
625.00/hr
12.20 7.930,00
650.00/mr
12.20 3,235.00
675.00/hr
10.30 6,437.50
625,00/hr
[0.00 6,500.00-
650.00/hr
10.00 6,750,00
675.00/hr
5:00 3,125.00
625.00/hr
5.00 3,250.00
650.00/hr
5.00 3.375.00
675.00/br
1.20 750.00
625.00/hr

APP 0123




Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2138-3 Filed 05/15/15 | Page 28 of 41 PagelD 59859

John Little Page 28
Hrs/Rate Amount
9/4/2014 NAF Review correspondence from Mr.Buncher regarding seftlement issues 1.10 715.00

{0:3); confer with Mr. Buncher and Mr. Neligan regarding preparation of 650.00/hr
setttement documents (0.8).

PIN Review conrespondence from Mr.Buncher regarding settlement issues 1.10 742,50
(0.3); conder with Mr, Buncher and Mr. Foley regarding preparation of 675.00/hr
settlement-documents (G:8). ‘ ‘
4/5/2014 T¥B.. Initial draft of BDO setilement agreemerst (7.2); draft correspondence to 7.90 4.937.50
M. Nelson regarding same (.1); review and reply to correspondence 625.00/hr

from Mr. Snyder (.1); confer withrMr. Neligan regarding form of
Settlement Agreement (.5).

PIN  Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding form of Settlement Agreement (.5). ' 0.50 337.50
675.00/hr

9/8/2014 DIB  Continue drafting and editing settlement documenss (7.1), 7.10 4,437.50
625.00/hr

9/9/2014 DIB  Work on settlement documents (3.2); telephone conference with expert 3.70 2,312.50
(.5). 625.00/br

9/11/2014 DIJB Review and réply to cotrespondence regarding expert invoices (.2); draft 1.00 625.00
proposed order extending deadtines for response to Complaint (.5); 625.00/hr

cortespondence and telephone conference with Mr. Nefson regarding
same (.1); review Mr. Nelson's revised Notice of Settlement (.2).

9/12/2014 DIB  Confer withvir, Neligan regarding status of settlement documents and 2.40 1,500.60
notice to be filed with Court (3); review and revise notice of settlement 625.00/hr
(.4); correspondence with Mir. Nelson regarding revision to notices and
stipulations o be filed in OSIC and investors case (.8); review multiple
revisions to notice and stipulation (4); telephone conference with Mr.
Nelson regarding same {.2); telephone conference with Ms. Clark
regarding filing notice and stipulation (.1); review and reply to
carrespondence from Mr, Snyder regarding same (2},

PIN  Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding status of seitlement documents (0.3), 0.30 202,50
‘ 675.00/hr

9/15/2014 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Little and Mr. 4.20 2,625.00
Morgenstern regarding netice of settlement {4); work oh settiement 625.00/hr:

approval motion (3.8).
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Hrs/Rate Amount
9/17/2014 DIB  Draft correspondence to Mr, Nelson regarding status of comments to 0.30 187.50
settlemient agreement: (.1); review reply from Mr. Nelson (.1); draft 625.00/hr
correspondence to Mr. Sadler regarding BDO settlement (. T).
8/18/2014 DIB  Continue drafting motion for approval of BDO seitlement (4:9); review 6.80 4,250.00
and.reply to correspondence from Mr. Sadler regarding settlement 625.00/hr

provisions £3); draft Bar Order and Judgment (.8); review and reply o
correspondence from Mr. Janvey, Mr, Little and Mr. Soyder regardizip
setfietnent terms (,6); correspondence with Mr, Neligan regarding same

{2).
PIN  Correspondence with Mr, Buncher regarding BDO settiement (2). 0.20 13500
675.00/r
9/19/2014 DIB  Continue drafting motion to approve settlement agreement (3.4); draft 4.90 3,062.50
correspondence to Mr. Nelson regarding other litigation against BDO 625.00/hr
implicating insurance coverage (\1); research other litigation against
BDO {.5); review case information sent by Mr. Nelson (2); begin
drafting affidavit in support of setflement (7).
9/22/2014 DIB  Confer with Mr. Sadler and Mr. Janvey regarding terms of settlement 3,90 2,437.50
and notice procedure (.5)-review notice forms provided by Mr. Sadler 625.00/hr
(.3); continue work on settlement approval motion and affidavit (3:1).
9/23/2014 DIB  Contimize work on settlement documents (1.1). 1.10 687.50
625.00/r
9/24/2014 DIB Continue fo draft motion o approve settlement and affidavit in support 5.90 3,687.50
(5.7); correspondence with Mr. Little regarding status (.2). 625.00/hr
9/25/2014 DJB  Continue drafting motion to approve settlement (6.1); draft 6.30 3,937.50
correspondence to Mr. Liitle, Mr. Neligan and Mr. Foley regarding same 625.00/hr
2
RC  Draft Netice of Agreed Resolution and Notice of Settlement in the BDO 0.80 1260.00
cases {.6); email Word versions of the Notices to Donna of Judge 150.00/hr
Godbey's office (.2).
PIN Review draft of motion to approve seftlement (2.1}, 2.10 1,417.50
675.00/hr
NAF Review draft of motion to approve settlement (1.9}. 1.90 1,235.00
' 650.00/hr
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9/26/2014 DIB

9/25/2014 DIB

9/30/2014 DJB

NAF
10/1/2014 DIB
10/6/2014 DIB

10/10/2014 DIB

NAF

10/13/2014 DIB

DG

10/14/2014 DIB

Diraft declaration to support motion to approve settlement and attorneys'
fees (3.7).

Continue drafiing declaration in suppott of motion to approve settlement
and for attorneys' fees (4.2); review and revise motion for approval of
settiement to_incorporate Mr. Little's-comments (.8); draft
correspondence to Mr. Sadler and-others regarding draft motion (. 1);
drafi correspondence. to Mr. Nelson (.1); review and reply fo
correspondence from Mr. Snyder (.1},

Telephone conference with Mr. Nelson regarding settlement terms and-
issues (.5); confer with Mr, Foley regarding same (,2); draft

-correspendence to Mr. Little and others regarding status of settiement

documents and converzation-with Mr, Nelson (.2); continue preparation
of Declaration in Support of Settlement (2.5).

Conference with Mr. Buncher regarding settlement status (0.2).

Begin revision of motion to approve settlement to include motion for
approval of attorneys' fees (6).

Further revision of motion to approve settlement and affidavit in sapport

(L1,

Review and reply to correspondence from esipert regarding status of
payment of inveices (. 1); draft correspondence to Mr. Nelson regarding
status of comments to settiement agreement (.1); confer with Mr. Foley
regarding approval motion (:4); continue to draft affidavit in support of
settlement and attorneys’ fees (2.3).

Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding approval motion (4).

Review revisions of Mr. Gaither to affidavit in support of settlement and
attorneys' fees (\5); confer with Mr. Gaither regarding same (2); further
revision of affidavit {.9).

Revise declaration of Doug Buncher in support of settfement motion.

Continue drafting and revision of affidavit in support of settlement and
attorneys' fees (1.2).

PagelD 59861

Page 30
Hrs/Rate Amount
370 2,312.50
625.00/hr
5.30 3,312.50
625.00/ht
3.40 2,125.00
625.00/hr
.20 130.00
650.00/Ar
0.69 375.00
625:00/hr
1.10 687.50
625.00/hr
2.90 1,812.50
625.00/hr
0.40 260.00
650.00/he
1.60 1,000.00
625.00/hr
7.60 2,280.00
300.00/hr
1.26 750.00
625,00/
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10/17/2014 DB

10/22/2614 DIB

10/23/2014 DIB

10/24/2014 DIB
10/27/2014 DIB

DG
10/28/2014 DJB

16/29/2614 DIB

Review correspondence from Mr, Sadler (.1); review and reply to
correspondence from Mr. Wilkinson requesting update (.2); farther
revision of declaration in support. of motion-for approval of settlement
(125

Review revised settlement agreement and bar order (2.2); draft
correspondence fo Mr. Little and Mr-Sadler regarding same (.2); review
and revise Declaration (.8); confer with Mr. Gaither reparding revisions.
10 motionfor approval related to attorneys' fees (.3).

Review revised BDO seitfement documents and draft correspondence to
Mr. Little and Mz, Sadler regarding changes and issues (2.3); review and
reply to correspondence from Mr, Little regarding same (.2); draft
correspondence to Mr. Nelson (.4); telephone conference with Mr. Little
regarding various settlement issues ((3).

Review revisions by Mr. Gaither to Declaration and Motion for Approval
of Settlement (1.1).

Confer with Mr, Gaither regarding attorneys' fee approval issues (.5);
research related to same (.5); review revised settlement motion (4).

Confer with Mr, Buncher regarding attorneys' fee approval motion (0.5),

Review and revise Motion to Approve Seltlement and Attormeys' Fees
(1.1); review Declaration in Support (.5).

Revicw case law related to ] I _
£.1; confer with Mr. Gaither regarding same (.3); review and revise
metion for approval of attorneys' fees (2.4); telephone conference with
M, Nelson regarding settlement issues (.4); telephone conference with
Mr. Little regarding same (.4); draft correspondence ta Mr. Snyder, Mr.

Little and Mr. Morgenstern regarding preparation of Declarations to

11/372014 DIB

support settlemest (.2).

Telephene conference with Mr.Snyder, Mr. Valdespino and Mr.
Morgenstern regarding status of settlement and documentation (.5);
carrespondence with M. Little regarding coinments to BDO settlement
documents {.1); review revised draft of Motion to Approve Settlement
and Declaration in Suppart (.7); confer with Mr. Gatther regarding same
(2). :

Page 31

Hrs/Rate Amount

1.50 937.50
625.00/br

3.50 2.187.50
625-00/hr .

3.20 0 2,000,00
625.00/Ar

1.10 687.50
625.00/hr

140 875.00
625.00/hr

0.50 150.00
300.00/hr

1.60 1,000.00
625.00/hr

4.40 2,750.00
625.00/br

1.50 937.50
625.00/ar
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11/3/2014-1DG

11/4/2014 DJB

11/5/2014 DIB

11/10/2014 DIB

1111172014 DIB

PIN

11/12/2014 DIB

11/13/2014 DIB

11/14/2014 DIB

11/19/2014 DIB

11/24/2014 DJB.

Confer with Mz, Buncher regarding settlement approval motion (0.2).

Review revisions and comments of M, Little to revised Setflement
Agreement Bar Order {1.2); firther revision of Agreement and Order to

incorporate Mr. Little's comments {.9); correspondence with Mr, Little

and Mz, Powers regarding same {.3).

Confer with Mr. Foley regarding status of settlement documents and
issues (.5); review revised Motion for Approval and Declaration (.5);
draft correspondence to Mr. Powers transmitting clean version of all
settlement documents {,3}.

Review and-reply to correspondence from Mr. Little and Mr. Sadler
regarding settlement issues (.5).

Review-and revise settiement documents to incorporate commenis from
client (1.4); telephone eorference with Mr, Nelson regarding same (2);
correspondence with Mr. Little, Mr, Sadier and Mr. Powers regarding
issues related to changes to settlement documents and open issues (7);
confer with Mr. Neligan regarding same {,5),

Confer with Mr, Buncher regarding open settloment issues (0.5).

Telephone conference regarding status of seftlement and open issues (.6)
follow up correspondence with Mr. Little and Mr, Sadler regarding same

(3).

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Sadler and Mr. Liitle (3);
telephone conference with Mr, Little, Mr. Snyder, Mr. Valdespino and.
Mr. Morgenstern regarding settlement issues {.5); correspondence with

Mr. Nelson regarding status of submission of settlement for approval (.2}.

Review and reply to correspondence (.3).

Review stipulations filed with Court regarding timing of filing of
setilement documents (.1); correspondence with Mr, Little regarding
status of settlement dociments (.1).

Telephone conference with: Mr. Nelson reparding revisions to settlement
agreement and bar order (.8); confer with Mr, Neligan regarding status
{.4).

Page 32
Hrs/Rate Amount
0.20 60.00
300.00/hr
2.40 1,500.00
625.067r
1.30 812.50
625.00/hr
0.50 312,50
625.00/hr
2.80 1,750.00
625.00/hr
0.50 337.50
675,00/
0,90 562.50
625.00/hr
1.00 625,00
625.00/r -
030 187.50
625.00/hr
020 125.00
625.00/hr-
1.20 750.00
625.00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amount
11/24/2014 PIN  Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding status of settiernent (0.4). 0.40 270.00
675.00/hr
11/25/2014 DJB  Review order granting Receiver's fee ai;p’n'caﬁon which includes May 1.20 750,00
and- June experl invoices (2); draft correspondence to expertregarding -625.00/hr

same {.1); draft corrcspondence: to Mr. Littls regarding omtstanding
issues with settlement (.7); review-and reply tor con‘espondence from Mr,

" Little regarding same (.2).
11/26/2014 DJB  Draft correspondence to Mr. Arlington regarding claims data (1), 0.10 62.50
625.00/hr
[2/1/2014 DIB -Correspondence related to claims information requested by BDO (.2); 0.40 250.00
review and reply to correspondence-from Mr, Nelson (.2). 625.00/hr :
12/2/2014 DIB  Correspondence with Mr. Nelson regarding notice costs (1), 0.30 187.50 ;
correspondence with Mr. Little-and Mr. Sadler regarding settlement (.2). 625.00/hr ?
12/3/2014 DIB  Correspondence with Mr. Nelson regarding setflemnent isswes ((2); 0.50 312.50
correspondence with Mr. Sayder and Mr. Little regarding same (.3). 625.00/Mr
12/4/2014 DIB  Review and reply to.correspondence refated-to.claims information .20 125.00
reguested by BDO (.2). 625:00/hr
12/8/2014 DIB  Review Confidentiality Agresment (.2); correspondence with Mx. Little 1.00 625,00
and Mr. Snyder regarding same (.2); review clainss status report filed by 625.00/hr
Receiver {.5); draft correspondence to Mr, Nelson regarding same (,1).
12/9/2014 DIB  Correspondence with Ms. Carr regarding status of payment of expert 0.20 125.00
invoices (.2). : 625.00/hr
PN  Communications regarding open settlement issues (.5). 0.50 337.50
£675.00/he
12/11/2014 DIB  Telephone conference with Mr Suyder regarding settlement (.5); review 1.10 687.50
and reply to correspondence from Mr. Snyder regarding settiement issues 625.00/hr
(.2); review and reply to additional correspondence (4).
12/1672014 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Nelson regarding 0.20 125.00
extension of settlement deadline (2). 625.00/hr
12/18/2014 DIB  Telephone conference with Mr. Nelson regarding status of seftlement 1.30 812.50
(.5); draft correspondence to Mr, Little regarding claims information 625.00/br

requested by BDO (.2); review and send claims report and spreadsheet of
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aillowed claims (.5); review stipulation re agreed extension to submit
settiement papers (.1).
12/19/2014 DIB Cortespondence with Mr, Little and Mr. Nelson regarding claims report 0.20 125,00
information (.2). "625.00/br
173/2015 DIB  Review correspondence regarding seftlement issues and discuss with M, 0.40 250,00
Neligan and Mr. Foley (4). 625.00/r
PIN  Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding settlement issues (0.4). 0.40 270.00
675.00/hr

1/16/2015 DIB  Telephone conference with Mr. Nelson and Mr. Wocjik regarding claims 0.90 562.50
information and BDO issues (.5); telephone conference with M. 625.00/hr
Arlington regarding claims data (.4).

1/20/2015 DIB  Telephone conference with Mr. Nelson regarding settflement issues (4}, 0.90 562,50
review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Hohmann (,5). 625.00/hr

1/21/2015 DIB  Telephone conference with Mr. Snyder and Mr, Little regarding 6.70 437,50
settlement issnes (.3); review and reply to correspondence from Mr. 625.00/hr
Little related to same ((4).-

1/22/2015 DIB  Review and reply to correspondenoe (.2); telephone conference with Mr. 1.70 1,062.50
Nelsen regarding outstanding issues with settlement (.5); draft 625.00/hr
correspondence to Mr. Little, Mr. Arlington and Mr. Powers regarding
same (.3); review claims information available to respond to Mr.

Nelson's request for information (.5); further correspondence with Mr.
Nelson regarding same {2},

1/23/2015 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence related fo bar order (L6). 0.60 375.00

625.00/hr

1/26/2015 DIB  Further correspondence with Mr. Arlingfon and Mr. Little regarding 0.30 187.50
claims information requested by BDO (.3). 625.00/hr

1/27/2015 DJB  Review comments from Mr, Powers and Mr. Little to BDO setflement | 7.70 4,812.50
documents, motion for approval and declaration (.8); revise all settlement 625.00/hr
documents to incorporate comumerts and revisiens (6.4); correspondence
with co-counsel related to open issues (.5).

1/28/2015 DIB  Draft scheduling order, notice and other decuments incident fo 5.20 3,250.00 _
settlement (4.2); correspondence with Mr. Nelson regarding same (.2); 625.00/hr oo

telephone conference with co-counsel to discuss status of settlement and
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1/29/2015 DIB

1/30/2015 DIB

2/2/20157DIB

2/3/2015 DJB

PIN

2/4/2015 DIB

PIN

2/11/2015 DIB

2/12/2015 DIB

PIN

issuesrelated to bat order (.7); followup with Mr. Arlington regarding
claims information requested by BDO (.1),

Revise motion to approve and other settlement documents (5.1,
Revise scheduling order for settlement hearing and notice of settlement
10 be served and published (1.6); draft cerrespondence to Mr. Nelson
regarding same(.2),

Correspondence with Mr. Nelson regarding status of comments to
revised settlement agreement (.1).

Cortrespondence with Mr.. Nelson regarding status of settlement (1),
Review emails from Mr. Buncher and V. Nelson with attachments
regarding settlement (1.4).

Review correspondence from Mr. Nelson reparding revised setflement

documents (.5); draft correspondence to Mr. Little and Mr. Sadler
regarding same (.3); review redlines of settlement dosument £.5); review

- and reply-to correspondence from Mr, Little regarding BDO changes to

settlement documents (.5},

Review lengthy emails from Mr. Littleregarding settlement (.3).

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Little regarding settlement
(:2); review and reply to correspondence related to clalms information
requested by BDO (. 1); review and reply to correspondence from Mr.
Snyder related to stats of BDO settlement (.2); telephone conference
with Mr. Snyder and Mz, Little regarding BDO settlement issves (.5);
telephone conference with Mr. Nelson regarding outstanding settflement
issnes {.5); draft correspondence to-Mr, Little and Mr. Snyder regarding
discussions with Mr. Nelson and outstanding issues ¢.5),

Confer with Mr, Nelipan regarding unresolved issues with respect to
BDO settlement {.5); confer with Mr. Gaither regarding research related
to sarne {.5); continue review of revised documents and case law related
to issues raised by BDO (1.1).

Confer Mr. Buncher regarding unresolved issues with respect to
settlement (0.5).

Page 35
Hrs/Rate Amount

5,10 3,187.50
625.00/hr-

1.80 1,125.00
625.00/hr

0.10 62,50
625.00/hr

0.10 62.50
625.00/hr

1.40 945.00
675.00/hr

1.80 1,125.00
625.00/hr

(.30 202.50
675.00/hr

2.00 1,250.00
625.00/hr

2.10 1,312.50
625.00/br

0.50 337.50
675.00/hr
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!

Hrs/Rate Amount ‘

2/13/2015 DIB  Further discussion with Mr, Nelson regarding unresolved issues with 2.40 1,500.00 :
respect to BDO settlement (.8); continoe research and analysis related to 625.00/hr

issues raised by Mr. Nelson (.7); draft correspondence to Mr. Little and
Mr. Sadler related to same (%),

2/16/2015 DB Confer with Mr. Gaither regarding research related to outstanding 0.50 312.50
settlement issues (.2); review research memo from Mr. Gaither regarding 6235.00/hr
settlement issue (2Y; confer with Mr, Gaither regarding same (1)

IDG Research regarding settlement issues, 4.00 1,200.00 !
- 300.00/hr
PIN  Numerous emails reparding BDO settlement issues and review 2190 1,417.50
background on outstanding issues raised by BDO's counsel (2.1}, 675.00/hr ;
2/17/2015 DIB  Confer with Mr. Gaither regarding research related to settlement issnes 3.00 1,875.00
{.3); review applicable case law and draft memo (.8); revise memo (3}); 625.00/hr

drafl-correspondence to Mr, Sadler and Mi: Litfle regarding open
seitiement issues (4); telephone conference with Mr. Sadler and wthers
regarding open issues (.3); telephone conference with Mr, Nelson
regarding same (3); review case law relevant to settlement issues (.5);
draft correspondence to Mr. Sadler regarding same (.1).

IDG  Continue researching and drafting memo regarding settlement issues. 1,10 330.00
300.00/hr
PIN  Multiple communications and work on settlement documents and issues; 1.40° 945.00
participate in conference cafl with Mr. Sadler, et al. regarding notice 675.00/hr
1.4, '
2/18/2015 DIB  Draft correspondence to Mr, Sadler and Mr., Liitle regarding 2.10 1,312.50
conversation with Mr. Nelson regarding outstanding unresolved issues 625.00/he

with settlernent (5); confer with Mr, Neligan-regarding potential
solutions (.2); draft correspondence Tegarding same {.2); review and
reply to correspondence from Mr. Morgenstern (.2); draft
correspondence to Mr, Nelson regarding settlement issues (.5); follow up
correspondence with Mr. Nelson, Mr, Sadler and Mr, Little regarding in
-person meeting with BDO to discuss unresolved issues (.5).

PIN  Confer with Mr. Buncher reparding potential solutions to settlement 0.20 135.00
issues (0.2), 675.00/hr

2/20/2015 DIB  Correspondence confirming meeting between Mr. Sadler and BDO 0.30 187.50
counse] to attempt to resolve open issues (3). 625.00/r
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Hrs/Rate Amournt
2/26/2015 BIB  Correspondence with Mir. Nelson and Mr, Soyder (4); telephone 1.10 687.50
conferance with Mr, Nelson and Mr. Snyder to attempt to resolve npan— 625.00/hr
issues with settiement (. 7)-
2/27/2015 DIB  Draft correspondencerelated to continued discussions with Mr. Nelson 0.30 187.50
~io attempt fo resolve open settlernent issues (.3). 625.00/hr
3/4/2015 DIB  Draft correspondence to Mr. Sadler regarding status of setflement and 0.50 312,50
current versions of seftlement docwments {.5). 625.00/br
PIN  Prepare for meeting with BDO and review current version of settlement 230 1,552.50:
documents and varions issues raised by BDO; review research related {o 675.00/hr
issues (2.3).
3/5/2015 DIB  Prepare for meeting with BDO regarding unresolved seftlement issues 1.00 625,00
(.5); confer with Mr. Neligan regarding same (.5). 625.00/hr
PIN  -Continued preparation for meeting with BDO regarding seftiement (0.8); 1.80 [,215.00
conference with Mr. Buncher regarding meeting- with BDO's Iawyers 675.00/he
(0.5); confer with Mr. Buncher regarding unresolved setflement issues
(0.5),
3/6/2015 DIB  Prepare for and meet with BDO counsel and Mr. Sadler to discuss 2.00 1,250.00
unresolved issues related to settlement (2.0). 625.00/lr
PIN  Meet with BDO counsel to address outstanding issues and follow-up 2.00 1,350.60
discussion with Mr. Sadler, Mr. Buncher and Mr. Powers (2.0}. 675.00/hr
3/19/2015 DIB Review correspondence from Mr. Nelson attaching revised settlement 0.50 312.50
documents (.3); draft correspondence to Mr. Sadler and Mr. Little 625.00/hr
regarding same (.2).
3/24/2015 DIB  Confer with Mr. Neligan regarding status of settlement documents (2). 0.20 125,00
625.00/hr
PIN Confer with Mr. Buncher regarding status of setflement (0.2). 0.20 135.00
675.00/hr
3/25/2015 DD Review exhibits to motion to approve setilement, 1.90 665.00
350.00/hr
3/27/2015 DIB  Review revised settlement documents received from Mr. Nelson {1.5); 1.90 1,187.50
draft correspondence to Mr. Nelson regarding same (.2); confer with Mr. 625.00/hr

Nelson regarding appearance of new counsel for BDO (.2).
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Hrs/Rate Arnount
4/1/2015 DIB  Telephone conference with Mr. Nelson (.2}; correspondence with Mr. 0.60 375.00
Nelson to arrange meeting (2); draft correspondence to Mr. Little and 625.00/br
Mr. Powers with-additiona revised settlemert documents from BDO (2).
4/3/2015 DIB  Review andreply to correspondence with Mr. Little regarding notice to 2.60 1,250.00
interested parties provision:in dreft settlernent agreement (.3); review Mr. 625.00/hr

Little's suggested edits and comments torlatest version of settfement
documents sent by BDO(.4); correspondence with Mr. Powers regarding
same (,2); review Mr, Powers revisions to Settlement Agreement,
“Scheduling Order and Notice (1.1).

4/6/2015 DJB  Continue review of Mr. Powers revisions and comments to settlernent 3.40 2,125.00 j
documents (.9); draft correspondence regarding revised set of documents 625,00/ |
to Mr. Nelson (.1); telephone conference with Mr. Nelson regarding
settlement documents (.3); telephone conference with Mr. Nelson and
Mr, Neligan regarding settlement issues (.5); correspondence to Mr.

Nelson regarding bar order revisions (;2); review and reply to
correspondence from Mr. Powers and Nir. Little regarding addition
revisions to settlement documents and-review proposed revistons (1.4).

PIN Telephone cenference with Mr. Boncher and Mr. Nelson regarding 0.50 337,50
settlement issues. 675.00/hr

4/7/2015 DIB  Meeting with BDO counsel and Mr. Little to discuss status of settlement 3.60 2.250.00
and open terms (1.1); review revised settlernent documents delivered by 625,00/hr

BDO (2.2}, review and reply to correspondence from-Mr, Little and Mr.
Powers related to same (.3).

4/8/2015 DIB  Telephone conference with Mr. Powers and Mr. Little regarding BDO's. 3.30 2,062,50
latest round of propesed revisions to settiement documents (.8); review 625.00/hr
revised Bar Orders and transmit fo-Mr. Little and Mr. Powers {.5); revise
settlement agreement to incorporate comments of Mr. Little and Mr.
Powers and send to BDO counsel {1.3); revise Scheduling Order and
transmit to Mr. Dial {.4); revise Notice and transemit to Mr. Dial ((3).

4/9/2015 DIB  Review Mr. Powers comments to Bar Orders and correspondence related 180 1,125.00
to same (.7); further revision of Bar Orders and correspondence with Mr. 625.00/hr
Powers and Mr, Little regarding same (.5); correspondence with Mr.
Snyder, Mr, Valdespino and Mr. Morgensiern regarding declarations in
support of seftlement (_1); review and reply to correspondence from Mr,
Snyder and M. Little regarding declarations {.5).

4/13/2015 DIB Review comments from Mr, Little and Mr. Powers to Jatest round of 4,70 2,937.50

revised settlement documents from BDO and draft correspondence fo 625.00/hr
Mr. Dial and Mr. Roberts regarding same {.8); review BDO
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Hrs/Rate Amount

comments/edits to Motion for Approval and revise Motien to incorporate
certain comments/edits (3.6); draft-correspondence to BDO counsel
regarding changes to Motion (.3).

4/14/2015 DIB  Correspondence with Mr. Little, Mr. Nelson and Mr. Roberts regarding 0.80 500.00"
remaining setilement issues (4);-correspondence with Mr. Valdespino 62500/
and Mr. Snyder regarding declarations (.1); review Morgenstern
declaration (.3),

471512015 DIB  Conference call with Mr. Little, Mr. Dial and Mr. Roberts to discuss 1.20 7506:00
open issues with respectto setflement documents {.7); begin revision of 625.00/r

documents based upon discussions (.5).

4/16/2015 DIB  Begin work on revisions to seftlement documents to incorporate-agreed 1.10 687.50
upon changes (1.1), 625.00/hr

4/17/2015 DIB  Finish revisions to Settlement Agreement, Scheduling Order, Notice-and 2,60 1,625.00
Bar Orders to incorporate 21 changes discussed with BDO (2.6). 625.00/r

4/20/2015 DIB  Review additiongl changes to settlement documents from BDO and 3.50 2,187.50
revise further toincorporate client comments (2.9); draft comrespondence 625.00/hr

to Mr. Dial regarding same (.1); correspondence with Mr. Little and Mr.
Snyder regarding payments to individual Plathffs {4); review notice of
determination for Reed claim (.1).

4/21/2015 DIB  Review and reply to correspondence from Mr, Powers regarding 0.30 187.50
Staaford enfity list to be used as exhibit to settlement (.1); review and 625.00/hr
reply to correspondence from Mr. Snyder regarding status of settlement
{.1); review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Powers regarumg
form of order for attorneys' fees (1),

4/22/2015 DJB  Review revised settlement agreement, scheduling order, bar order, final 3.10 1,937.50
judgment and notices from BDO (1.3Y; drafi correspondence to Mr. Little 625.00/hr
and Mr. Powers regarding changes (.4); comrespondence with Mr. Powers
regarding order on attorneys' fees { 1); research regarding Rule 54
motion for attorneys' fees (.8); draft cotrespondence fo Mr, Dial
regarding BDO's last round of changes to setflement documents {.3);
further correspondence with Mr. Powers and Mr. Little regarding same

(2).
DD Prepare publication notice for forwarding to Wall Street Journal and 180 630.00
International Wew York Times to obtain quote for ranning netice for 350.00/hr

BDO settlement (0.5); transmittal of redueed publication notice to Wall
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4/23/2015 DIB

4/24/2015 BIB

472712015 DIB

4/28/2015 DIB
4/29/2015 DIB
4/30/2015 RC

DIB

5/1/2015 DIB

Street Journal and International New York Times for a quotation (0.3);
research related te notice by publication (1.0

Confer with Mr. Dunn regarding publication: costs for notice of
settiement (.3); reviewrevised quote based upon reduced size of notice

(D,

Drafi comespondence to Mr. Dial (.1); draft correspondence to M, Little
and Mr. Powers {.1}; review Mr. Snyder's declaratior (.5); further
correspendence with Mr, Dial and Mr, Powers (1) correspondence to
Mr. Dial regarding terms of escrow agreement {.1); locate Stanford
entities list to be used as exhibit tr Seitlement Agreement and draft
correspondence to Mr, Dial regarding same (.1); review cortespondence
from Mr, Dial (1),

Review final execution version of settlement agreement, scheduling
order, notices, bar order and final judgment {1.6); correspondence with
M. Powers and Mz. Litte related to same (.3); revise motion for approval
of settlement {1.1); correspondence with Mr. Valdespino regarding
declaration: (, 1); draft-correspondence to Mr_Dial re proof of claim form
and assignment of claims (1),

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Morgenstern regarding
statug of settlement (1),

Review and reply to correspondence from Mr, Dial regarding settlement

{(3).

Update internal case docket with recently filed pleadings (.3).

Review changes to Orders and Set{lement Agreement by Mr. Little and
Mr. Powers (.5); review and reply to correspondence from Mr, Little,
Mr, Powers and Mr, Dial regarding seftlement agreement {.2); review
Valdespino Declaration (.5).

Correspondence and telephone conference with Mr. Little and Mt.
Powers to resolve remaining settlemnent issues (.4); correspondence to
Mr. Valdespino regarding declaration in support of settlement(.5);
review and reply fo correspondence from Mr. Valdespino (.2); review
execution copies of settfement documents from Mr. Dial (. 7); draft
correspondence to Mr. Powers and-Mr. Little reparding sanie (.2); draft
correspondence fo Ms. Reed and Mr. Wilkinson regarding execufion of
settlement agreement {.1); revise form of order approving attorneys' fees

Page 40
Hrs/Rate Amount
0.40 250.00
625.00/hr
1.10 687.50
625.,00/hr
3.20 2,000.00
625.00/hr
0.10 62,50
625.00/br
0.30 187.50
625.00/hr
0.30 45.00
150.00/r
1.20 750.00
625.00/hr
3,40 2,125.00
625,00/hr

APP 0136




Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2138-3. Filed 05/15/15 . Page 41 of 41 PagelD 59872

John Little Page 41

Hrs/Rate Amount

(.9); review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Little (.2);
correspondence related to execution of settlement-agreement {.2).

B/4/2015 DIB  Corraspondence related to Margenstern declaration {.5); review revised 190 1,187.50
Morgenstern: declaration {.3); draft correspondence to Mr. Dial regarding 625.00/hr
signature pages to-seftlemnent agreement (.1}, review and revise Buncher
declaration in support of settlement and attorneys' fees (08); draft
-correspendence to Mr. Little regarding same (.1); review and reply to
correspondence fromr Ms. Wilkinson (. 1).

5/5/2015 DJB  Correspondence to Mr. Valdespine regarding declaration (.1). 0.10 62.50
625.00/hr

51712015 RC Prepare engagement letter for use as exhibit to rootion to approve 0.30 45.00
settlement (0.3). 150,00/

DIB  Review and reply to correspondence from Mr. Dial regarding need for 0.50 312.50-
further extension of settlement deadline (.3); review proposed extension 625,00/hr

letter (. 1); draft correspondence to co-counsel regarding extension (1),

For Legal Services Rendered 1174.90  $630,689.50
Balance Due $630,685:50
Attorney Summary

Name : Hours Rate Amount
Douglas J. Buncher 646.60  625.00 $404,125.00
Nicholas A. Foley 65.50 650,00  $42,575.00
Patrick J. Neligan, Jr. 86.20 67500 $58,185.00
Doug Dunn 21340 350.00  $74,690.00
John D. Gaither - 108.80  300.00 $32,640.00
Seymour Roberts 4240  395.00 $16,748.00
Kathy L. Gradick 210 11500 $241.50
Ruth Clark 950 150,00 $1,485.00
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April 10,2014

Parties. Official Stanford Investors Committee (“Client” or “Committes”) and
Neligan Foley LLP, Cestillo Suyder, P.C., Strasburger & Price, LI.P., and Butzel Long, P.C.
(collectively, “Attorneys™).

Matters subject to this Agreement. This agreement pertains to claims brought by the
Committee against any one or rmore of the following: BDO Seidman, LLP, BDO USA, LLP, BDO
International, LTD, BDO Global Coordination, B.V., Brussels Worldwide Services, BVBA,
together with their affilates, subsidiaries, partners, principals, predecessors and successors
(collectively the “BDO Defendants™).

Engagement. Through this Revised Fee Agreement (the “Agre:ement”); the Committee
engages Attorneys to represent the Comumnittee regarding its claims against the BDO Defendanis
(collectively, the “BDO Claims™),

Purpose of Representation. Client employs Attorneys to negotiate, sue for, and colleet oz
settle all sums arising out of the BDO Claims, including but not Hmited to claims for
malpractice, negligence, breach of fiduciary duty, fraudulent transfer, unjust enrichment, and
aiding and abetting and related claims arising out of the services provided by the BDO
Defendants to Stanford Groop Holdings, Stanford Group Company, Stanford Internafions] Bank
Limited, Stanford Financial Group Company, Stanford Trust Company {Louisiana) and/or
Stanford Trust Company (Antigua), Stanford Fiduciary Investor Services, Allen Stanford, James
M. Davis, Laura Pendergest-Holt, and all other entitics now or previously owned or controlled
by any of the foregoing persons or entities {collectively the “Stanford Entities™), This Agreernent
is binding upon Client's suceesgors, heirs and assigns,

Effective Date. This Agreement is effective as of March 11, 2011 and supersedes all
prior engagement letters and agreements addressing the BDO Claims.

Terms of Representation.

1, Contingency Fee. Attorneys will prosecute the BDO Claims on a “contingency
fee” basis, meaning that Attorneys will receive as a fee twenty-five percent (25%) of the “Net
Recovery” in respect of the BDO Claims (the “Fee™). The “Net Recovery” shall be defined as
the Recovery in connection with the BDO Claims, after deducting allowable expenses and
dishursements, as described below. Attorneys shall bc entitled to no Fee in respect of the BDO
Claims unless there is a Net Recovery.

The Committee and Aftorneys understand that Ralph Janvey, the Receiver for the
Stanford Entities (“Receiver”), may also refain counsel on a coniingent fee basis and may
participate in the prosecution of some or all of the BDO Claims against the BDO Defendants.
The Committee and Attorneys agree and acknowledge that the fotal Fee payable by the Receiver
from the Stanford Receivership Estate shall not exceed 25% of the Net Recovery. Attorneys
agree to negotiate with counsel fo the Receiver and to agree upon a division of the Fee payable
hersunder, as between the Attorneys and counsel to the Receiver, that complies with this
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Pape 2.

paragraph.

The Atterneys have entered info an Amended Master Joint Venture Agreement pursuant
to which Attorneys have agreed to divide the Fee payable to Attomeys pursuant to this
Agreement A fully exccuted copy of the Attorneys’ Amended Master Joint Venture Agreernent
is attached hereto as Exhibit A and made.a part of this Agresment. Pursuant to the Texas
Disciplinary Rules, the work performed by the law firms will be in proportion to the-percentages
set forth in the Attorneys” Amended Master Joint Venture Agreement, pursuant to the all of the
terms of such Amended Master Joint Venture Agteement, regardless of whether such Recovery
received by the Stanford Receivership Estate argnably results from the claims asserted by the
Receiver or the Committee zgainst the BDO Defendants.

2. Recovery.  The “Recovery” includes anything of value directly or indirectly
received by the Stanford Receivership Estate as a result of the BDO Claims, including but not
limited fo the proceeds of any settlement or other disposition, a direct monetary payment or
award, restitution awarded through any criminal proceeding, a fine assessed by the United States
or other local or state Government, or the forfeiture of any of the BDO Defendants’ assets,
regardless of whether such Recovery received by the Stanford Receivership Estate argnably
resulis from the claims asserted by the Receiver or the Comrmnittes-against the BDQ Defendants:

3 Settlement or Other Case Proceeds. Proceeds of any settlement or other
disposition of the BDO Claims shall be paid directly to a receivership account to be designated
by the Receiver. Upon receipt of such proceeds, the Receiver shall prompily pay to Attorneys
the Fee and any expenses owing pursuant fo this Agreement, subject to Court approval,

4, Expenses. The Committee authorizes the Attomeys to mour and pay out-of:pocket
expenses that ate reasonably necessary for the Attomeys to effectively represent the Comuittee in
connection with the BDO Claims. Such expenses typically include, but are not necessatily limited to,
filing fees, postage, deposition transcripts, copies, long-distance telephione, telefux charges, experts’ fees,
docurpent storage and handling expense, and travel expense. The Attorneys will not add surcharges or
.other fees to third-party expenses. Certain expenses that are incurred infemally, such as copies, long-
distance telephone, and telefax charges, shall be posted at the Aftorneys” standard rates for such expenses.

. Pre-suit Fxpenses. ‘The Committee agrees to submit all pre-suit mvestigative
expenses incured by Attomeys fo the Receiver for reimbursement pursnant to the terms of paragraph 1{g)
of the Committee Order. * Pre-suit jnvestigative expenses shall include those incurred by Attorneys for
consulting experts, database construction and third parfy copy services, lodging and travel expenses, ‘The
Comnmittee shall request the Receiver to reimburse Attomeys, pursuant fo the terms of paragraph {g) of
the Committee Order, for these pre-suit investigative expenses within 30 days of receiving a statement
from Aﬁomeys

b. Pust-suit Expenses. The Attorneys shall advance all expenses incimred in

! The “Committee Order” is Doc, No, 1149, in SEC v. Stanford International Bank, Lid., Civil Action No.
09-298-N, in the U.S. District Court for the Northern District of Texas, Dallas Division. The Committee Crder
established the Official Stanford Investors Comimnittee,
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handling the BDO Claims, subject to reimbursement by the Recetver from the Receivership Estate
pursuant to application filed with the Court by the Receiver, the Comumnittes or the Committee’s counsel
_and approval of such expenses by the Court at any time during the pendency-of the litigation. For larger
expenses, including expert witness fees and deposition costs, the Atfomeys may ask the Receiver fo pay for
expenses direcily as-opposed to the Attomeys advancing the expenses, with such payment to be subject to
application filed with the Court by the Receiver, the-Committee or the Committee’s counsel and approval
of such expenses by the Court. In addition to the Fee eamed pugsuant fo the section entitled “Contingency
Fees” gbove, and whether or not fhere is a Net Recovery in respect of the BDO Claims, the actial and
necassary cut-of-pocket expenses incuired by the Attorneys to pursue the BIDO Claims will be refmbutsed
by the Recetver from the Recetvership Estate. Such expenses will include but ate not necessarily limited to
fravel expenses, filing fees, postage, long-distance telephone, telefax charges, copies, process-server fees,
transeripts, electronic document database costs, and expert witness fees. The reimbursement of such
expenses will be subject to approval by the District Conrt upon application by the Aftormeys on the same
schedule and under the same standards apphicable to other professionals whose expenses are subject to
approval by the District Court, For any expenses that are not reimbursed to the Attomeys pursuant fo this
paragraph, then subject to Court approval, the Attomeys shall recover such expeases from the proceeds of
any Recovery resalting from prosecuting the BDO Claims, The Attomeys will endeavor to minimize all
expenses.

L. Net Recovery, Ifthere is a Recovery, the Attomeys and coursel to the Receiver
(“Receiver’s counsel"), if atiy, shall first be reimbursed for any expenses advanced by the Attorneys or the
Receiver’s counsel that have not been reimbursed previcusly by the Receivership Estate. The
Receivership Estate shall then be relmbursed for any expenses incurred and reimbursed to the Attomeys
pursuant fo this Agreement, The amournt of the Recovery remaining after the Aftormeys, the Receiver’s
counsel and the Receivership Estate have been reimbursed, as set forth in this paragraph, is the “Net
Recovery”,

5. Total Compensation. Attomeys agree and acknowledge that the fees to which

they may become entitled pursuant to this Agreement shall not exceed, under any circumstances,

© the percentage set forth in paragraph 1 above. Attorneys further agree to indemnify and hold

harmless the members of the Committee from and against any disputes that may arise between or

" among the Attorneys, including the Receiver’s counsel, with respect to the fees and/or expenses
to which any of them may be, or become, entitled pursuant to the terms of this Agreement.

6. FYees and Expenses to be Paid by Recefvership. Attorneys agree and
acknowledge that neither the Commitice nor any individual member of the Committee shall bear
any responsibility whatsoever for the payment of fees, reimbursement of expenses, or any other
compensation to Aftorneys. Aftorneys agree and acknowledge that the Receivership Estate bears
sole responsibility for the payment of any fees and expenses required by the terms of this
Agreement, and that any such payments may also be subject to Cowt approval. The Committee
will cooperate with Attorneys to prepare and present expense reimbursement requests and, if
necessary, fee applications on Atforneys’ behalf for submission to the Court (if necessary).

7. Consistency with Other Agreements, Netwithstanding any other provision
herein, this Agreement is intended to be consistent with and pursuant to the terms of the
Committes Order, the letter agreement between the Receiver and the Commitiee dated December
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16, 20610, and the supplemental letter agreement between the Receiver and the Committee dated
May 10, 2013,

8. Settlement. Attomneys agree to notify the Committee of any offer of settlement
received by Allomeys, and the Commitiee agrees to notify Attomeys of any offer of settlement received
by the Commiee,

9. Termination of Agreement. The Committee reserves the right to terminate
Attorneys’ represettation at any time.

If the Committee discharges Attormeys from any pending litigation after Attorneys have

entered appearances as counsel of record, Atformeys will seek court permission to withdraw if

- Aftorneys deem such to be appropriate. Attorneys do not waive any rights to payment-for

attorneys’ fees and expenses for services rendered and work performed prior to such discharge.-

Subject to the provisions of paragraphs 4, 5 and 6, Attorneys reserve the right to cease work on

matters in which attorneys® fees and expenses are not paid within a reasonable time after a
statement for their payment has been submitted to the Committee,

Attorneys reserve the right to withdraw from the continued zepresentation of the
Committee if it reasonably appears to the Attorneys that the continued pursuit of such claim(s)
would not likely result in a sustainable claim and/or a collectible judgment, if the damages
recovetable would not likely justify the fime and expense of pursuing such claim(s) or if the
Committee engages in conduct that renders it unreasonably difficult for Attorneys fo represent
the Committee effectively.

10. Conflicts, Attorneys agree not fo accept any engagement known by them to be in
direct conflict with the Committee’s interests in the matters covered by Attormeys’ representation. If,
in the course of representing multiple clients, Attorneys discover and determine that a conflict of
interest exists, Aftorneys will noiify the Committee of such conflict, and may withdraw from
representing the Comumittee to the extent that such a withdrawal would be permitied or required by
applicable provisions of the Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional Conduet. The Committee
acknowledges that Neligan Foley, LLP is concurrently representing the Receiver in litigation
against multiples third parties. Neither Neligan Foley, LLP, nor the Committee believe there is
any conflict as a result of Neligan Foley, LLFP’s joint representation of the Committee and the
Receiver in litigation brought against multiple third parties related to the Stanford receivership
case, To the extent any conflict does exist, however, it is expressly waived by the Committee by
signing this Agreement,

11.  Ethies. The Committee agrees that the Texas Disciplinary Rules of Professional
Conduct shall conirol to the exclusion of any other “efhics codes™ and to the extent that any efhical rules
govern or control Attorneys’ rights and -obligations among themselves. The Commuittes agrees that
Attorneys’ obligations shall be governed by the Texas Rules even if a later dispute is centered in
another state or in federal court in Texas or in another state.

Consequently, under those rules, Attomeys shall be disqualified from representing any other
client in any mater that is directly adverse to the Commmitiee ift (2) that matter is substantially
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related to this representation; (b) there is a reasonable probability that Attorneys would in that
matter knowingly use 10 the Committee’s digsadvantage confidential informetion acquired by the
firm by reason of the representation; (¢) Attorneys’ representation of that other client would
adversely limit Aftorneys” responsibilities to the Commitiee in this representation;-or (d) Attomeys®

own imterests ot responmhhhes to a third person would-adversely limit Attorneys’ responsibilities to
the Committee.

12. Governing Law. The laws of the State of Texas shall govern the validity,
construction, enforcement and interpretation of this Agreement, This Agreement contains the entire.
agreement between the Committee and Attorneys regarding the matters described herein, and the
fees, charges and expenses to be paid relative hereto, and supersedes all prior oral or wiitten
agreements in respect thereof.  This Agreement may only be amended in writing, s1gnﬂd by the
Comumnittee and Attorneys and/or their respective legal representatives, successors and assigns. This
-Aegreerent-may be executed in multiple original counterparts, each of which shall be deemed an
eriginal, and together shall constitute the same Agreement,

13, No Guarantees; Cooperation. The Commitiee acknowledges that Attorneys
have not made representations as to the likely outcome of this matter, The opinions Attomeys express
conceming any aspect of the outcome of the representation or of the impact of this matter on the
Committee’s interests is, of course, based upon Attorneys’ professional judgment. Those opixions,
however informed, are not guarantees. The Committee shall fuily cooperate with Attorneys in the
prosecution of the Committee’s claims and shell make ail files, records, and software available to
Attorneys on a reasonable basis, and shall make themselves available on a reasonable basis for
interviews, depositions, and participation in the discovery process, mediation and trials.

14.  Notice to Client. As required by the State Bar Act, Attorneys hereby advise the
Comrnittee that the State Bar of Texas investigates and prosecutes professional misconduct conmitted
by Texas attorneys. Although not every complaint apainst or dispute with a lawyer involves
professional misconduct, the State Bar Office of General Counsel will provide you with information
about how to file a complaint. For more information, please call (800) 932-1900, This is a toll-free
phone call,

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L1P

By:
ARD F. VALDE
CASTIW,-

By:

EDWARD C. SNYDER
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refated to {lis representation; (b) there is o reasonable probabifity thei Anomeys would in that
mafter knowingly use to the Committee’s disadvantage confidential information-scquired by the
fiem by recson of the represenlation; (e) Attorneys’ representation of that other client would
adversely limil Attomeys’ responsibilities o the Commitiee in thisrepreseniation; or {d) Aftomeys®
own interests or responsibilities to & thisd persen would adversely limit Attomeys® responsibilifies w
the Conumiltes,

12, Governing Law, The laws of the State of Texas shalt govern the -validity,
consiretion, exforcernent antd iterpeetation of this Agresment; This Agreement confains (he enlire
agreement between the Commitfes and Atiorneys regurding the mafters described herein, and the
foes, c,hargt:s and expenses to be paid relative hereto, and supersedes all prior oral or writen
agrecments in respect thersof.  This” Agreement may orly be mmended in writing, sxgned by the
Cornmiitee and Altomoeys and/or their respective legal representatives, successors and assigns. Thig
Agreement may be excculed in multiple orginal comierpats, eath of which shall be desmed an
niiginal, and fogether shall constitute the samie Agreeément:

13,  No Guaraniees; Cooparation, The Conunittes nc]-.nowledgcs that Auomeys
have not made representations us o the likely outcome of this matter, ‘The opinicns Alomeys express
coneeming any aspect of the cufcoms ‘of the representation or of the impact of this matter on the
Committee’s imerests s, of course, based vpon Atlomeys’ professionsl judgment. Thogse opinions,
howeyer infonned, e not gusaritees, The Cominiiltée shall fully conpem(e with Attomioys in the
prosecition of the Committes’s claims andshall make all files, records, and software available o |
Antorneys on a-reasonable. basis, and shall make themselves available on a reasonable basis for,
imterviews, deposifions, and puriicipation in thedistovery provess, mediation and iriats.

14.  Nofice t¢ Client. As requited hy the Siate Bar Acf -Affomeys hereby advise the
Committee that the State Bar of Texas investigates and prosecutes professional misponduct committed
by Texas stomeys. Althouph not every complaind ageingt or dispute with g Jawyer involves.
professionnl misconduct, the State Bar Office-of Genersl Counsel will provide you with information’
abount how to fle n complaint, For more Iformation, please call (800) 932-1900. This is a ik~ frea
phone catl.

STRASBURGER & PRICE, LLP

By

EDWARD F, VALDESPING

CASTILLO SNYDER, PC

By:

g
EOWARD C. SNYDER
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NELIGAN FOLEY,

fﬂ&,‘

By:

=BOUGLAS S, 'NCHER

BUTZEL LONG, P.C.

By:

‘PETER D. MORGENSTERN

AGREED AND APPROVED BY CLIENT:
OTFICYAL STANF INVESTORS COMMITTEL .

By: Johh ¥ittie '
Its: Chgiy'and Ceurt-Appointed Examiner
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NELIGAN FOLEY, LLP

DOUGLASTY, BUNCIIER

g

PEVER D! MORGENSTERN

AGREED AND APPROVED BY CLIENT: ‘
OFTFICTAL STANFORD INVESTORS COMMITTER

By: Joha Line
Itsy Chair and Court-Appointed Examiner
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Exhibit A

Amended Master Joint Venture Agreement

79375v.1
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ORIG/NAL

Arnendeed_Mastér Joint Vcntu@ A greenient

This Master Joint Ventnre Agreement {the “Agrecment”) is entered info by and between
the law firms of Castilo Suyder, PC (“CS™); Butzel Long, PC (“BL"); Strasburger & Price, LLP
(“SP™"); Neligan Foley LEP (“NF"); and (each individuslly 2 “Party” and collectively the
“Parties™). The Parties agreeto the following:

Subject Matter of the Agresment

This Agreement is an exclusive and nunual aerangement to joinfly pursue and prosecute,
on behalf of Ralph Janvey, in his capacity as court-appointed Receiver for the Stanford
receivership estats- (the “Recoiver™),! the Official Stanford Investors Committee (the
*Committes™) appointed by Distrlet Judge David Gedbey (ihe “Receivership Comt™) and; if and
where applicable, any putative class representatives representing a puiative class of Stanford
International Bank Ltd. CD investors (the *“Investor Class Plaintiffs”y (collectively, the
“Clienis™), a lawsuil(s) against the following third party Defendants, and any of their respective
subsidindies or affiliates, as epplicable {collectively, the “Stanford Defendants™), concerning the
professional or othet services they previded to any entity owned by or affiliated with Allen
Stagford, including but not Umited fo Stenford-Group Holdings, Stanford ‘Grouwp Company,
Stanford Intemationa] Bank Limited, Stanford Firsncial Group Company, Stanford Trust
Company (Antigna), Stenford Trust Company (Louislana), Stanford Fiduciary Investor Services,
and any other entities owned or controlled by them or by R. Allen Stanford, fames M, Davis,
and/or Lenra Pendergest-Holt (collectively the “Stanford Group”), This Agreement supersedes
and amends all prior agresments between the Parfies with respect to the allacation of aftorneys’
fees with respect to the lawsuits brought on behalf of the Receiver, the Committes and the
Investor Class Plaintiffs against the Stanford Defendants defined below.

“4TANFORD DEFENDANTS”

1. BDODUSA, LLP, the domestic Arm of BDO Seidman, as well as certain foreign
BD{ affiliates (collectively. “BDO™). :

! The Recsiver is a party PIsmtifE only in the acfigns brought against the Gréenbgrg,fﬂnntan Defendents, the
Proskaner Dsfendants, the STC Defendants, and the Willis and BMB Defendants. The Receiver is represented in

lhnse actions only by NF, ‘ ,
| Y ZDE )42 S
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This Agreernent covers any actions that may be brought now or in the future relating to
claims against the Stanford Defendants as a result of their involvement with the Starford Growup,
whether in Texas or in any other state(s){the “Claims”), except for the fraudulent transfer claims
ngainst Svarez which are governed by e separate agreement. No Party will pursue any of the
Claims without the consent and participation of all the Parties per the tetins of this Agreement.

Claimg and Causes of Action

) The Parties will jointly investipate, pursue and prosecute the Claims a5 one or more
lawstite in court(s} of competent jurisdiction.

Respongibility for Attorney Work

The Parties will be responsible for the attornsy work to be performed oo the Claims,
including all aspects of litigating the ease(y), congistent with their respective petcentages of the
feey sot forth below, This includes appearing on all pleadings, participating in all legal research,
pleadings, discovery, briefing, motion practice and trial. The Parties emch apree to provide
sttorneys, paralegals, and other legal resources to assist in any venue in conpection with the
prosseution of the Claims consistent with their respective percentages of the fees set Torth below.

Responsibility for Expenges

The Parties will be responsible for case expenses incurred in connection with prosecuting
the Claims,. including consulting experts’ fees, testifying exports’ foes; discovery, third-party
vendors including mediators, large phetocopying and investigetors besed on the respective
attorpeys’, fee split- set forth hereln, subject fo retmbursement or advancement from the
rec&wershp estafc .of costs mt,urmd in connection with prosecufion of the recelvership estate
claims against the Stanford Defendants by the Receiver -and/or the Committes. Eech Party’
acknowledge fhat it is prepared to devote the necessary regources in furflierance of the objectives
of this Apreement. As far as the day-to-day mamagement of the Claims, the Pearties shall
individnally bear their owz usual operating expenses-and routine cost items.

Alloeation of Attornevy’ Fees

Net attomeys’ fees (defined as gross aftorneys’ fees minus cBse gxpenses described
above) J:ecovered in conmection with the Claims will be ailocated among the Parties pursuant o

the foll owmg gehedules:
/] @%@ /; ,
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" Investor Closs Planiffis Claiss:

BDO

BDO; 15% C8 | 10%BL | 10%SP | 65%N¥
Recsivery Commlites C’Ial}ns:
BDO: 15% C8 10% BL 10% SP 65% NF
If Investor Class Plalnttffs Claims & Receiver/Committee Claims Seitfe
orEesnIt in Payrent of Judentent Together:
15% C8 10% BL 10% SF¢ 65% NE

M/)%@ 5{' |
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All attomeys’ fees recovered in conngetion with all Claims filed on behalf of the Clients
will be allocated pursuant o this Agreementirrespective of whether one or more of the- Clioats”
claims may be.dismissed or is otherwise disposed of prior to trial or fingl settfement.

The attorney work by the law firms will be performed in accordance with and in
proportion to the above fee percentages. I the attomey work performed fhrough collection is
repeatedly and materially disproportionats to the attorneys’ fee allocation set forth herein, even
after notice to that Party whose work is disproportionate and consuitations between the Parties,
then the Partics apree to adjust the aitorneys® fee splif in an equitable mamesr at the time of
collection. The Parties shall make this determination of disproportionality based on the rmumber
of discrete tasks pexforined by each Party in furtherence of the Case, defined as (but not Limited
to) case projects or milestones such as; preliminary investigation; preparation of Cormplaint;
responses fo motions to dismiss; propounding of written discovery; “taking of depositicas; filing
of discovery motions; responses to- summary judgment; class certification motions and briefing;
tnediation; tilal preparation; and trial ete. During the course of the cese, the Party that feels that
the work has been performed disproportionately shall immediately provide notice to the other
Party, and the Patties shall theteafier consult to reach an agreed solution to allow the offending
Party to “oatch up” in tesms of wotkioad. To the extent that that Party cannot or will not “catch
up” in terms of workload, then the Parties shall discuss altering the attorney fee alfocation
acoordingly, Should the Partics be unable to resolve such issue by agreement, the Parties
reserve the right fo abject to the percentages allocated by this Agreement to the Party performing
less than that Pacty's share of the work, whether during the court approval process or otherwise,

Recetvershin Court Approval i_]f any Aftorneys’ Fees Recovered

Each of the Parties agrees and acknowledges that the Receivership Court has full power
. and anthotity to fix the compensation of the attorneys enpaged to perform services for the
Receiver, the Commities, and any Investor Class, Each of the Parties further apgress and
aclmowledges thet the tetms and conditions set forth in this Agreetment are subject to approwal
and potentizl modification by the Receivership Court, and that the Recelvership Courf retaing the
authodty fo alter the terms and conditions get forth in this Agreement if the Receivership Conrt
detexiaines that such terms and conditions prove o be improvident in light of developments not
capable of being anticipated at the time the Partics entered this Agreement.

The Parfies slso agree that they will file with the Receivership Court appropriate
applications fo approve the payment of any net aftorneys® fees recavered n respect of the Clainos
covered by this Apreement, In connection therewith, each Parly shell keep and maintain
sppropriate time records in order to support applications for approval that are from time teo time

-made fo the Receivership Court; provided, however, that the time devoted by each Party to the
Claims addregsed in this Agreement shall not defermine its allocation of attorneys” foes payable
hereunder. The Pastics further agree and acknowledge the payment of net aftorneys’ fees, and
the allocation of snch net sttorneys’ fees among the Parfies, shall occur only as and when

approved by the Receivership Court,
cs
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. Términation of Apreement

Subject to the rules of professional rosponsibility and class counsel procedires, the
Perties reserve the right to withdraw from the continued representation of some or all of the
Clients if it rsasonably appeats to any Patty that the continued pursuit of such claim(s) would not
likely result in a sustainable claim and/or a collectible judgment, if the damages recoverable

would not likely justify the time and expense of pursuing such claim(s} or if any Client engages

in conduct that renders it unreasonably difficult for any Party to represent such Client effectively.
In such case, this Agreement shall terminate and be of no further effect,

Confidentiality and Privilege

The Tarties consider that joint prosecution and mutual disclosure among themselves and
their respective clients of matters of common conecern in this underaking s essential fo the
sffective representation of their respective Clients and, therefore, the Parties agroe as followas;

Any exchange of information in connection with the joint efforts described in this
Apreement is not intended {o waive any. attorney/client or attorney work product privilege, or
other protection from disclosure to third parties which may be otherwise availsble. Accordingly,
it is the intenfion and -understanding of the Parties that all work product of, or communications

‘made between, any of the Partfes velating fo the invesfigation of potential claims, the
dovelopment and jmplementation of common strafegies, whether offensive, defensive, or
negotiation-related, including but wot Hmited to information and communjcaticn contained in
documents, memoranda, correspondence, drafts, notes, reports, factoal sumnaries, transcript
digests, coromunications among connsel, or counsel and clients inchuding their employees,
consultants, and advisors, any joint or several interview of prospactive witnesses, or the sharing

“or exchange via any media, ineluding hut got Jimited fo electronic mediy, as well as any other
material and jnformation which would otherwise be protected from disclosure fo third partiss are,
and will rernain, confidential and protected from disclosure to sny third party by their Clients®
respective  afforney-olient mnd  attorneys’  work  product  privileges  (“Privileged
Communications”), .

All work performed by the Parties and thteir respective firms and congultants pursuant to
this Agreement and communications among the Parties and their consultants and/or Clients in
connection with this undettaking shall be conducted and protected pursuant fo the attomey-client
privilege and work product doctrine as recognized under federal law, the law of Texas, and the
Iaws of any other relevant jurisdiction, The Parties apree that this Agreement is intended fo
facilitate the exchange of information and ideas among counsel and employess, assistants and
professionals engaged from fime to thoe by any of them, which exchange of information and
ideas is desmed-essential to the development of a common strategy or strategies, both offensive
and defensive of negotlation-related, with respect to potential and actual Investor Class Plaintiffs
Claims, Receiver Claims and Committee Clalms. Any Privileged Communications exchanged by
the Parties pursvant to this Apreement shall rot be used by any Party for purposes unrelated 1o
the investipation and prosecution of potential and actual Investar Class Plaintiffs Claims,
Receiver Claims and Conumnittee Claims. The Partiey’ ecknowledge and agree that the attorney-
chent privilege and work produet doctcine shall apply to all Privileged Communications. It is

%\@ 22
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intended that all Privileged Communications remain confidential In accordance with the terms of
this Agresment, and if iz on this basis that all Priviteped Communications are made between and
emong the Partics and employees, essistants and professionals engaged by them,

The Parties agree to maintain the confidentislity of the identity of fact and expert
witnesses retained by each or any of them in connection with the Investor Class Plaintiffs
Claims, Receiver Claims and Commiffes Claims, and to maintain the confidentiatity of the
opinions of such experts unti], and except to the extent that such opinions are disclosed at frial, in
expert reports or as otherwise required by the applicable rules of tivil procedurs or-court order.

The Parfies will make all ressonmable efforts to maintain the confidentielity of the
Privileged Communications. Each Party agrees to maintain the confidentiality of all Privileged
Comrmaunications and none of the Privileged Commumications abtatned or developed by any of
the parties or their employees, assistasts and professionals as a result of this Agreement shall ba
diseiosed to third parties without the consent of each of the other Patties, :

Any Purty receiving a third-parly request or demand for disclosure of Privileged
Communications subjeet fo this Agreement shall report such request forthwith to all other Parties
and shall utilize all reasonable means and legal processes to maintain the confidentiality of such
communications, inclyding but not limited to opposing any requesty for,-or motions {o compel
production of such communications, or, when appropriats, seeking & protettive order fo prevent
diselosure of such communications.

Miscellaneous Provisions

The Clieni(s) shall be provided with a capy of this Agreement,

The Parfies do not intend to hold themselves out to be a partnership or be governed by the
Uniform Partmership Act. It is the intent of the Parties that each firm maintain its regular
busingss operation and that no Party herefo acquires any rights, titles or interest in the ownership
or assets of any other Party. The Parties will nof hold themselves out to the public es a
partnership and will maiutain the separate identity of each entity.

It is ynderstood by alt Parties that this Agreement in no way affects the duiies that each
Party owes to the Clients whose Claims are affected by this Agreement. This Agreement shall at
all titnes be constreed to protect the Client’s inferests,

This Agreemnent contains the eptite agresment between the Parties with respect to the

. subject matter herenf. No walvers or modification of this Agreement shall be valid unless made in

writing and signed by cach of the Paries. No prior agrecments exist, whether written or verhal,
and no Party will assert that any such prior agreements exist. ' .

The Parties agree that if there is any dispute between the ParHgs arising out of this
Agreement, such dispute shall be resolved by binding arbiftation administered through Judicial
Arbitration and Mediation, Inc, (“JAMS™). The dispufe sh?ﬂ be resolved by a single neutral
arbitrator, ‘The dispute shall be resolved in Dallas, Texas angd'in aconrdance with Texas law.

¥ %@f{:
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This Agreement consists of 7 pages,

e
Dated: Apsil q ,2014

Butzel Lﬂng LLP

By:

Pefer AMarganstem
Dated: Apml 2014

Strasbmrger Frice LLF

/
By; =
Ed Yaldespino
Dated: Apr] _,2014
Neligan Foley LLP :

== Doug Kunchir ’
Dated: Apnl 157014

ACKNOWLEDGED

OFFICIAL STANF?TDRS COMMITTEE

ot JJLjtlo
xarniper and Chair
78460 -
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o

This Agteement eonslsts of 7 poges,
AGRIEI:

Disted: -April 4, 2014

Butzel L

By: If
Yetor Morgonsters . :
Dated; April _ , 20014

Strhsburger Frice LLY
By ‘

Ed-Valdesping
Dated: Aprfl 2014

Neligan Foley LLE ‘ ’ . '
'd—“tl_‘::ﬂ” 4-'%‘—‘/" {
Byi & e

Doug Fuchor
Dated: April 72014

ACENOWLEDGED
OFFICTAL STANFORD INVESTORS COMMITTER

John I, Little

Bxanviner and Chiaip
TR{60v,2
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION,
Plaintiff,
V. Case No. 3:09-2v-0298-N

STANFORD INTERNATIONAL BANK, LTD,, et al,,

O LR LG U0R LOT LoD LG LoN Lo

Defendants.

DECLARATION OF EDWARD C. SNYDER
IN SUPPORT OF RECEIVER, OSIC AND CLAS PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR ORDER
APPROVING.PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH BDO, APPROVING ATTORNEYS’
FEES AND FOR ENTRY OF AGREED JUDGMENT AND BAR ORDER

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I, Bdward C. Snyder, hereby declare under penalty of
perjury that I have personal knowledge of the following facts:
L OYERVIEW
{ am submitting this Declaration in support of the Receiver, Official Stanford Investors

Committee (“OQSIC™) and Investor Class Plaintiffs’ (the “Investor Plaintiffs™) (collectively, the

“Plaintiffs™) Expedited Request for Eniry of Scheduling Order and Motion to Approve Proposed
Settlement with BDO USA, LLP, to Approve the Proposed Notice of Settlernent with BDO
USA, LIP, ic Enter the Bar Order, to Enter the Final Judgment and Bar Order, and for Plaintiffe’
Attorneys’ Fees (the “Motion™).!

A, The BDO Lawsuits

! Capitalized Terms not otherwise defined herein shall have the meaning ascribed to them in the Motion

EXHIBIT

O
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L. The settlement for which approval is sought in the Motion settles all claims

asserted against BDO USA, LLP ("BDO USA”), BDO International Lid, (“BDO International™),

BDO Global Coordination, B.V. (“BDO Global”), and Brussels Worldwide Services BVBA

(“Brussels Worldwide™) (collectively referred fo herein as “BDG™) in Civil Action Nos. 3:12-cv-

1447 (the “OSIC Lawsuit”) and 3:11-¢v-1115 (the “Investor Lawsuit”)(collectively, the “BDO

Lawsuits™) for $40 million, to be paid on the later of (a) thirty (30) days afier the Settlement
Effective Date or (b) thirty (30) days after the dismissal of the Tuvestor Litigation with prejudice.
The Settlement Effective date js when the order approving the settlement, the Bar Order in the
SEC Action, and Final Judgment and Bar Order in the OSIC lawsuit all become Final (a defined
term in the Settlement Agreement). (the “BDO Settlement™).

2, My fmn is co-connsel for the Plaintiffs in the BDO Lawsuits. The OSIC is
prosecuting the claims agaimst BDO on behalf of the Receiver pursuant to an assignment of all
claims against BDO from the Receiver to OSIC. Accordingly, the Receiver is not a named party
to the BDO Lawsuits. The other firms that have been involved in the investigation and
prosecution of the BDO Lawsuits include Neligan Foley LT (“Negligan Foley™), which serves as
lead counsel for OSIC, Strasburger & Price, LLP (“Strasburper™), and Butzel Long (“Butzel

Long”) (together with my firm Castillo Snyder P.C., “Plaintiffs” Counsel”), who also serve as co-

cotmsel for the Plaintiffs.
B. Curriculum Vitae

3. 1 am a name shareholder of the law firm Castillo Snyder P.C., based in San Antonio,
Texas, and have been practicing law for twenty (20) vears. I presently serve as Plaintiffs’ (putative)
class counsel in the above-referenced Investor Lawsuit, and also serve as counse] for OSIC in the

OSIC Lawsnit. I have actively participated in all material aspects of the BDO Lawsuits since they

Declaration of Edward C. Snyder 2

APP 0156



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2138-5 Filed 05/15/15 Page 3 of 67 PagelD 59892

were filed,

4, 1 recetved my law degree from the University of Texas School'of Law in 1994 and
my law license also in 1994, Adfter law school, I served as Legal Advisor to the former Chairman
of the U.S. International Trade Commission in Washington, D.C. Since entering private practice
in 1996, I have been involved principally in commercial litigation and trial work, and have
handled major cases for both corporate and individual clients, as both plaintiff' s and defendant’s
counsel. I am admifted to practice in the .Westem, Fastern, Northern and Southern federal
districts of the State of Texas as well as the Fifth and Ninth Circuit courts of appeal and the
United States Supreme Court.

3. Castillo Snyder is a commercial Htigation “boutique” firm based in San Antonio.
My partner Jesse Castillo (who is a 30+ year trial lawyer and previously was a partner at Cox &
Smith) and I concentrate our practice bn complex commercial litigation, including everything
from contract, corporate and partnership disputes, securities lifigation, real estate litigation, oil
and gas litigation and other commercial and business cases. We have tried dozens of complex
commercial matters to verdict and judgment, inchiding comnercial cases tried in 11.S. courts
under foreign laws.

6. Since the 1990s, my partner and I have been involved on the plainfiffs’ side in
pumerous class action lawsuits involving allegations of fraud and securities fraud and aider and
abettor liability. In the late 1990s, while an associate and, later, a partrer at San Antonio-based
law- firm Martin, Drought & Torres, T (along with my current partner Jesse Castillo and other
lawyers from that firm} served as lead or co-lead or second chair class counsel in roughly a
dozen or more state-wide and nationwide class actions against life insurancé companies based on

allegations of fraud in the marketing and sale of ““vanishing premium” life insurance products. In
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that capacity we litigated class action cases and certified various class actions, typically for
settlement purposes although some were litigated to class certification hearings, and also handled
class action administrative issues including class claims administration via seftlement
distribution procedures with class action administration agents we employed. Some of the
defendant life jnsurance companies we brought (and resolved) class action litigation against
include: Metlife_, Crownl.ife, First Life Assurance, Manufacturers Life, Bquitable Life, Sun-Life,
College Life, Jackson National Life, Great Ameri.can Life, and John Hancock. ‘

7. One of my specialized practice areas over the last 16 years has been in the area of
pursuing third parties such as banks, accounting firms, law firms and others accused of aiding
and abetting complex international (typically offshore) securities fraud schemes. From 1998
through 2006 I served as lead class counsel for Mexican investors who had been defrauded by a
Dallas-based Investment Adviser firm named Sharp Capital Inc. (“Sharp™) that operated what
amounted to an ﬂlegai offshore “fund” in the Bahamas but that was ran from Dallas. The SEC
intervened and filed suit against Sharp and appointed Ralph Janvey as the receiver for Sharp.
Sharp lost over $50 million of Mexican investor funds. Through various litigations we brought
under the Texas Securities Act (“TSA”), we were able to eventually recover millions of dollars
for the Sharp investors. Sec Melo v. Gardere Wynne, 2007 WL 92388 (N.D. Tex. 2007). Ialso
represented Raiph Janvey, as recetved for Sharp, in litigation arising from the Sharp case, which
was also settled.  See Janvey v. Thompson & Knight, 2004 WL 51323 {(N.D. Tex. 2004).

3. Beginning in late 1999, my prior law firm and I aiso served as lead and/or co-lead
class counsel (along with the Diamond McCarthy Jaw firm) for the Class of primarily Mexican
investors of the InverWorld group of companies, which was an juvestment group based in San

Antonio that operated what amounted to an offshore fund in the Cayman Islands. We filed class
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action lawsnits against several Defendants, including a French bank, a New York law firm, and
accounting firm Deloitte & Touche. See Nocande Mem Holdings v. Credit Comercial de
France, 2004 WL 2603739 (W.D. Tex. 2004); Gutierrez v. the Cayman Islands Firm of Deloitte
& Touche, 100 SW.3d 261 (Tex. App. — San Antonio 2002). Those class cases proceeded in
tandem with estate litigation filed by the bankruptcy trustee for InverWorld, who was principally
represented by the Neligan Foley firm. All of those class cases were premised on TSA aider and
abettor claims and all of them eventually settled, each for eight figure sums.

9. In 2003 1 was retained by a group éf Mexican investors who had been defraunded
in yet another $400 million offshore investment fraud committed by a Houston-based investment
firm called InferAmericas that, like Stanford, ran an offshore bank (in Curacao, Netherlands
Antilles) through which primarily Mexican investors-invested. While not a class action, myself
and my former law firm filed litigation under the TSA aider and abettor provisions against
Deloitte & Touche and a few other Defendants, resulting in seven figure scttlements. See
Deloiite & Touche Netherlands Antilles and Aruba v. Ulrich, 172 5.W.3d 255 (Tex. App. -
Beaumont 2005).

10.  Besides the Stanford cases, I am currently involved in two other SEC Ponzi
scheme cases. | serve as a Special Litigation Counsel to an SEC Receiver in the Central District
of California in a Ponzi scheme case styled Securities and Exchange Commission v. Westmoore
Management LLC et al, Case No. 08:10-CV-00849-AG-MLG. In that capacity 1 represent the
Receiver with respect to all litigation activities. 1 also currently xepresent several foreign
investors in an alleged Ponzi scheme case in McAllen, Texas styled Securities & Exchange
Commission v. Marco A. Ramirez, Bebe Ramivez, US4 Now, LLC., USA Now Energy Capital

Group, LLC., and Now. Co. Loan Services, LLC; In the United States District Court for the
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Scuthern District of Texas — McAlleﬁ Division; Case No. 7:13-¢cv-00531.

11.  Based on my experience in SEC receivership and offshore fraud cases generally,
as well as my experience in the Stanford cases, I am often invited fo speak at seminars on
securities litigation issues (including liability under the TSA) by the Texas State Bar.

C. Involvement with the Stanford Cases Since 2009

12. T and my law fimm have been heavily involved with the Stanford cases since
February 2009,

13. As soon as Stanford collapsed in Febrmary 2009, 1 Was; retained by hundreds of
investors from Mexico. I confacted Ralph Tanvey to offer my assistance and immediately began
investigating claims against various third party potential defendants connected with the collapse of
Stanford.

14, After the Official Stanford Tnvestors Committee (“OSIC™) was created, I was asked
{o be a member of said Committee and confinue to serve on said Commiliee today, without
compensation. My service on OSIC has consumed hundreds if not thousands of hours of my time
over the last few years mcluding time spent communicating with other OSIC members on weekends
and late at night,

15. My investigations and cooperation with the Receiver and his counsel eventually led
myself and the other Plaintiffs™ Counsel to file muliiple class action lawsuits on behalf of Stanford
investors, as weﬂ as companion litigation on behalf of OSIC, including the instant BDO Lawsnits as
well as the following cases: Troice v. Willis of Colorado et al, Case No. 3:09-cv-01274; Jeamvey v.
Willis of Celorado, Inc., Case No. 3:13-cv-03980; Troice v. Proskauer Rose ef al., Case No.
3:09-cv-01600; Janvey v. Proskaver Rose, LLP, Case No. 3:13-ev-477;, Janvey v. Greenberg

Traurig, LLP, Case No. 3:12-cv-04641; Twrk v. Pershing, LLC, Case No. 3:09-cv-02199;
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Wilkinson, et al. v. Breazeale, Sachse, & Wilson, LLP, Case No. 3:11-cv-00329; end Janvey v.
Adams & Reese, LLP, et al., Case No. 3:12-cv-00495 (the “Stanford Cases™),

16.  Iam either lead counsel or co-lead counsel with the other Plaintiffs® Counsel in all
of the Stanford Cases and I have been actively involved in every facet of the cases, including the
investigation of the facts and legal theories that form the bases-for the suits and responding to
motions to dismiss. I served as co-lead counsel in the successfol appeal of the dismissal of the
related Troice class action cases under SLUSA to the Fifth Circuit and the U.S. Supreme Court
(“SLUSA. Appeal™). The SLUSA Appeal impacted the BDO Lawsuits because BDO also sought
dismissal of the Investor Lawsuit based cn SLUSA,

17, In my view, my and my law finm’s mvolvement in all of the refated Stanford
Cases has proven invaluable fo the successful prosecution ard resolution of the instant cases
against BDO. Given the inherent overlap of factual and legal issues in third party litigation
arising from the Stanford fraud, much of the work performed by the four firms in related
Stanford litigation since 2009 laid the groundwork for the successful resolution of the claims
against BDO here.  The Plaintiffs’ Counsel have spent substautial time and energy since 2009
investigating Stanford’s business operations and relationships with third parties, inclading BDO,
which involved the review of hundreds of thousands if not millions of pages of documents
(including spending literally wecks at the Receiver’s document warehouse in Houston),
interviews of muliiple witnesses across the globe, coordination of efforts with the Receiver,
Examiner, SEC and Department of Justice, and researching case law to establish viable theories
of liability and damages and then defending those theories through dispositive motion practice
before this Court in over a dozen separate Jawsuits, including the SLUSA Appeal all the way to

the U.S. Supreme Court. All of that work paved the way for the proposed settlement with BDO
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ard, in my view, the proposed Settlement could not have been achieved without the substantial
amount of time and effort expended by Plaintiffs’ Counsel and their tireless efforts in the
Stanford Cases over all.

1I. THE BDO T.AWSUITS AND SETTLEMENT

A. Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s Investigation of Claims Against BDO

18.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel have spent over six years and thousands of hours investigating
and pursuing claims against third parties, including BbO, on behalf of the Stanford Receivership
Estate and the investors in Stanford.

19.  As part of my investigation of the claims against BDO, I reviewed voluminous
documents, including thousands of emails of Stanford and BDO personnel, and the audited
financial statements BDO prepared for Stanford, T researched relevant case law to develop
claims against BDO, including claims under the TSA and other common law claims belonging to
the- Stanford investors, to determine how the facts surrounding BDO’s audits of the Stanford
companies supported those claims. The investigation of claims further required formulation of
viable damage models and causation theories for both the Receivership Estate claims and the
Investor claims, and myself and Plaintiffs* Counsel spent considerable time researching and
workizng up damage models for these cases.

20.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel could not have successfully prosecuted and resolved the
claims asserted in the BDO Lawsuifs without having spent thousands of additional hours
investigating and understanding the background and history of the complex web of Stanford
companies, the operations, financial transactions, interrelationship and dealings between and
among the various Stanford entities, and the facts relating to the Ponzi scheme and how it was

perpetrated through the various Stanford entities, Without a comprehensive investigation and
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understanding of this background, it would not have-been possible to formulate viable claims
against BDO, and prosecute them successfully to conclusion.

21.  As part of-our investigation, Plainfiffs’ Counse! conducted a thorough analysis of
the poteﬁtial claims against BDO, considering:. claims available under both state and federal
law; the viability of those claims considering the facts underlying BD(’s-business dealings with
Stanford and this Court’s_previous rulings; the success of similar claims in other Ponzi scheme
cases, both in the Fifth Circuit and elsewhere; as well as defenses raised by BDO in their
Motions to Dismiss and mediation position papers in the BDO Lawsuits.

B. The BDO Lawsuits

22.  The Investor Plaintiffs and OSIC initiated the BDO Lawsuits by filing their
Original Complaints in this Court on May 26, 2_011 {the Investor Lawsuit) and May 9, 2012 {the
OSIC Lawsuit), respectively. Among other claims, the Plaintiffs asserfed causes of action
against BDO for negligence, aiding and abetting viclations of the TSA, aiding and abctting
breaches of fiduciary duty, participation in a fraudulent scheme, and conspiracy.

23.  BDO filed comprehensive motions to dismiss in the Investor Lawsuit and stated
its intention to file dismissal motions and a motion to compel arbitration in the OSIC Lawsuit. In
secking dismissal of the claires asserted in the Investor Lawsuit, BDO argued that SLUSA
preempted all causes of action asserled. BDO USA also contended that Plaintiffs’ frand
allegations were not pled with specificity pursuant to Rule 9(b), that Plaintiffs® TSA claims were
barred by limitations, and that Plaintiffs failed to plead the requisite scienter by BDO USA
necessary to establish aider and abettor liability under the TSA. BDO USA’s motion also urged
that Plaintitfs’ TSA claims were based upon non-existent co-conspirator theories of liability, and

that Plaintiffs had failed to allege sufficient facts to demonstrate that BDO USA knowingly aided
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and assisted SGC’s and STC’s breaches of fiduciary duty. BDO USA also took issue with
Plaintiffs’ conspiracy claims, arguing that Texas does not recognize a cause of action for aiding
and abetting a frandulent scheme separate from conspiracy, that Plaintiffs had failed to allege
particularized facts establishing BDO USA knowingly aided and assisted in the Stanford Ponzi
scheme, that Plaidtiffs’ conspiracy claim was barred by a {wo-year limitations period and that
Plaintiffs failed to allege particularized facts to demonstrate BDO USA had the requisite meeting
of the minds with the alleged co-conspirators to engage in a Ponzi scheme. BDOQ International,
BDO Global and Brussels Worldwide each rﬁovcd to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(2) alieging they
were not subject {o the Court’s personal jurisdiction, and BDO International and Brussels
Worldwide sought dismissal under Rule 12(b)(6) on the ground that they did not exist at the time
of the events giving rise (o Plaintiffs’ canses of action. They also incorporated all of the
arguments made by BDXO USA in favor of dismissal.

C. Mediation and Settlement

24.  The mediation that resulted in the settlement was held with former United States
District Judge Layn Phillips in New York on August 28, 2014, Former Judge Phillips, now with
the law firm Irell & Manella, has cxtensive experience mediating accounting and audit
malpractice cases, having mediated and successfully resolved some of the largest accounting and
audit tnalpractice cases in &cent U.S, history.

25. I attended the mediation on behalf of OSIC and the Investor Plaintiffs. The
mediation lasted a full day with numerous back and forth offers and demands, ultimately
resulting in the $40 million settlement that is the subject of the Motion. Without the tireless
effort of the Receiver, OSIC, Investor Plaintiffs and Plamtiffs’ Counsel in investigating and

prosecuting these claims as part of the overall effort to recover money from third parties for the
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benefit of Stanford’s investors, the settiement could never have been achieved, and the BDO
Lawsuits weuld likely have drageed on for years with an uncertain outcome and great expense to
the parties,
D. The Settlement is Fair and Reasonable and Should be Approved

26. It is my opinion based upon-years of experience prosecuting and seftling complex
investor class actions under the TSA, including cases against accounting firms Hke Deloitte &
Touche, as well as complex receivership Ponzi scheme litigation, that the BDO Seftlement is fair
and reasonable and in the best interests of the Stanford receivership estate and the Stanford
investors and should be approved by the Cowt. 1 also believe that the BDO Settlement
represents the best result that could be achieved given the limits of BDO’s insurance. The risks,
uncertainty and the Iength of time it would fake to get to trial or a final hearing in arbitration in
the BDO Lawsuits further favors the settlement. In Hght of these practical considerations
impacting the ability of BDO to pay a settlement, the BDO Settlement represents an exfremely
good result for the Stanford receivershiip estate and its investors. Therefore, I believe the BDO
Seitlement is in the best interests of the Stanford receivership estate and its investors and should
be approved.

L. ATTORNEYS’ FEES

A, The Contingency Fee Agreement

27.  Plaintiffs’ Counseél have been jointly handling alt of the Stanford Cases referenced
above, including the BDO Lawsuits, pursuant to twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee
agreements with OSIC (in cases in which OSIC is a named Plaintiff) and the Investor Plaintiffs
(in investor class action lawsuits).

28. -As stated in the Motion, the Movants seek Court approval to pay Plaintiffs’

Declaration of Edward C. Snyder 11

APP 0165




Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2138-5 Filed 05/15/15 Page 12 of 67 PagelD 59901

Counsel a fee equal-to an aggregale of twenty-five percent (25%) of the Net Recovery (i.e., the

seftlement amount less allowable disbursements) in the BDO Lawsuits. This is the fee agreed to

be paid to Plaintiffs’ Counsel by OSIC and the Investor Plaintiffs, and this is the amount of the

fee for which approval is sought in the Motion.
B. The 25% Contingency Fee is Fair and-Reasonable
29. T is my opinion that the fee requested in the Motion is reasonable in comparison
“to the total net amount to be recovered for the benefit of the Stanford investors. The twenty-five
percent (25%) contingency fee was heavily negotiated between OSIC and Plaintiffs’ Counsel,
and is substantially below the typical market rate contingency fee percentage of 33% to 40% that
most law firms would demand to handle cases of this complexity and magnitude. Tn certain
instances, OSIC interviewed other potential counsel who refused to handle the lawsuits without a
~ higher percentage fee. The BDO Lawsuits and the other third-party lawsuits are extraordinarily
large and complex, involving voluminous records and electronic data and requiting many years

of investigation, discovery and dispesitive motions to get to tial,

30,  Moreover the BDO Lawsuits and the companion Stanford Cases, many of which -

were filed over 5 years ago, involve significant financial outlay and risk by Plaintiffs’ Counsel.
The investor class actions were dismissed following the Court’s SLUSA ruling, and motions to
dismiss remained pending for years in thé majority of the Stanford Cases. Plaintiffs” Counsel is
" tight now in the midst of seeking class certification in several of the related cases. Plaintiffs’
counsel has, for many years now, borne significant risk of loss through dispositive motions or at
trial after years of work for no compensation, and an almost certain appeal following any victory
at trial. A twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee is reasonable given the time and effort

required to litigate these cases, their complexity and the risks nvolved.
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D. Time and Effort of Plaintiffs’ Counsel

31.  Since February 2009, mysclf and my law firm have dedicated thousands of hours of
time to the prosecution of Stanford litigation on a contingent fee basis. This includes time spent
investigating and understanding the background and histdry of the complex web of Stanford
companics, the operations, financial transactions, interrelationskip and dealings between and
among the various Stanford entities and the defendants we have sued, the facts relating to the
Ponzi scheme and how it was perpetrated through the varions Stanford entities, and the
involvement of the third-party defendants in the foregoing cases wlith Stanford. Without a
comprehensive investigation and understanding of this background, it would not have been
possible to formulate viable claims against the third-party defendants and prosecute them
successfully.

32,  Tven a cursory review of the Cowrt’s docket in all of thesc cases reveals the
immense -amount of work that Plaintiffs’ Counsel have put into the prosecution of all of these
lawsuits since 2009, However, the docket and pleadings only reveal the work that is filed with
the Court. As discussed further herein, and as the Court is aware, the prosecution of lawsuits of
this magnitude and complexity bas required a tremendous amount of time and effort to
investigate the facts, research the relevant legal issues, coordinate and strategize with counsel
and clients regarding the handling of the cases, conduct discovery, prepare the briefs and.
motions, attempt to negotiate settlements, and prepare cases for summary judgment and/or trial.
Plaintifs’ Counsel have collectively spent thousands of hours since 2009 in their investigation
and prosecution of the lawsnits referenced above, including the BDO Lawsuits.

33, Over the last 6 vears,-myself and other aﬁomcys and paralegals from my law firm

have spent thousands of hours in uncompensated time worth millions of dollars investigating and
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prosecuting the Stanford Cases, including the BDO litigation. On average, well in excess of 60-
70% of my practice over the last 6 years (and more typically 80-100% of my time on any given
week) has been dedicated to these Stanford cases- I personally have worked many late nights and
virtually every weekend for the last 6 years on Stanford cases or Stanford-related matters without
compensation. Basically my law practice over the last 6 years has bzen dedicated almost
exoiusively to the Stanford Cases, to the exclusion of other clients and work.

34,  The total amount of attorney and paralegal time invested in the Stanford Cases by
myself and other attorneys and paralegals at my Firm totals in excess of $7 million at our hourly
billing rates applicable to complex cases like these, all of which time has Been uncompensated to
date.

35.  Because alot of the time myself and my firm have spent wesking generally on the
Stanford litigation, including e.g., investigative work, briefing and the SLUSA Appeal, was
beneficial to all Stanford- litigation mecluding the BDO Lawsuits, I performed an analysis of my
firmns® time records in all of the Stanford litigation in order to (1) identify time my firm spent
working on projects that provided a benefit across multiple Stanford cases (e.g., time spent
investigating facts, interviewing witnesses and rcviewing documents at the Receiver’s
warehouse; time spent researching and briefing case law to develop and defend viable claims,
and time spent on the SLUSA Appeal} and then (2} divide and attribute that time amongst and
between the different Stanford cases on a pro rata basis, Thus for example I attributed anywhere
from 5% to 20% of time (depending on the project or category of work) my firm spent working
on projects that in my view provided a benefit across multiple Stanford Cases to the BDO
lavesuits.

36.  The result of that attribution analysis is thatf, as of April 10, 2015, my firm has
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spent over 698 hours of attorney and paralegal time worth $402,430.00 at our applicable hourly
rates for complex cases of this nature consisting of time that was either dedicated directly to the

BDO Lawsuits, or which I feel is rightfully and equitably attributable to the BDO Lawsuits.

billing statements for the BDO-Receiver Lawsuit (Exhibit 1) and the BDO Investor Lawsuit

(Exhibit 2), reflecting attorney and paralegal time dedicated tothe BDO Lawsuits up to April 10,

37. 1 aitach hereto as Exhibits “1™ and “27 true and correct copies of my Firm’s fee

2015. The total valve atforney and paralegal time my Fimm has invested in the BDO Lawsuits to

date is $402,430.00. The vast majority of the work on these cases has been péfformed by me, as

can be seen in the chart below;

3:11-ev-1115 Wilkinson v. BDO USA, LLP; ef al
Biller Hourly Rate Hours Billed  Total
ECS | Edward Snyder $600,00 438" $262,800.00
JRC | jesse Castillo 5600.00 8 $4,800.00
BC | Bianca Cantu $100.00 0 50.00
SR Sandy Rivas £100.00 145 $1,450.00
460.5 5269,050.00
3-12-ev-01447 OSICv. BDO, USA, LLP, ef al
Biller Hourly Rate  Hours Billed  Total
ECS | Edward Snyder 5600.00 215.55 $130,764.35
JRC | Jesse Castillo $600.00 8.5 $2,600,00
BC | Bianca Cantu $100.00 5.5 $555.10°
SR | Sandy Rivas $100.00 G $600.00
23555 $134,515.45

additional time that will be dedicated to the finalization of the instant Settlement.

38. I obviously anticipate investing additional time litigating these cases, as well as

39. © My firm has also incurred and paid $1,439.45 in expenses in the BDO OSIC

Case, and $0 in the BDO Investor Class case, for a total of §1,439 45,

40, In addition to the efforts described herein related to the BDO Lawsuits
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specifically, Plaintiffs’ Counsel invoived in the prosecution of the Iitigation against BDO were
also involved in the briefing and argument of the SEUSA Appeal to the Fifth Circuit and the
United States Supreme Court in the Troice investor class action lawsuits. But for Plaintiffs’
Counsel’s efforts over several vears to win the SLIJSA appeal, the Investor Lawsuit against
BDO could not have proceeded.

41.  The proposed settlement is the result of many years of effort and thousands of
hours of work by the Receiver, OSIC, Investor Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs’ Counsel as described
herein. But for the efforts of these parties, and the efforts of myself and my faw firm described
herein, there would be no BDO Settlement, which will net the Receivership estate and the
Stanford investors epproximately $3¢ million they would not have otherwise had.

42.  In light of the fremendous time and effort myself and my law firm-and the other
Plaintiffs’ Counsel have put into the overall effort to recover monies for the Stanford
Receivership Estate and- the investors, all of which was necessary to the successful prosecution
and resohation of the BDO case, it is my opinion= that the twenty-five percent (25%) fee to be
paid to counsel for OSIC and the Investor Plaintiffs for the settlement of the BDO Lawsuits is
very reasonable. Myself and my laws firm and the other Plaintiffs’ Counsel have worked
tirelessly for six years to attempt to recover money for the benefit of Stanford’s investors for
virtually no compensation,

Dated: April 27, 2015

Bdward C. Soyder
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Invoice submitted ko:

April 24, 2015

in Reference To: . The Official Stanford Investors Committee

v BBXO Global Coordination BV et,al

Professional Services

67772010 ECS

8/10/2010 ECS

10/11/2010 ECS

10/20/2010 ECS

11/0/2010 ECS

A111 Other
PREPARE FOR AND TRAVEL TO AUSTIN;

MEETING WITH KEVIN SADLER REGARDING LITIGATION

A111 Other
MEETING WITH CO-COUNSEL; ATTENDED HEARING BEFORE JUDGE
GODBEY; RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN ANTONIO

AT11 Other
TRAVEL TC DALLAS TO ATTEND MEETING OF INVESTOR COMMITTEE

A111 Cther

TRAVEL TO AUSTIN; EMAIL TO JANVEY REGARDING DOCUMENTS;
EMAIL TO COMMITTEE; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH
CO-COUNSEL

A111 Other

REVIEW OF CASE LAW REGARDING RECEIVERSHIP CLAIMS;
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL; E-MAILS WITH
CO-COUNSEL AND RECEIVER'S COUNSEL.

§-29103.0 BDO-0SIC

Hrs/Rate Amount
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/Mr
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/hr
1.00 600.00
600.00/hr
1.00 600.00
600.00/hr
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/r

APP (171



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2138-5 Filed 05/15/15 Page 18 of 67 PagelD 59907

Page 2
Hrs/Rate Amount
11/16/2010 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
ATTENDED INVESTCR COMMITEE MEETING. B00.00/Ar 5
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH SEC LAWYER. :
REVIEW OF OIC REPORT EXHIBITS.
. 11/15/2010 ECS A111 Other - 2.00 1,200.00 !
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON. 600.00/hr :
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AT RECEIVER WAREHOUSE.
11/16/2010. ECS  A111 Other _ 1.00 &00.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AT RECEIVER WAREHOUSE. 600.00/hr
RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN ANTONIO.
14/17/2010 ECS A111 Other: 1.09 600.00 '
REVIEW OF STANFORD LEGAL DEPARTMENT INVENTORY INDEX. 600,00/hr .
11/118/2010 ECS  A111 Other 1.50 900,00
TRAVEL TO AUSTIN; MEETING OF LITIGATION SUB-COMMITTEE OF 600.00/hr
INVESTOR COMMITTEE.
RETURN TO SAN ANTONIO
11/20/2010 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW QF STANFORD LAW DEPARTMENT FILE INVENTORY LIST. 600.00/hr
11/22/2010 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 800.00
REVIEW OF LEGAL DEPARTMENT INVENTORY LIST. 600.00/hr
11/23/2010 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL AND BILL REID; 600.00/Mhr
"CONTINUED REVIEW OF STANFORD LEGAL DEPARTMENT
INVENTORY LIST; LETTER TO BAKER BOTTS
1/4/20%1 ECS  A111 Cther 1.60 600.00

VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL AND TELEPHONE 600.00/hr
CONFERENCE WITH RECEIVER AND COMMITTEE
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Hrs/Rate Amount
11512011 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
VARIOUS EMAILS AND TELEPHONE CONFERENCES 800.00/r
1772011 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
VARIOUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCES 600.00/hr
1/10/2011 MAC A111 Other 2.00 300.00
READ ARTICLES TO FAMILIARIZE MYSELF WITH CASE AND CLAIMS- 150.00/hr
WE WILL BE ALLEGING AGAINST THIRD PARTIES: REVIEW INITIAL
IAWSUITS FILED (STANDFORD SEC COMPLAINT, DEFENDING SEC
ADM. PROCEEDING). :
ECS A111 Other 1.00 60000
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
1/11/2011 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
11212011 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS B600.00/hr
1/13/2011 ECS  A111 Other 1.50 900.00
REVIEW AND SORT DOCUMENTS: TRAVEL TO DALLAS 600.00/hr
1M15/2011 ECS At111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS 600.00/r
1/17/2011 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
CONTINUED REVIEW OF DQCUMENTS $00.00/hr
1/118/2011 ECS  A111 Other ) 2.00- 1,200.00
PREPARED TOLLING AGREEMENT 600.00/hr
1/23/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF BOXES DOCUMENTS 6500.00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amount
1/24/2011 ECS A111.Cther 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
17252011 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW-OF DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
1/268/2011 ECS  A117 Other 1.00 600.00
WORKED ON TOLLING AGREEMENT 500.00/hr
2/2/2011 ECS A111 Other 1,00 £00.00
FINALIZED TOLLING AGREEMENT; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH 600,00/hr
RECEIVERS COUNSEL
2182011 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 800.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS ' 600.00/hr
2M2/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF BCCUMENTS; RESEARCHED LAW 600.00/hr
2/24/2011 ECS  A111 Other 5.00 3,000.00
REVIEW OF BDO DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
2252011 ECS  A111 Other 4.00 2,400.00
REVIEW OF BDO DOCUMENTS . 600.00/hr
ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
GATHERED DOCUMENTS TO GIVE TO HOLMAN TAUBE LAW FIRM 6090.00/r
3/4/2011 ECS At111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
E-MAILS WITH RECEIVER'S-COUNSEL; F-MAILS-WITH CO-COUNSEL; 600.00/hr
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS
3/4/2011 ECS A111 Other 4.00 2,400.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL; REVIEW OF BDO 800.00/Mhr
DOCUMENTS
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Hrs/Rate Amount
3/5/2011 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
REVIEW OF BDO DOCUMENTS 600.00MAr
3/20/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELEPHONE-CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING 600.00/Mhr
VARIOUS MATTERS
3/21/2011 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH GREG COSTA REGARDING 800.00/Mr
STATUS OF CRIMINAL CASE
3/2212011 JRC  A111 Other ' 2.00 550,00
TO OFFICES OF GREENSBERG; REVIEW DOCUMENTS. 275.00/hr
ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TC MIAMI; REVIEW OF GREENBERG TRAURIG DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
SRC A111 Other 5.00 500.00
FTl SEARCHES/PRINT E-MAILS FOR HOHMANN, TAUBE & SUMMER, 400.00/Mhr
LLP.
3232011 JRC  A111 Other 2.00 550,00
REMIEW DOCUMENTS. 275.00/hr
ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS IN MIAM 600.00/mr
3/2412011 JRC  A111 Other 2.00 550.00
REVIEW DOCUMENTS. 275.0C/hr
ECS A111 Cther 2.00 1,200.00
FINISHED REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS IN MIAMI 600.00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amount
51312011 ECS  A111 Other 1.50- 900.00
REVIEW AND PROVIDE COMMENTS TO RESPONSE TO BDO'S 8060.00/hr
MOTION TCO QUASH SUBPOENA
6/30/2011 ECS A111 Other . 2.00 1,200.00
MEETING WITH STANFORD WITNESS REGARDING BDO; TELEPHONE 600.00/Mhr
CONFERENCE WITH RECEIVER AND CO-COUNSEL
7/5/2011 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00 .
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH OPPOSING COUNSEL AND CO-COUNSEL; 600.00/he :
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL
7124/2011 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00 I
REVIEW OF LAW REVIEW ARTICLES ON IN PARI DELICTC 8060.00/hr :
9/21/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF IN PARI DELICTO MEMO; FORWARD BRIEFING ON 600.00fr
OWNERSHIP OF CLAIMS TO RECEWER AND REVIEW SAME;
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH INVESTOR COMMITTE
9/27/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.50 900.00
LLONG TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH RECEIVER ANDG-BAKER 600,60/hr
BOTTS REGARDING ESTATE CLAIMS
9/28/2011 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL AND RESEARCH REGARDING 600.00fr
POTENTIAL ESTATE CLAIMS VS BDO
g/29/2011 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL AND COMMITTEE, 600.00/hr
OFFICE CONFERENCE WITH JESSE R. CASTILLO REGARDING
STATUS;
JRC A111 Other 0.50 137.50
REVIEW MATERIAL IN PREPARATION OF MEETING. 275.00/hr
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:
Hrs/Rate Amount
410/6/2011 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
RESEARCH ON RECEIVER/CLAIMS; EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.0C/hr
10/8/2011 ECS  A111 Other 1.50 900.00
LONG TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN: VARIOUS 600.00/hr
EMAILS; RESEARCH
10112/2311 JRC  A111 Other 0.50 137.50
OFFICE CONFERENCE WITH MR. SNYDER; TELEPHONE 275.00/hr
CONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE.
w
11/7/2011 ECS A111 Other 0,50 300.00 i
TELFPHONE CONFERENCE WITH DOJ; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE 600.00/hr |
WITH JESSE R. CASTILLO; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH RALPH
JANVEY ' :
12/15/2011 ECS A111 Other : 2,00 4,200.00
VARIOUS TEI EPHONE CONFERENCES WITH AND EMAILS 600.00/r
REGARDING LAWSUITS: REVIEW IN PARI DELICITO MENO: :
RESEARCH ESTATE DAMAGES THEORIES
11312012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW MEMO FROM CHRIS AHART REGARDING RECEIVER 6C0.00/hr
CLAIMS: EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL
1/6/2012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE; TELEPHONE 600.00/mr
CONFERENCE WITH VARIOUS GO COUNSEL
JRC A111 Other 0.50 225.00 E
OFFICE CONFERENCE WITH MR. SNYDER; REVIEW EMAIL. 450.00/hr
1/8/2042 ECS A111 Other 0.75 450.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING 600.00/hr
RECEIVER CLAIMS
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Hrs/Rate Amount
143/2012 ECS A1t Other 1.00 600.00
LONG TELEPHONE CONFERENCE VWITH GUY HOHMANN; LONG 600.00/hr
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE COUNSEL:; WARIOUS
EMAILS WITH COMMITTEE COUNSEL
1/18/2012 ECS A111 Other . 1.00 600.00
VARIOUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCES WITH COMMITTEE LAWYERS 600.00/hr
AND EMAILS
1/19/2012 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
VARIOUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCES WITH AND EMAILS AND 600.00/Mr
WORKED ON ESTATE CLAIMS BRLEF
172012012 JRC  A111 Cther 1.00 450.00
OFFICE CONFERENCE WITH MR. SNYDER,; TELEPHONE 450.00/hr
CONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE COUNSEL; REVIEW EMAIL.
1/24/2012 ECS At111 Other ] 1.00 600,00
WORKED ON ESTATE CLAIMS BRIEF 600.00/kr
211772012 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
PREPARED ASSIGNMENT; EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL; FOLLOWED 600.00/hr
CRIMINAL TRIAL
3/22/2012 ECS A111 Other 1.50 900.00
VARIOUS EMAILS AND TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL AND 600.00/hr
REVIEW OF WITNESS STATEMENTS
4/9/2012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL; OFFICE CONFERENCE WITH 600.00/hr
JESSE R CASTILLO; EMAIL TO RECEIVER
4/10/2012 ECS  A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00

TELECONFERENCE WITH RALPH JANVEY; TELECONFERENCE WITH 600,00/hr
TEAM; VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING ESTATE
DAMAGES MODEL; REVIEW VAN TASSEL DECLARATION,; REVIEW
BDO REVISED COMPLAINT; VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL
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Hrs/Rate Amount
‘REGARDING DAMAGE MODEL
418/2012 ECS A111 Cther 1.00 600.060
VARIOUS EMAILS AND TELECONFERENCES 600.00/hr
4M18/2012 ECS A111 Other . 4.00 2,400.00
WORKED ON BDO COMPLAINT,; EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
4/20/2012 ECS  A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
EMAILS WITH OPPOSING COUNSEL;, WORKED ON ESTATE 600.00/hr
COMPLAINT AND DAMAGES ISSUES
412312012 ECS. A111 Cther : 1.00 600.00
REVIEW OF JL'S RECENT FILING; 600.00/r
4{26/2012 ECS- A111 Other . 3.00 - 1,800.00
VARIOUS TELECONFERENCES WITH AND EMAILS WITH G00.00/hr
GO-COUNSEL; RESEARCH ON ESTATE DAMAGE MODEL
4{30/2012 ECS  A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
REVIEW AND EDIT COMMITTEE COMPLAINT AGAINST BDO; REVIEW 600.00/4r
OF TRIAL TRANSCRIPT
5112012 ECS  A111 Other 1.580 a00.00
|LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING MCTION 600.00/hr
TO COMPEL AND DISCOVERY ISSUES; REVIEW OF TRIAL
TRANSCRIPT
5/3/2012 ECS  A111 Other 075 450,00
LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING ESTATE 600.00/hr
CASE
5/42012 ECS A111 Other 5.00 3,000.00
REVIEW CF TRIAL TRANSCRIPT; WORK ON ESTATE COMPLAINT 600.00/hr
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HrsiRate Amount
5/8/20112 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS AND TELECONFERENGES £00.00/hr
5/9/2012 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO COUNSEL REGARDING FILING OF 600.00/hr
COMPLAINT
5/15/2012 ECS AT Other 3.00 1,800.00
RESEARCH ON LEGAL ISSUES REGARDING RECEIVER CLAIMS 600.00/nr
5/18/2012 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL; TELECONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE; 600.00/hr
5/21/2012 EC5 A111 Other 0.50 300,00
REPORT TO CLIENT:; TELECONFERENCE WITH AND EMAKS WITH 600.00/hr
CO-COUNSEL
5/22/2012 ECS A111 Other. 0,25 150.00
EMAILS AND TELEPHONE CONFERENSES WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
5/24/2012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 £00.00
ATTEND TELECONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE; WORKED ON 600.00/hr
LITIGATION STATUS REPORT
5/25/2012 ECS  A111 Other 1.50 500.00
VARIOUS TELECONFERENCES WITH AND EMAILS WITH COMMITTEE; 600.00/hy -
OPPOSING COUNSEL AND CO-COUNSEL
8/6/2012 ECS A111 Other 0.50 360.00
MEETING WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING STATUS 500.00/hr
B/7/2012 ECS A111 Other ' 1.00 600.00
TRAVELED TO DALLAS; ATTENDED MEETING BETWEEN COMMITTEE 800.00/hr
AND RECEIVER
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Hrs/Rate Amount
6/15/2012 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
VARIOUS TELECONFERENCES WITH GUY HOHMANN,; EMAILS WITH 600.00/hr
RECENER
8/18/2012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH OPPOSING COUNSEL; TELECONFERENCE 600.00/hr
WITH COMMITTEE
6/19/2012 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECGNFERENCE WITH CG-CQUNSEL 600.00/hr
7/30/2012 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE; VAROUS EMANLS -800.00/hr
7/34/2012 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
REVIEW OF JUDGE GODBEY'S CH. 15 DECISION; VARIOUS EMAILS 600.00/hr ‘
AND TELECONFERENCES;-
8/10/2012 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
VARIOUS MEETINGS; EMAILS AND TELECONFERENCES; LEGAL 800.00/hr
RESEARCH
8/12/2012 ECS A111 Other 2,00 1,200.00
WORKED ON RESPONSE BRIEF FOR LEGAL ISSUES FOR RECEIVER 600,00/hr
CLAIMS :
8/24/2012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 £00.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS; ATTEND SUMITT MEETING WITH ANTIGUAN 600.00/hr
JLS, JANVEY AND DQOJ
10/16/2012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
ATTENDED COMMITTEE MEETING 600.00/hr
10/18/2012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600,00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS; ATTEND MEETING WITH RECEIVER; ATTEND 600.00/hr

STATUS CONFERENCE IN COURT
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12/8/2012 ECS A1 Other 1,00 600.00
REVIEW DOCUMENTS; PREPARE FOR AND TRAVEL TO DALLAS; © 600,00
MEETING WITH COMMITTEE
12118/2012 ECS  A141 Other 1,00 600.00
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON TO INTERVIEW LENA STINSON REGARDING 500.00/hr
VARIOUS MATTERS
12{21/2012 ECS A111 Other 0.50 306.00 ‘
VARIOUS EMAILS REGARDING SETTLEMENT NEGOTIATIONS 600.00/hr
1/23/2013 FCS  A111 Other 1,00 600.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING STATUS OF 600.00/r
JANVEY CASE VS. BDO
1/29/2013 ECS  A111 Other ' 0350 300.00
- VARICUS EMAILS VWTH COMMITTEE LATE AT NIGHT 600.00/hr
2/28/2013-ECS  A111 Other 1.00 £00.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS:; ATTEND MEETING OF RECEIVER AND OSIC 600.00/hr
3/20/2013 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS 600.00/hr
4/4/2013 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300,00
REVIEW OF NEW 5TH CIR. DECISION ON STANFORD 600,00/t
4/4)2013 ECS A111 Other .50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH MICHAEL STANLEY REGARDING YOLANDA 800.00/hr
SUAREZ
411212013 ECS A111 Other , 0.50 300.00
MEETING WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amount
41152013 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH OPPOSING COUNSEL REGARDING 600.00/r
MEDIATION.
4/17/2013 ECS A111 Cther ' . 0.50 300.0D
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL AND WITH OPPOSING COUNSEL 600.00/hr
REGARDING MEDIATION
5/10/2093 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TO AUSTIN AND MEETING WTIHINVESTORS COMMITTEE 600:00/hr
AND RECEIVER REGARDING BDO AND HOHMANN
5/11/2013 ECS A111 Other : 0.50 300.00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 800.00/hr -
5/15/2013 ECS A111 Other ' 0.50 '309.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH JOHN LITTLE; TELECONFERENCE WITH 600.00/r
GUY HOHMANN
5/18/2013 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600,00
RESEARCH/UPDATE CASE LAW 500.00/hr
5/22/2013 ECS A111 Other 0.75 450.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE REGARDING STATUS 600.00/hr
6/11/2013 BC  A111 Gther : 1.50 " 150.00
START TC REORDER STANFORD CRIMINAL TRIAL TRANSCRIPTS. 100,00/hr
6/12/2013 SRC A7 Other . 1.00 100,00
' REVIEW CRIMINAL GASE TRIAL TRANSCRIPTS ' 100.00/hr :
BC  A111 Gther | 2.00 200,00
RECRDER STANFORD CRIMINAL TRIAL TRANSCRIPTS; CREATE 100.00/hr ‘

INDEX OF TRANSCRIPTS; SEARCH CERTAIN PARTS OF
TRANSCRIPTS (PER ECS INSTRUCTION)
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6/13/2013 BC  A111 Other 2.00 200.00
CONTINUE REORDER OF STANFORD CRIMINAL TRIAL 100.00thr
TRANSCRIPTS; FINISH INDEX OF TRANSCRIPTS; CONTINUE TO
SEARCH TRANSCRIPT (PER ECS INSTRUCTICN)
ECS A111 Other ‘ 1.00 800,00
LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN REGARDING 600.00/hr
STATUS ’
6/18/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER; TELECONFERENCE 600.00/hr
WITH JOHN LITTLE; REVIEW EMAILS FROM GUY HOHMANN
6/20/2013 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
REVIEW OF NEW SECOND CIRCUIT DECISIONIN MADOFF 600.00/hr
6/26/2013 ECS A111 Other .50 300.00
VARIOQUS EMAILS REGARDING BDO STATUS 600.00/hr
7/3/2013 ECS A1i11 Other 1.00 600,00
TELECONFERENCE WiTH JOHN LITTLE: REVIEW AND RESPOND TO 600.00/hr
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH COMMITTEE AND GUY HOHMANN
718{2013 ECS A111 Other 0.25 150.00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL , 600.00/hr
7192013 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH BDC COUNSEL AND FOLLOW UP 600.00/hr
TELECONFERENCE WITH JOHN UTTLE REGARDING MEDIATICON
7112013 ECS  A111 Other 0.75 450.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER; EMAILS WITH J, LITTLE 600.00/hr
8/7/2013 ECS A111 Other 0.25 150.00
EMAILS REGARDING STATUS 600.00/hr
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81212013 ECS A111 Other : 0.50 300.00 .
\ VARIOUS EMAILS - 600.00/hr
8/22/2013 EGS A111 Other D.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE REGARDING BDG-STATUS 600.00/hr
8/29/2013 ECS A111 Other 0.75 450,00
TELECONFERENCE WITH GUY HOEMANN; EMAIL TO NEW 600.00/hr
ACCOUNTING MALPRACTICE LAWYER :
9/4/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600,00
TELECONFERENCE WITH STEVE THOMAS; EMAIL TO JOHN LITTLE 600.00/hr- =
REGARDING BDO
9/5/2013 ECS A111 Other 2.50 1,500,00
LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH JOHN LITTLE; GATHERED 600.00/hr
MATERIALS AND FORWARDED TO STEVE THOMAS REGARDING BDO
9/6/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 800.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH STEVE THOMAS; J. LITTLE ET AL 600.00/hr
REGARDING BDO
9/9/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS; ATTEND OSIC AND RECEIVER MEETING 600.00¢hr
9/10/2013 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
REVIEW MEMOS ON SETTLEMENT MECHANISMS AND CASE LAW ON 600.00/hr
RECEIVER SETTLEMENT; TELEGONFERENGE WITH JANVEY AND :
SADLER ;
9/17/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.50 900.00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL; EMAILS WITH RECEIVER: 600.00/hr :
TELECONFERENCE WITH JOHN LITTLE
9/20/2013 ECS A111 Other €.50 300.00

TELECONFERENCE WITH STEVE SORENSON AND CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
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8/30/2013 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WAITH STEVE THOMAS AND STEVE SORENSCN 600:00/hr
10/8/2013 ECS A111-Other ’ 0.50 306.00
TELEGONFERENCE-WITH STEVE THCMAS AND STEVE SORENSON 600.00/hr
10/14/2013 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00.
TRAVEL TO DALLAS; ATTENDED MEETING WITH RECEIVER AND 600.60/hr
COMMITTEE AND INTERVIEWED POTENTIAL NEW LEAD COUNSEL
10/15/2013 ECS  A111 Cther 1.00 600.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH DCOUG BUNCHER; FORWARD VARIOUS 600.00/hr
MATERIALS REGARDING BDO
10/18/2013° ECS A111 Other 0.7% 450.{)0
; EMAILS; TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER REGARDING 600.00/hr
BDO
10/21/2013 ECS A111 Other 1,00 600.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH JOHN LITTLE AND DOUG BUNCHER; 600.00/hr
TELECONFERENCE WITH CALIFORNIA LAWYERS
10/23/2013 ECS A111 Cther 0.50 300.00
EMAILS AND TELECONFERENCE WITH RECEIVER COUNSEL 600.00/hr
10/30/2013 ECS  A111 Gther 0.25 150.00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
1111612013 ECS A111 Other 0.75 450.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH OPPOSING COUNSEL REGARDING 600.0C/hr
STATUS OF SETTLEMENT NEGOTIATIONS -
11/22/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00

ATTENDED RECENER AND COMMITTE MEETING 600.00/hr
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1/15/2014 ECS

1/16/2014 ECS

1128/2014 ECS

2/25/2014 ECS

3/5/2014 ECS

3/21/2014 ECS

3/25/2014 ECS

3/26/2014 ECS

3/28/2014 ECS

41312014 ECS

A111 Other
VARIOUS EMAILS AND PROVIDE UPDATE TGO CLIENTS

Al11 Other
TRAVEL TO DALLAS: ATTEND STATUS CONFERENCE; ATTENDING
MEETING WITH RECEIVER AND COMMITTEE

A111 Ofher
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL

A111 Other
TELECONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMAN; TELECGNFERENCE WITH
DOUG BUNCHER

A111 Other
REVIEW OF FILE AND DOCKET SHEET; TELECONFERENCE WITH
OPPOSING COUNSEL ; EMAILS

A111 Other
TRAVEL TO DALLAS; ATTEND MEETING OF INVESTOR COMMITTEE
AND RECEIVER

A111 Other
REVIEW OF DOCS AND PREPARE FOR LENA STINSCN INTERVIEW.

A111 Other -
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; IN DEPTH INTERVIEW OF LENA STINSON;
RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN ANTONIO

A111 Other
LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH MICHAEL STANLEY (LAWYER FCOR
YOLANDA SUAREZ).

A111 Other
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL,; REVIEW OF SETTLEMENT
DOCUMENTS IN MADOFF

Hrs/Rate

0.50
600.00/hr

1.00
600.00/hr

0.25
600.00/hr

1.00
600.00/hr

0.75
600.00/hr

1.00
£00.00/hr

1.00
600.00/hr

1.05
800.00/Hr

0.50
600.00/hr

1.00
600.00/hr

Page 17

Amount

300.00

600.00

150.00

600.00

450.00

600.00

600.00

630.00

300.00

600.00
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4/8/2014 ECS

4972014 ECS

5/8/2014 ECS

5/21/2014 ECS

52212014 EGS

6/6/2014 ECS

61122014 ECS

7712014 ECS

7/22/2014 ECS

7124/2014 ECS

7/30/2014 ECS

A111 Other .
VARIOUS TELECONFERENCES, EMAILS, DISCUSSIONS AND
RESEARCH REGARDING SETTFLEMENT STRUCTURES

A111 Other
VARIOUS EMAILS

A111 Other
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; INTERVIEW OF REBECCA HAMRIC

AT111 Other
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS; PREPARE FOR INTERVIEW OF YOLANDA
SUAREZ; TRAVEL TO MIAMI

ATI1 Other
INTERVIEW YOLANDA SUAREZ; RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN ANTONIO

A111 Other
TELECONFERENCE-WITH RECEIVER REGARDING RELEASE FORMS

At11 Other
REVIEW OF SEC; BEPOSITION TRANSCRIPTS.OF JANE BATES AND
BERNIE YOUNG

A111 Other
TRAVEL TO DALLAS; MEETING WITH QSIC AND RECEIVER

A111 Other
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING STATUS

A111 Other
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL

A111 Other
EMAILS REGARDING SETTLEMENT

Page 18
Hrs/Rate Amount
1.00 600.00
600.00/Mhr
0.50 300.00
600.00/hr
1.00 -600.00
600.00/hr
1.00 600.00
600.00/hr
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/nr
0.50 300.00
600.00/hr
1,00 600.00
600.00/Mr
1.00 800.00
600.00/hr
0.50 300.00
600.06/hr
0.50 300.00
600.00/hr
0.50 300.00
600.00/0r
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Page 19
Hrs/Rate Amount
8/12/2014 ECS A111 Other .00 600.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH ED DAVIS; VARIOUS EMAILS 600.00/hr
B/21/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.25 150.00
EMAILS REGARDING MEDIATION -800.00/hr
9/9/2014 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
PROVIDE COMMENTS TO SETTLEMENT AGEEMENT AND MOTION TO 600.00/hr
APPROVE
9/11/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS 600.00/hr
9/22/2014 ECS AT11 Cther .75 450.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH RECEIVER AND COUNSEL REGARDING 800.00/hr
SETTLEMENT; REVIEW LETTER FROM RECEIVER: FOLLOW UP
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-CCUNSEL
8/25/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.25 150.00
REVIEW EMAILS 6C0.00/hr
11/8/2014 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING STATUS 800.00/hr
ECS A111 Other 2,00 1,200.00
REVIEWED SETTLEMENT DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
11/8/2014 ECS A111 Other 2.50 1,500.00
PREPARFD BDO SETTLEMENT DECLARATION 600.00/hr
11/12/2014 ECS  A111 Other ' 1.0 800.00
REVIEW OF SETTLEMENT DRAFTS AND ATTENDED €00.00/hr
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL
* For professional services rendered 237.55  $133,380.00
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Page 20
Amount
Previous balance $1,439.45
Accounts receivable transactions
2/23/2015 Payment - Thank You No. Wire ($1,439.45)
Total paymenis and adjustments ($1,439.45}
Balance due $133,380.00
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CASTILLO SNYDER, F.C.
Bank Of America Plaza, Suite 1020

300 Convent

San Antonio, Texas 78205

invoice # 2235

Invoice submitted to:

April 24, 2015

In Reference To; Wilkinson et al v. BDO USA, LLP et al

Professional Services

5/23/2009 ECS

BI6/2009 ECS

B/7/2009 ECS

6/8/2008 ECS

§/9/2009 ECS

8/11/2008 ECS

A111 Other
Investigation of Stanford background facts; research case law for causes
of action vs. third parties,

A111 Other
Investigation of Stanford background facts; research case law for causes
of action vs. third parties

A111 Cther
Investigation of Stanford background facls; research case law for causes
of action vs. third parties; began drafting prototype Complaint

At111 Other
Investigation of Stanford background facts; research case law for causes
of action vs. third parties; woarked on prototype Complaint

A111 Other
Investigafion of Stanford background facts; research case law for causes
of action vs. third parties; worked on prototype Complaint

A111 Other
Investigation of Stanford background facts; research case law for causes
of action vs. third parties; worked on prototype Complaint

§-29103.0 BDO-Class

Hrs/Rate Amount
1.00 600.00
600.00/Mr
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/hr
1.00 600.00
600.00/Mhr
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/hr
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/Mr
1.00 600.00
600.00/he
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Page 2
Hrs/Rate Amount
6/13/2008 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
investigation of Stanford background facts; research case law for causes 800.00/hr
of action vs. third parties; worked on prototype Complaint
B/15/2009 EGS A111 Other ) 2.00 1,200.00
Investigation of Stanford background facts; research case law for causes 600.00/hr
of action vs. third parties; worked on prototype Complaint
6/M6/2008 ECS AT11 Other 2.00 1,200.00
Investigation of Stanford background facts; research case law-for causes 600.00/hr
of action vs. third parties; worked on prototype Complaint
6/17/2009 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
Investigation of Stanford background facts; research case law for causes 6C0.00/hr
of action vs. third parties; worked on prototype Complaint
6/18/2009 ECS A111 Other . 1.00 600.00
Investigation of Stanford background facts, research case law for causes 600.00/hr
of action vs. third parties; worked on prototype Complaint :
6/19/2008 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF CRIMINAL INDICTMENT OF STANFORD, ET AL; 600.00/hr
PREPARED REPORT FOR CLIENTS; WORKED CN PROTOTYPE
COMPLAINT
6/22/2009 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
WORKED ON PROTOTYPE COMPLAINT 600.00/hr
B/23/2008 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
WORKED ON PROTOTYPE COMPLAINT 600.00/hr
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Page 3
Hrs/Rate Amount
6/24/2008 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.06
WORKED ON FROTOTYPE COMPLAINT 600.00/hr
8/25/2009 ECB3 A111 Other 2.09 1,20C.00
’ VWORKED ON PROTOTYPE COMPLAINT 600.00/hr
6/26/2009 ECS A111 Other - 1.00 600.00
WORKED ON PROTOTYPE COMPLAINT 600.00¢hr
6/27/2009¢ ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00 .
WORKED ON PROTOTYPE COMPLAINT 600.00/hr ;
1
6/28/2008 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00 ;
WORKED ON COMPLAINT 600.00/hr ‘
8/5/2008 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
RESEARCH LAW ON MDL PROCEEDINGS 800.00/hr
8/7/2009 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH NICK FOLEY; REVIEW MDL CASE 600.00/hr
LAV, WORKED ON NEW REPORT TO CLIENTS; RESEARCH-CASE LAW
8/19/2008 ECS A111 Other 1.60 §00.00
REVIEW OF FTI REPORT; EMAILS WITH CC-COUNSEL, 600.00/hr
8/21/2009 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW GF VARICUS PARTIES' RESPONSES TO MDL; TELEPHOKE 600.00/hr
CONFERENCE WITH SEC; REVIEW OF LOUISIANA CLASS ACTION j
8/21/2008 ECS AT111 Other : 1.00 600.00 .
RESEARCH ON CLASS ISSUES 500.00/hr i
9/2/2009 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,26C.00
RESEARCH ON LEGAL ISSUES; WORKED ON COMPLAINT 600.00/hr
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Page 4

Hrs/Rate Amount

9/29/2009 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW OF VARIOUS PLEADINGS FILED IN SEC CASE; EMAILS WITH 600.00/hr
SVC; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WATH CLIENTS

10/5/2008 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
’ REVIEW OF MDL ORDER; MEETING AND EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
10/18/2009 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH GENERAL COUNSEL OF TSSB; 600,00/hr
REVIEW OF NEW MDL ORDER
10/28/2008 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
LONG TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH KEVIN EDMUNDSON OF 600.00/hr

SEC; MEETINGS

11/2/2009 FGS  At11 Other 0.75 450,00
EMAILS WITH CLIENTS; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH LAWYER 600.00/r-
FOR JASON GREEN
11M12/2009 JRC A111 Other 0.50 300.00
OFFICE CONFERENCE WITH MR. SNYDER REFERENCE STRATEGY. 600.00/hr
ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
LONG TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH SEC REGARDING 600.00/hr

COORDINATION OF LITIGATION; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH
CO-COUNSEL & ASSOCIATED CLASS COUNSEL, RESEARCH ON TSA

CASE LAW
11/13/2009 ECS A111 Other . 1.00 600.00
RESEARCH ON TSA CLAIMS; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH 600.00/hr

CO-COUNSEL; EMAIL MCRGENSTEN

11/16/2008 JRC A111 Other 1.00 600.00
CONFERENCE WITH MR. SNYDER REFERENCE STRATEGY. 500.00/Mhr
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Page 5
-Hrs/Rate Amount
11/16/2009 ECS A111 Cther 1.00 600.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH TSSB; RESEARCH ON TSA AND 600.00/hr
REGISTRATION EXEMPTIONS; MEETING WITH CO-COUNSEL
11/20/2008 ECS  At111 Other : 2.00 1,200.00
RESEARCH ON TSA CLAIMS &00,00thr
1442372008 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 500.00
PREPFPARED MEMO TO CO-COUNSEL REGARDING- SECURITIES 600.00/hr
REGISTRATION ISSUES
12/3/2009 ECS A111 Cther 1.00 600.00
RESEARCH LAW ONREGISTRATION REQUIREMENT FOR 600.00/hr
SECURITIES: MEETING WITH ANGIE KOGUTT OF SVC
12/4/2009 ECS A111 Other ' 1.00 600.00
CONTINUED RESEARCH ON EXEPTION FROM TSA REGISTRATION; 600.00/hr
EMAILS TO CO-COUNSEL; REVIEW OF IRS FILING IMPLICATING
MAURICIO ALVARADO
12/7/2009 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELEPHGNE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL; RESEARCH ON 600.00/hr
CLASS ACTION LAW
12/21/2009 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
CONTINUED REVIEW AND RESEARCH OF CASE LAW &00.00/hr
12/28/2009 ECS  At11 Other 3.00 1,800.00
RESEARCH AND WORK ON AMENDED CLASS COMPLAINT: OFFICE 600.00/hr
CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL
12/30/2009 ECS  At11i1 Other 2,00 1,200.00
CONTINUED RESEARCH AND WORKING ONRESPONSES TO 600,00/hr
DEFENSE ARGUMENTS
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Page 5]
Hrs/Rate Amount
1M1/2010 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
CONTINUED RESEARCH AND WORK ON RESPONSE TO MTD 600.00/hr
REGARDING INVESTOR CLAIMS
17252010 ECS  A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
MEETING IN D.C. WITH SEC AND OTHERS; RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN 600.00Mr
ANTONIOQ
1726/2010 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
WORKED ON LEGAL ISSUES 600.00/hr
311172010 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON TO INTERVIEW WITNESSES; WORKED CN BOG.00Mhr
MOTION TO DISMISS STRATEGY; RETURN TO SAN ANTONIO;
PREPARED MEMO TO CO-COUNSEL REGARDING DIVISION OF WORK
3/M12/2010 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS; INTERVIEW WITNESSES 600.00/hr
3/18/2010 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; REVIEWED DOCUMENTS AT WAREHOUSE 600.00/r
3M19/2010 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AT HOUSTON WAREHOUSE 600.00/hr
3/23/2010 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
VARICUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH AND EMAILS WITH 600.00/hr
CO-COUNSEL; EMAIL DAVID FINN REGARDING JIM DAVIS
COOPERATION IN CASES
3/25/2010 ECS  A111 Other 2,00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; REVIEW DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
3/26/2010 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW DOCUMENTS AT HOUSTON WAREHOUSE 600.00/hr
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Page 7
Hrs/Rate Amgunt
3/29/2010 ECS  A111 Other 100 600.00
COORDINATE TRIP TG STANFORD WAREHOUSE TO VIEW 80C.00/r
DOCUMENTS
3/31/2010 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS IN HOUSTON 600.00/hr
4/16/2010 ECS  AT111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF 150 PAGE SEC INSPECTOR GENERAL REPORT: 800.00/hr
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CLIENTS; SVC; CO-COUNSEL, ETC.
4/18/2010 ECS A111 Other : 2.00 1,200.00
DETAILED REVIEW OF SEC IG REPORT REGARDING EFFECT ON 600.00/hr
CASES
4/20f2010 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL; EMAILS WITH DAVID FINN; OFFICE 600.00/hr
CONFERENCE WITH JESSE R. GASTILLO
4/24/2010 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
DETAILED REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS FROM RECEIVER 500.00/hr
10/21/2010 ECS  A111 Other 1.06 600.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AT BAKER BOTTS AUSTIN: 600.00/hr
10/22/2010 ECS  A111 Cther 1.00 . 600.00
DOCUMENT REVIEW IN AUSTIN; RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN ANTONIO; 600.00/hr
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH INVESTOR COMMITTEE
12/14/2010 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
REVIEW GF DOCUMENTS; EMAILS WITH INVESTOR COMMITTEE 800.00/hr
12/15/2010 ECS  A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS; EMAIL TO RECEIVER: TELEPHONE 600.00/hr

CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL
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Pags 8

Hrs/Rate Amount

12/16/2010 ECS  A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS 600.00/Mhr

12/17/2010 ECS A111 Other C.50 300.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE 600.00/4Ar

12!19/2()10 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
REVIEYW OF DOCUMENTS 600,00/hr

12/20/2010 ECS  AT11 Other 3.00 1,800.00
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; REVIEW DOCUMENTS AT WAREHOUSE 600.00/hr

122442040 ECS  A111 Other 2.0C 1,260.00
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; REVIEW DOCUMENTS AT WAREHOUSE 600.00/hr

12/22/2010 ECS  A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON; REVIEW DOCUMENTS AT WAREHOUSE 600.00/hr

12/23/2010-ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr

12/27/2010 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON, REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr

12/28/2010 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
CONTINUED REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS IN HOUSTON; RETURN 600.00/hr

TRAVEL TO HOUSTCN

12/29/2010 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
CONTINUED REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS IN HOUSTON 800.00/hr

12/30/2010 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS IN HOUSTON 600.00/hr
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Page 9
Hrs/Rate Amount
12/31/2010 ECS  A111 Other 4.00 600.00
GONTINUED REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS €00.00/hr
1/1/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.00° 500.00
REIVEW OF DOCUMENTS FROM RECEIVER 600.00/hr
20712011 ECS  A111 Other : 2.50 1,500.00
RESEARCH CASE LAW FOR CAUSES OF ACTION 800.00/hr
2/28/2011 ECS At111 Other 3.50 2,100.00
MEETING WITH GUY HOHMAN AND WADE JEFFRIES REGARDING 600.00/hr
POTENTIAL CLAIMS AGAINST BDO
ECS A111 Other 4,00 2.,400.00
REVIEW OF BDG DOCUMENTS 600.00/Mhr
3/4/2011 ECS  A111 Other 4.00 2,400.00
REVIEW OF BDO DOCUMENTS 500.00/hr
3/2/2011 ECS A111 Other : 1.00 B6G0.00 i
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL - 600.00/hr : ‘
3/3/2011 ECS A111 Other g 4,00 2,400.00
REVIEW OF BDO DOCUMENTS 600.00/hr
3/10/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL; TELEPHONE 600.00/hr
CONFERENCE WITH BEN KRAGE; EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL AND
BEN KRAGE
3112011 ECS  A111 Other 1.50 800.00
EMAILS AND TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL AND 600.00/hr

OPPOSING COUNSEL, TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE
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Page 10
Hrs/Rate Amount
3/21/2011 SRC A111 Other 6.00 C600.00
FTlI SEARCHES/PRINT E-MAILS FOR HOHMANN, TAUBE & SUMMER, 100.06hr
L.L.P.
3/22/2011. SRC  A111 Other 3.50 350.00
. FTI SEARCHES/PRINT E-MAILS FOR HOHMANN, TAUBE & SUMMER, 100.00/hr
Lk P,
313072011 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
313172011 ECS  A111 Other 0.25 150.00
EMAILS WITH COCOUNSEL 600.00/hr
4/8/2011 ECS  Ad11 Other 4,00 2.400.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AT HOUSTON WAREHOUSE 600,00/
4/12/2011 ECS A111 Other 3:00 1,800.00
TRAVEL TO HOUSTON: REVIEW OF DOCLMENTS AT WARFHOUSE 600.00/hr
4/13/2011 SRC A111 Other 2.00 200.00
FTI SEARCHES/PRINT E-MAILS FOR HOHMANN, TAUBE & SUMMER, 100,00/
LLP,
4/14/2011 ECS A1t1 Other 4,00 2,400.00
REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS AT WAREHCUSE; RETURN TRAVEL TQ 600.00/hr
SAN ANTONIO
4/18/2011 8RGC  A111 Other 3.00 300,00
FTI SEARCHES/PRINT E-MAILS FOR HOHMANN, TAUBE & SUMMER, 100.00/hr
LLP.
4120/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING 600.00/hr
STATUS
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Page 11
Hrs/Rate Amount
4/25/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW AND GATHER DOCUMENTS REGARDING BBO AND ANTIGUA 600.00/hr
TASK FORCE
412612011 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
LUNCH MEETING WITH GUY HOHMAN 6500.00/Mr t
42712011 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.007 i
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE REGARDING 600.00/hr
SUBPOENA ISSUES ’
4/28/2011 ECS A111 Cther 2.00 1,200.00 _
PRELIMINARY REVIEW-OF RESPONSE ON MOTION TO QUASH 600.00/hr .
SUBPOENAS; RESEARCH FRAUDULENT TRANSFERS TO BDO; :
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL :
5/3/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.25 750.00 i
REVIEW AND PRGVIDE COMMENTS TO RESPONSE TO BDO'S 600,00/hr }
MOTION TO QUASH SUBPOENA ;
{
5/AR2O11 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00 ;
‘ LONG TALK WITH PAM REED REGARDING SERVICE AS CLASS 600.00/hr
REPRESENTATIVE, VARIOUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCES WITH
CO-COUNSEL AND EMAILS
552011 ECS A111 Other 7 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF RESPONSE TO MOTION TO QUASH SUBPOENA,; 600.00/Mr
VARIOUS EMAILS AND TELEPHONE CONFERENCES WITH
CO-COUNSEL :
Bi6/2011 ECS A111 Other ' 1.00 . 600.00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING BRIEFING ON TSA 600.00/hr
5/11/2011 ECS A111 Other 6.00 3,600.00
WORKED ON PAM REED NARRATIVE; REVIEW AND COMMENT ON 600.00/mr

COMPLAINT; PREPARED PAM REED FACT INSERT; TELEPHONE
CONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN; EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL
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Page 12
Hrs/Rate Amount
AND PAM REED
5M7/2014 ECS At111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WATH CO-COUNSEL AND EMAILS 600.00/hr
REGARDING COMMITTEE CLAIMS
5/18/2011 ECS A111 Other ' 0,50 300.00
EMAILS WITH CO-CQUNSEL 600.00/hr
5/2072011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL; VARIOUS EMALS; B00.00/hr
REVIEW OF NEW DRAFT OF COMPLAINT
5/22{2011 ECS  A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
REVIEW CF REVISED COMPLAINT 600.00/hr
5/23/2011 ECS AT111 Other 5.00 3,000.00
DRAFTED COMMENTS TO BDO COMPLAINT; VARIOUS EMAILS WITH 600.0C/hr
CO-COUNSEL
5/25/2011 ECS A111 Other 4.00 2,400.00
REVIEW OF FINAL DRAFT OF BDO COMPLAINT AND PROVIDE 600.00/Mr
COMMENTS
5/26/2011 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
VARIOUS TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH AND EMAILS 600.00/hr
REGARDING COMPLAINT; REVIEW ANGIE'S REVISIONS TO -
COMPLAINT
572712011 ECS  A111 Other 1.50 900,00
VARIOUS EMAILS AND TELEPHONE CCNFERENCE WITH 600.00/Mr
REGARDING FRESS RELEASE
7212011 ECS  A111 Other ' C.50 300.00

EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING LITIGATION MEETING 600,00/hr
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Page 13
Hrs/Rate Amount
714312011 ECS A111 Other 1.50 900:00
LITIGATION STRATEGY-MEETING iN AUSTIN 600.00/hr
7/14/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.50 960,00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS; ATTENDED COMMITTEE MEETING IN DALLAS 600.00/hr
7/26/2011 ECS  A4111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL; PREPARED REPORT TO CLIENTS; 500.00/hr
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH COUNSEL FOR BDC; EMAILS WITH
CO-COUNSEL AND OPPOSING COUNSEL
8/12/2011. ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF MOTION TO DISMISS; EMAIL TO CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
8/19/2011 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
REVIEW OF MOTION TO DISMISS; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH 600.00/hr
CO-COUNSEL; RESEARCH '
8/22/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00. 1,200.00
REVIEW OF MOTION TO DISMISS BY BDO INTERNATIONAL; EMAILS 600.C0/hr
WITH CO-COUNSEL
8/2412011 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENGE WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
82912011 EGS  A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
RESEARCH ON DAMAGES UNDER TEXAS SECURITIES ACT VS. 600.00/hr
RESCISSION
8/30/2011 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
REVIEW AND REVISE AMENDED COMPLAINT 600.00/hr
8/31/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600,00

VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING BRIEFING ISSUES 600.00/hr
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Page 14
Hrs/Rate Amount
9/1/2011 ECS  A111 Other \ 1.50 800.00
REVIEW OF ORDER ON SLUSA; VARICUS EMAILS AND TELEPHONE 800.00/r
CONFERENCES WITH CO-COUNSEL; RESEARCH AW
9/2/2011 ECE A111 Cther 1.00 600.00
PREPARED REPORT 7O CLIENTS; VARIOUS EMAILS AND 600.00/hr
TELEPHONE CONFERENCES REGARDING SLUSA
9/7/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
RESEARCH SLUSA LAW, EMAILS WITH ANTIGUAN LIQUIDATORS 600.00thr
REGARDING VARIOUS ISSUES, CORRESPOND WITH CO-COUNSEL
AND WITH CLIENTS
9/8/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TO AUSTIN; ATTEND STRATEGY MEETING REGARDING 800.00/hr
SLUSA; RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN ANTONIO
9/9/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.00 800.00
VARIOUS EMAILS AND TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH 600.00/hr
CO-COUNSEL AND RESEARCH ON SLUSA
9/12/2011 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 6C0.00
RESEARCH CLASS TOLLING ISSUES; EMARLS WITH CO-COUNSEEL 800.00/hr
9/13/2011 £ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH OPPOSING COUNSEL; RESEARCH 600.00/hr
TOLLING OF INDIVIDUAL CLAIMS DURING CLASS ACTION; EMAILS
WITH CO-COUNSEL; EMAIL TO OPPOSING COUNSEL
9142011 ECS  A111 Other 1.50 900.00
LONG TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH SEC; TELEPHONE 600.00/hr
CONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN; EMAILS WITH R. JANVEY
9/15/2011 ECS AT111 Other 2.00 1,200.00

TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN REGARDING STAY 600.00/hr
OF CASE, RESEARCH CASE LAW
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9/20/2011

9222011

10/4/2011 E

10/5/2011

10/6/2011

10/7/2011

10M11/2011

10/12/2011

10/13/2011

ECS

ECS

ECS

ECS

ECS

EC8

ECS

ECS

Ad71 Cther
TRAVEL TO DALLAS AND MEET WITH RECEIVER AND JOIN
TIQUIDATORS

A111 Other
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL

A111 Other
HELD MASS MEETINGS IN MEXICO CITY WITH CLIENTS TO EXPLAIN
SLLUSA & STATUS OF CASES

A111 Other

TRAVELED FROM MEXICO CITY TO MONTERREY; MASS MEETING
WITH CLIENTS IN MONTERREY TO EXPLAIN SLUSA AND CASE
STATUS; RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN ANTONIO

A111 Other
RESEARCH ON ASSIGNMENT OF CD RIGHTS; VARIOUS EMAILS WITH
CO-COUNSEL

A111 Other
LONG TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN; VARIOUS
EMAILS; RESEARCH

A111 Other

RESEARCH ON SLUSA STAY; OFFICE CONFERENCE WITH JESSE R.
CASTILLO; REVIEW OF LETTER TO CLIENTS; VARIOUS EMAILS WITH
CO-COUNSEL, TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE

A111 Other
RESEARCH SLUSA ISSUES; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH
CO-COUNSEL

A1 Other
TRAVEL TO DALLAS; ATTEND MDL HEARING; FOLLOW-UP MEETINGS
IN DALLAS WITH LC. AND CO-COUNSEL

Page 15
Hrs/Rate Amount
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/Mr
1.00 800.00
600.00/hr
2.00 1,200.00
600,00/hr
2.00 - 1,200.00
600.00/hr
1.50 900.00
600.00/hr
1.50 900.00
800.00/hr
1.00 600.00
6800.00/hr
1.00 600.00
600,00/hr
2.00 1,200.00
600.00/hr
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Hrs/Rate Amount
10/24/2011 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW OF ROLAND SLUSA BRIEF; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH 600.00/hr
CO-COUNSEL; REVIEW OF PHIL PREISS' 5TH CIRCUIT BRIEF
10/26/2011 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW DRAFT BRIFF; VARIOUS EMAILS WITH COUNSEL FOR 600.00/Mr
ROLAND PLAINTIFFS
10/28/20%1 ECS A111 Other . 1.00 600,00
WORKED ON APPELLATE ISSUE 600.00/hr
40/3172011 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF ROLAND APPELLATE BRIEF AND PROVIDE COMMENTS 600.00/hr
11/2/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
WORKED ON CONGRESS AMICUS BRIEF ) 600.00/hr
11/8/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
WORKED ON SLUSA APPEAL 600.00/hr
1192011 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
WORKED ON APPEAL 600.00/r
11/11/2011 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600,00
COMMITTE CALL WORKED ON SLUSA ISSUES 600.00/hr
1111412011 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
WORKED ON APPEAL ISSUES REGARDING SLUSA 600.00/hr
14/17/2011 ECS A111 Other 2,00 1,200.00
WORKED ON APPELLATE BRIEF 600.00/hr
11/M18/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.50 1,500.00
WORKED ON APREAL 600.00/hr
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Page 17
Hrs/Rate Amoun{
114192011 ECS  A111 Other- 2.00 1,200.00
WORKED ON APPEAL 600.00/mr
14/29/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1.200.00
WORKED ON COMMITTE AMICUS BRIEF; VARIOUS EMAILS AND 600.0G/hr :
TELEPHONE CONFERENCES WITH CLIENTS
11/30/2011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
FINALIZED AND FiLED CONGRESSIONAL AMICUS BRIEF 6C0.00/Mr
12/7/2611 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600,00
EMAILS WITH GUY HOHMANN; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH 600.00/hr
GUY; TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH SEC
12/8/2011 ECS A111 Other ‘ 0.50 300.00
COORDINATED MEETING WITH SEC 600.00/hr -
12/8/2011 ECS  A111 Ofher .50 300,00
TELEPHONE CONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN 600.00/hr
121272011 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS; MEETING WITH RECEIVER; MEETING OF 600.00/hr
INVESTORS COMMITTEE
12/16/2011 ECS. A111 Other- 8.00 3,800.00
TRAVEL TO AUSTIN; ATTENDED MEETING WITH GUY HOHMANN 600.06/Mhr
REGARDING STRATEGY FOR BDO CASE
1/6/2012 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TELEFHONE CONFERENCEs WITH CO-COUNSEL; VARIOUS EMAILS; 600.00/hr
WORK ON APPEAL
1/6/2012 ECS A111 Other 2,00 1,200.00
WORKED ON APPEAL 600.00/hr
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Page 18
Hrs/Rate Amount
1/8/2012 ECS- A111 Other 1.00 600.00
WORKED ON APPEAL £00.00/hr
192012 ECS  A141 Other 1.00 600,00
WORKED ON APPEAL §00.00/hr
1/31/2012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 50C.,00
TELECONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE: FOLLOWED CRIMINAL TRIAL £00.00/r
2/6/2012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600,00
TRAVEL TO NEW ORLEANS: MEET WITH TEAM REGARDING 600.00/hr
PREPARE FOR ORAL ARGUMENT
21712012 ECS  A111 Other . 1.00 600.00
ATTENDED 5TH CIRCUIT ORAL ARGUMENT: RETURN TRAVEL TO 600.00/hr
SAN ANTONIO
2/8/2012 ECS A111 Gther 1.00 600.00
FOLLOW STANFORD-CRIMINAL TRIAL 600.00/hr
2/9/2012 ECS  A111 Other , 1.00 600,00
FOLLOWED STANFORD CRIMINAL TRIAL 600.00/hr
2/13/2012 ECS = A111 Other 1,00 600,00
FOLLOWED STANFORD CRIMINAL TRIAL £00,00/hr
2/14/2012 ECS A111 Other 1,00 600.00
MONITORED STANFORD TRIAL 600.00/hr
21152012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
FOLLOWED STANEORD CRIMINAL TRIAL 600.00/hr
2/18/2012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
FOLLOWED CRIMINAL TRIAL 600,00/hr
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Page 19
Hrs/Rate Amount
211712012 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
PREPARED ASSIGNMENT: EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL: FOLLOWED 600.00/hr
CRIMINAL TRIAL
22172012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
FOLLOW STANFORD TRIAL 600.00/hr
20232012 EGS  A111 Other 1.00 500.00
FOLLOW ALLEN STANFORD CRIMINAL TRIAL 600.00/hr
2/27/2012 ECS A1i11 Other 1.00 800.00
FOLLOWED STANFORD CIRIMINAL TRIAL 600.00/hr
3/18/2012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 800.c0
REVIEW OF 5TH CIRCUIT OPINION: VARIOWUS EMAILS AND 600.00/hr
TELECONFEREI_\!CES ALL DAY
3/20/2012 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL AND OPPOSING COUNSEL 600.00/hr
3/21/2012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
VARIOUS TELECONFERENCES WITH- CO-COUNSEL AND EMAILS 600.00/hr
3/22/2012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW OF WITNESS STATEMENTS 600.00/hr
312712012 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TO AUSTIN; ATTENDED ALL DAY STRATEGY MEETINGS 600.00/hr
WITH CO-COUNSEL; RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN ANTONIO
3/30/2012 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00

EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
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Page 20
Hrs/Rate Amount
4/0/2012 ECS A111 Other 0.75 450,00
TELECONFERENCE WITH LINDA BROOKS; TELECONFERENCE WITH §00.0C/r
GUY HOHMANN
4/10/2012 ECS  A111 Other ‘ 2.50 1,500.00
REVIEW BDO REVISED COMPLAINT: VARIOUS EMAILS WITH £00.00/hr
CO-COUNSEL REGARDING DAMAGE MODEL
4/11/2012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELECONFERENGE WITH -CO-COUNSFEL: REVIEW JIM DAVIS TRIAL 600.00/hr
TESTIMONY _
4/25/2012 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS; ATTENDED HEARING AND ATTENDED 600.00/hr
COMMITTEE MEETING WITH RECEIVER: RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN
ANTONIO
4/27/2012 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING DAMAGES AND 600,00/hr
CLASS ISSUES FOR CASES
5/2/2012 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS AND TELECONFERENCES 600.00/hr
5/4/2012 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WATH' LINDA BROOKS - LENA STINSON'S 6060.00/hr
LAWYER: TELECONFERENGE WITH CO-COUNSEL
5/8/2012 EGS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
WORKED ON CLIENT REPORT 600.00/r
5/25/2012 ECS  A111 Other 1.50 900.00
VARIOUS TELECONFERENCES WITH AND EMAILS WITH COMMITTEE: 600.00/hr

OPPOSING. COUNSEL AND CO-COUNSEL
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Page 21
Hrs/Rate Amount
8/6/2012 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
MEETING WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING STATUS 600.00/hr
8/7/2012 ECS  A411 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVELED TO DALLAS; ATTENDED MEETING BETWEEN COMMITTEE 500.00/hr
AND RECEIVER
~10/M11/2012 ECS  A111-Other 1.00 500:00
PREPARE FOR MEETING WITH SEC REGARDING SLUSA; REVIEW £00.00/hr
SLUSA CASES :
10/12/2012 ECS A111 Other ' 0.50 300.00
PREPARE FOR AND ATTEND (BY TELEPHONE) MEETING WITH SEG £00,00/hr
REGARDING SLUSA
10/19/2012 EGS  A141 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS: ATTEND MEETING WITH REGEIVER; ATTEND 600.00/hr
. STATUS CONFERENCE IN COURT
10/31/2012 ECS  A111 Other 0.75 450.00
LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH CLASS REPRESENTATIVES 600.00/hr
11/4/2012 ECS A111 Other 0.25 150.00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 500.00/hr
11/2/2012 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.60
LONG TELECONFERENZE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING STATUS 600.00/hr
11/8/2012 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE REGARDING 600.00/br
REPRESENTATIVE PAM REED; TELECONFERENCE WITH
CO-COUNSEL; EMAILS WITH OPPOSING COUNSEL
1/9/2013 ECS A111 Other (.50 300.00

EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING NEW DOCUMENTS FOUND; 600.00/hr
FORWARD DOCUMENTS
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Page 22
Hrs/Rate Amount”
1/22/2013 ECS  A111 Other ' 1.00 600.00
VARIOUS EMAILS AND TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL AND 600.00/hr
COMMITTEE REGARDING US SUPREME COURT RULING
1/23/2013 ECS A111 Other - 1.00 600.00
TELECONFERENGE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING STATUS OF 600.00/hr !
JANVEY CASE VS, BDO
21412013 ECS  A111 Other 1,00 600,00
TRAVEL TO DALLAS MEETING WITH SUPREME COURT COUNSEL 600.00/hr .
-2/5/2013 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENGE WITH AMICUS; TELECONFERENCE WITH 600.00/hr
APPELLATE GO-COUNSEL; VARIOUS EMAILS
2114/2013 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING BDO 600.00/hr |
|
3512013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00 :
: EMAILS WITH SCOTUS COUNSEL: MEETING WITH AMICUS: WORKED 600.00/hr
ON COMMENTS TO BRIEF OUTLINE
/712013 ECS  A411 Other 0.50 360.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH NASAA COUNSEL: EMAILS WITH 600.00/hr
CO-COUNSEL: PREPARE FOR INTERVIEW OF JIM DAVIS
3/2712013 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00 T
EMAILS REGARDING AUDIT OF ECUADOR BANK 600.00/hr g
5/22/2013 ECS A111 Other 0.75 - 450,00
TELECONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE REGARDING STATUS 600.00/hr
5/24/2013 JRG  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW MEDIATION MATERIAL: REVIEW WAAS ARTICLE; REVIEW 600.00/hr
PRELIMINARY REPORT: OFFICE CONFERENGE WITH MR. SNYDER
REFERENCE MEDIATION,
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6/3/2013 ECS

8/25/2013 ECS

6/26/2013 ECS

6/28/2013 ECS

7M12013 ECS

712/2013 ECS

7/3/2013 ECS

71512013 ECS

7/8{2013 ECS

A111 Other

TELECONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE REGARDING STATUS;
TELECONFERENCE WITH RALPH JANVEY; TELECONFERENCE WITH
CLIENT,; EMAILS WITH OPPOSING COUNSEL REGARDING
SETTLEMENT

A111 Gther
TELECONFERENCE WITH JOHN LITTLE; TELECONFERENCE WITH
PAM REED; TELECONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN

A111 Other
VARIOUS EMAILS REGARDING BDO STATUS

A111 Other
TELECONFERENCE WITH OPPOSING COUNSEL AND CO-COUNSEL
REGARDING MEDIATION

A111 Other
TRAVEL TG AUSTIN, ATTEND JOINT MEETING OF COMMITTEE AND
RECEIVER

A111 Other
TELECONFERENCE WITH SCOTUS TEAM AND JOHN LITTLE;
PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF DRAFT BRIEF

A111 Other
REVIEW OF NEW DRAFT OF MERITS BRIEF; EMAIL NEW COMMENTS
TG JOHN LITTLE

AT11 Other
PROVIDE COMMENTS ON SCOTUS BRIEF

A1t Other

REVIEW OF MICHAEL JUNG'S COMMENTS TO BRIEF; REVIEW
RECEIVER/EXAMINER'S AMICUS BRIEF; TELECONFERENCE WITH
JOHN LITTLE; EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL

PagelD 59948

Page 23
Hrs/Rafe Amount
1.00 600.00
800.00/hr
1.00 -600.00
600.00Mhr
0.50 300.00
600.00hr
0.50 300.00
600.00/br
2.50 1,500.00
600.00/hr
0.50 300.00
600.00/hr
1.00 600.00
600.C0/hr
1.00 600.00
600.00/hr
1.00 600.00
600.00/hr
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Page 24
Hrs/Rate Armount
7/11/2013-ECS  A111 Other 1.75 1,050.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER: EMAILS WITH., LITTLE; 600.00/hr
WORKED ON SLUSA BRIEF IN US SUP. CT.
7/24/2013 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600,00
REVIEW AMICUS BRIEFS 600.00/hr
7/25/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW OF AMICUS BRIEFS 600.00/hr
8/5/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVIEW SEC DECISIONS AGAINST BOGAR; GREEN AND YOUNG 800.00/hr
8/93/2013 ECS A111 Other ' 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH COMMITTEE 600.00/hr
8/29/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 £00.00
RESEARCH CLASS ISSUES FOR INTERNATIONAL PARTIES 600,00/hr
9/10/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.50 900.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN: VARIOUS EMAILS; 600,00/hr
EMAILS WITH NEW COUNSEL: EMAILS WITH CHRIS AHART
8/11/2013 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH CHRiIS AHART; TELECONFERENCE WiTH 600.00/hr
LESTER SPROUSE; TELECONFERENCE WITH JOHN LITTLE
§/12/2013 ECS A111 Gther 0.50 300,00
EMAIL TO CLASS REPRESENTATIVES 600.00/hr
9/18/2013 ECS A111 Other 0.75 450.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL; HOHMANN; AND NEW 600.00/hr
COUNSEL
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Page 25
Hrs/Rate Amount
9/20/2013 ECS. A111 Other 0.50 300.00-
TELECONFERENCE WITH STEVE S0ORENSON AND CO-COUNSEL 6060.00/hr
9/30/2013 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH STEVE THOMAS AND STEVE SORENSON 600.00/hr
10/6/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TRAVELED TO D.C, FOR U.8. SUPREME COURT ARGUMENT, MEET 600.00/hr
WITH CO-COUNSEL
10/7/2013 ECS .A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
ATTENDED SUPREME COURT ARGUMENT; RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN 600.00/hr
ANTONIC
10/14/2013 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.60
TRAVEL TC DALLAS; ATTENDED MEETING WITH RECEIVER AND 600.00/hr
COMMITTEE AND INTERVIEWED POTENTIAL NEW LEAD COUNSEL
ECS A111 Cther 1.00 600,00
TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER, FORWARD VARIOUS 600.00/hr
MATERIALS REGARDING BDO
10/28/2013 ECS  A111 Other 0.75 450,00
VARIOUS EMAILS REGARDING STAY; TELECONFERENCE WITH JiM 600.00/hr
NELSON
10/30/2013 ECS  A111 Other 0.25 150,00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL B800.00/hr
11/1/2013 ECS  A111 Other 0.25 15000
EMAILS WITH DOUG BUNCHER 600.00/hr
11/8/2013 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.0C
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING STATUS 600.00/hr
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Page 26 -
j
E
|
_ HrsiRate Amount
11/11/2013 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600,00
VARIOUS EMAILS; TELECONFERENCE-WITH CO-COUNSEL; FOLLOW  600.00/hr i
UP EMAILS WITH BUNGHER ;
. |
11/12/2013 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300,00 |
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH GO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr |
j
11142013 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00 [
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr :
2026/2014 ECS  A111 Other 100 600.00
REVIEW OF S. COURT DECISION ON SLUSA; VARIOUS EMAILS AND 600.00/hr
TELECONFERENCES
3/8/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL AND VICTOR HERNANDEZ 600.00¢hr
3/9/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.75 450.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH CLASS REPRESENTATIVE TO UPDATE ON 600.00/hr
STATUS OF CASE
3/27/2014 ECS A111 Other G.50 300.00 :
EMAILS REGARDING AUDIT OF ECUADOR BANK 600.00/hr
3/31/2014 ECS  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
RESEARCH ON CLASS ACTION LAW REGARDING GLOBAL 600.00/hr
SETTLEMENTS
4112014 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
RESEARCH CLASS ACTION CERTIFICATION CASE LAW -500.0C/hr
4/2/2014 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
RESEARCH CLASS CERTIFICATION GASE [ AW _ 600.00/r
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Page 27
Hrs/Rate Amount
4/4/2014 ECS AT111 Other 1.00 606.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH BDQ COUNSEL: EMAILS WITH 600.00/hr
CO-COUNSEL; REVIEWS DOCKET SHEET
4/8/2014 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
CLASS CERTIFICATION RESEARCH 600.00/hr
4/9/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS 600.00/hr
7/11/2014 ECS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00 :
REVIEW BDO'S MOTION TO DISMISS 600.00/hr 5
712172014 ECS  A111 Other 0.75 450.00 :
VARIOUS EMAILS REGARDING MEDIATION AND MOTION TO DISMISS 600.00/hr
81172014 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.c0
. ATTENDED TELECONFERENCE WITH TEAM REGARDING 600.0C/hr
SETTLEMENT DEMAND
8/13/2014 JRC  A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
REVIEW EMAIL REFERENCE MEDIATION; REVIEW PLAINTIFF'S 600.00/hr
MEDRIATION STATEMENT FOR MR. BUNCHER; REVIEW BDO USA
LLP'S MEDIATION STATEMENT AND SUPPORTING MATERIALS AND
AUTHORITY.
Bf18/2014 ECS A111 Other ' 2,00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF MEDIATION STATEMENTS OF NY TIMES ARTICLE 600.00/hr
REGARDING E & Y1 REPLY
8/20/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
VARIOUS EMAILS REGARDING MEDIATION 600.00/hr
JRC A111 Other 1.80 900.00
FREPARE FCOR HEARING; REVIEW BDO USA LLP'S MEDIATION €00.00/hr

STATEMENT; REVIEW DOCUMENTS,
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8/21/2014 ECS

8/25/2014 ECS_

B/26/2014 ECS

. 82712014 ECS

8/28/2014 ECS

8/20/2014 ECS

9/5/2014 ECS

11/3/2014 ECS

11/8/2014 ECS

11/11/2014 ECS

A111 Other
EMAILS REGARDING MEDIATION, TELECONFERENCES WITH CLASS
REERESENTATIVES REGARDING SETTLMENT AUTHORITY

A111 other .
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH CO-COUSEL REGARDING MEDIATION:
REVIEW TERM SHEET

AT111 Other
VARIOUS EMAILS REGARDING CLASS SETTLEMENT MECHANISIMS;
REVIEW LETTER FROM MEDIATIOR

A111 Other ‘
PREPARE FOR TRAVEL TO NYC; TRAVEL TO NYC; DINNER WITH
TEAM

A111 Other
BDO MEDIATION

A111- Cther
RETURN TRAVEL TO SAN ANTONIO

A111 Other
TELECONFERENCE WITH GROUP REGARDING SETTLEMENT
APPROVAL

A111 Other
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL

A111 Other
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL REGARDING STATUS

A111 Other
VARIOUS EMAILS; TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL:; FOLLOW
UP EMAILS WITH BUNCHER
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Page 28
Hrs/Rate Amount
1.00 600.00
500,00/hr
1.00 600.00
500.00/Mr
1.00 600,00
600.00/hr
9.50 5,700.00
600.00/hr
10.00 6,000.00
600.00/hr
9.500 5,700.00
600.00/Mr
0.75 450.00
600.00/hr
0.50 300.00
600.00/hr
1.00 600.00
500.00/hr
1.00 600.00
600.00/hr
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Page 29
Hrs/Rate Amount
11/12/2014 ECS A111 Other . 0.50 300.00
EMAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
111312014 EGS A111 Other 3.00 1,800.00
~“WORKED ON DECLARATION 600.00/hr
11/17/2014 ECS A111 Other . 1.00 800.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH JIM NELSON; WORKED ON ATTORNEY 600.00/hr
DECLARATION
11/18/2014 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600.00
REVISED ATTORNEY DECLARATION; REVIEW AND SiGN LETTER TO 600.00/hr
COURT REGARDING EXTENSION
11192014 JRC  A111 Other 1,00 600.06 f
REVIEW SETTLEMENT PLEADING REFERENCE STATUS. 600.00/hr é
11/25/2014 ECS  A11% Other 1.00 600.00
ENAILS WITH CO-COUNSEL; WORKED ON REPORT TO CLIENTS: 600.00/h ;
EMAILS REGARDING GUY HOHMANN
11/26/2014 ECS A111 Other 1.00. 600.00
WORKED ON STATUS REPORT TO CLIENTS 600.00/hr
12M/2014 EGS  A111 Other 1.50 900.00
OFFICE CONFERENCE WITH JESSE R CASTILLO REGARDING 600.00/hr
HOHMANN; WORKED ON REPORT TO CLIENTS
12/2/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 30000
REPORT TO CLIENTS - 600.00/hr
12/3/2014 ECS A111 Other 0.75 450.00
VARIOUS EMAILS WITH GUY HOHMANN AND CLIENTS AND 600.00/hr
CO-COUNSEL ‘
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Page 30
Hrs/Rate Amount
12/52014 ECS A111 Other 0.50 300.00
REVIEW CONFIDENTIALITY AGREEMENT; EMAIL WITH CO-COUNSEL 600.00/hr
12/8/2014 ECS A111 Other 2.00 1,200.00
. ATTEND OSIC MEETING WITH RECEIVER; REVISE CONFIDENTIAL 600.00/hr
AGREEMENT FOR HOHMANN
121172014 ECS A111 Other : 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN AND DQUG BUNCHER 600.00/hr
12/29/12014 ECS  A111 Other 0.25 150,00
REVIEW LETTER; TELECONFERENCE WITH NICK FOLEY 600.00/hr
1752015 ECS A111 Cther 0.25 150.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH CO-COUNSEL AND CLIENT 600.00/hr
1/20/2015 ECS  A117 Other ' . 0.50 300.00
REVIEW-OF ARBITRATION DEMAND BY HOHMANN; VARIOUS EMAILS 600.00/hr
112112015 ECS  A111 Other 0.50 300.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH J. LITTLE AND D, BUNCHER REGARDING €90.00/hr
STATUS .
1/28/2015 ECS A111 Other 1.50 900.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH COQ-COUNSEL AND JOHN LITTLE 600.00/hr
REGARDING SETTLEMENT
1/30/2015 ECS  A111 Other 2,00 1,200.00
REVIEW OF DRAFT SETTLEMENT DOCLUMENTS 600.00/hr
211112015 ECS A111 Other 1.00 600C.00
LONG TELECONFERENCE WITH BUNCHER AND LITTLE 600.00/hr
21372015 ECS  A111 Qther 0.50 300.00
REVIEW OF MEMO FROM DOUG BUNCHER 600.00/hr
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Page 31
217/2015 ECS A1lt1 Other 0.256 150.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH GUY HOHMANN 600.00/hr
2125/2015 ECS  A111 Other 1:60 €00.00
REVIEWAND RESPOND TO VARIOUS EMAILS REGARDING 600.00/hr
SETTLEMENT ISSUES
212612015 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
TELECONFERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER AND PETER,; 800.00/hr
TELECONEERENCE WITH DOUG BUNCHER AND JiIM NELSON
REGARDING SETTLEMENT
4/13/2015 ECS  A111 Other 1.00 600.00
WORKED ON SETTLEMENT APPROVAL DECLARATION 800.00/hr
41772016 ECS  At11 Other 0.75 450.00
LLONG TELECONFERENCE WITH CASSIE WILKINSON REGARDING 600.00/hr
STATUS OF SETTLEMENT ‘
For professional services rendered 460.50  $269,050.00
Balance due $269,050.00
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION,
Plaintiff,
V. Case No. 3:09-cv-0298-N

STANFORD INTERNATIONAL BANK; LTD., ef af.,

Defendants.

¥y GO0 LOT COR W00 W00 WD L0 o

DECLARATION OF EBWARD F, VALDESPINO
IN SUPPORT OF RECEIVER, OSIC AND INVESTOR PLAINTIFFS’ EXPEDITED
REQUEST FOR ENTRY OF SCHEDULING ORDER AND MOTION TO APPROVE
PROPOSED SETTLEMENT WITH BDO USA, LLP, TO APPROVE THE PROPOSED
NOTICE OF SETTLEMENT WITH BDO USA, LL¥, TO ENTER THE BAR.ORDER,
TO ENTER THE FINAL JUBGMENT AND BAR ORDER, AND FOR PLAINTIFES’
AYTORNEYS’ FEES

Pursuant-to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I, Edward T, Valdespiso, hereby declare under penalty of

perjury that I have persenal knowledge of the following facts:
BACKGROUND

I T subrmit this Declaration in support of the Receiver, Official Stanford Investors
Committee (“OSIC”) and Investor Class Plaintiffs’ (the “Investor Plaintiffs”} (collectively, the
“Plamiiffs”) Expedited Request for Bntry of Scheduling Order end Motion to Approve Proposed
Settlement with BDO USA, LLP, to Approve the Proposed Notice of Seftlement with BDO
USA, LLP, to Enter the Bar Order, to Enter the Final Judgment and Bar Order, and for Plaintiffs®
Atforneys’ Fees (the “Motion™).

2. The settlement for which approval is sought in the Motion settles all claims

asserted against BDO USA, LLP (“BDQO USA™), BDO International Ltd. (“BDO International™),

“EXHIBIT

1819832.1/5PSA/23032/0101/051215 : E
o ; ?
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BDO Global Coordination, B.V. (“BDO_Global™), and Brussels Worldwide Services BVBA

(“Brussels Worldwide™) (collectively referred to herein as “BDO™) in Civil Action Nos. 3:12-cv-

1447 (the “OSIC Lawsiiit™) and 3:11-cy-1115 (the “Investor Lawsuit™) (collectively, the “BDO
Lawsuits™) for $40 million {the “BDO Settlement”).

3. I am & partner in the Commereial Litigation section of Strasburger & Price, LLP.
Iand my law fimm serve as Plaintiff’s co-counsel in the BDO Lawsuits and are responsible for
the prosecution of these lawsuits, I have actively participated in all material aspects of the
ebove-referenced lawsnits from the investigative stage to-the curzent status.. The other firms that
have been involved in the investigation and prosecution of the BDO Lawsuits include Neligan
Foley LP (“Neligan Foley”), which serves as lead counsel, Castillo Snyder P.C. {“Castillo
Snyder™), and Butzel Long (“Butzel Long™)

CURRICULUM VITAE

4. I'was admitted to practice law in the State of Texas in 1987. T am also admitted to
practice before the United States District Courts for the Northern, Southern and Westemn districis
of Texas and the United States Court-of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit. Throughout my career, I
have handled-complex commercial litigation for hoth corporate and individual clients, acting as
both defendants® and plaintiffs’ counsel

5. Strasburger & Price LLP (“Strasburger”) was founded in 1939 and currently has
approximately 236 attorneys with offices in. Austin, Dallas, Frisco, Houston and San Antonio,
Texas. Strasburger also maintains offices in New York, Washington, D.C, and Mexico City.

6. Strasburger is a full service firm with atforneys in multiple practice areas
providing relevant and meaningful expertise to prosecuts the BDO Lawsuits. We have served as

lead counsel in countless lawsuits concerning varjous areas of the law, including:

T810B32. [/SPSA/I3RIVN) G1/051215
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a. securities litigation,
b. fiduciary litigation;
c. class action litipation;
4 atforney malpractice; and
e, accounting malpractice.
7. Strasburger attorneys also have handled nmmerous complex bankruptcy- and

receivership cases and litigation associated with those cases, representing creditors, receivers and

trustees,

R. Strasburger also maintains a strong Appellate group that has been actively

involved in the BDO lawsuits and all other Stanford lawsuits.

9. To date, the following Strasburger attomeys have provided substantive assistance

for the prosecution of these BDO lawsuits:

a

b.

iB19R32 1/SPSASI3RIL0I0TI05 1S

Mr., Merritt Clements;
Michael Jung:

Judith Blakeway;
Edward Valdespino,
David Cibrian;

Andy Kerm;

Lee Polson:

Stephen Dennis; and

Margaret Hopson.
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A detailed description of Strasburger, its areas of practice as well as the personal
background and experience of the above referenced aftorneys are set forth on Strasburger’s

wehbsite, www, Strasburger.com,.

STRASBURGER’S WORK ON THE STANFORD CASES

10.  In February of 2009, shortly after-the collapse of Stanford, Strasbureer was
retained by approﬁmately 2300 Stanford victims who lost approximately $570,000,0000 We
then began investigating potential claims against third party defendants.

11,  Together with Castillo, Snyder, we appl;oached the Receiver fo offer assistancé.- '
Later, T filed putative class action lawsuifs against the Willis and the Proskauer Defendants on
behalf of Venezuelan investors that were nltimately combined into the current Troice Class
Action Cases.! After the Official Stanford Tnvestor's Commitice (“OSIC™) was formed, T was
asked to become a member and have served on that committee, without compensation.

12. Through cooperation with other counsel and-counsel for the Receiver, multiple
class action lawsuits were filed-on behalf of Stanford investors, as well as litigation filed on
behalf of OFIC, including the instant cases as well ag the following cases: Janvey v. Willis of
Colorado, Ine., Case No. 3:13-0v-03980; Janvey v. Proshauer Rose, LILP, Case No, 3:13-cv-477;
Janvey v. Greenberg Traurig, LLP, Case No. 3:12-cv-04616; and Turk v. Pershing, LLC, Case
No. 3:09-¢v-02199. I am co-counsel in all of the afore-mentioned cases.

13, In addition, Strasburger and I have also been engaged as lead counsel to represent
the OSIC in the following freudulent transfer cases along with co-counsel:

a. The Official Stanford Investor’s Committee v. American Lebanese Syrian

Associated Charities, Inc., et al; Civil Action No. 3:11-cv-00303-N-BG;

Y Tyoice v. Willis of Colorado, et al, Civil Action No. 3:09-CV-01274-N-BG and Troice v. Proskaner Rose, LLP ot
al, Civil Action No. 3:09-CV-01600-N-BG (*Troice Class Actions™),

4
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b. Janvey v. InsideCut Sports & Entertainment, Civil Action No, 3:11-cv-
00760-N-BG;

c. Janvey v. Interim Executive Management, Inc., Civil Action No. 5:1C-cv-
00829-N-B(;

d. Janvey v. Merge Healthcare, Inc.;Civil Action No. 3:10-cv-01465-N-BG;
2. Janvey v. Tonarelll;-Civil Action No. 3:10-cv-01955-N-BG; and

£ Janvey v, Vingerhoedr, et al; Civil Action No. 3:11-cv-00291-N-BG. -

14, Since February of 2009,. myself and my law finm have spent tﬁousands of hoﬁrs
investigating and prosecuting Stanford litigation on a confingent fee basis. We began this
process by meeting and interviewing clients and former employees of Stanford in both the
United States and in Mexico. We also reviewed documents that we obtained from these
individuals, from the Internet and from other public sources. We also met with independent
witnesses and gleaned infermation from the public filings of the SEC -and Receiver. Through
this process, we gained knowledge of the complex structure of Stanford entities, their operations,
financial transactions and the relationships between them and the defendants that we have sued,
Through thir investigation we gained an understanding of how the Ponzi scheme was perpetrated
and how our clients were victimized through the participation of the third party defendants. It
was only through this extensive and comprehensive investigation that we could identify and
develop the clains against the third party defendants.

15, Well in excess of 50% of my i)ractice, over the last 6 years has been dedicated to
these Stanford cases. As a direct consequence, I have been required to turn down billable work

that I otherwise would have been able to accept.

1818832,1/SPSA/23832/2101/053 215
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16.  Since the instant cases were filed, I have participated as co-counsel in every facet
of the cases, including the mvestigation of the facts and legal theories that form the bases for the
suits-and preparing responses to motions fo dismiss. I also served as co-lead counsel in the
successfil appeal of the dismissal of the Treice Class Action cases tnder SEUSA to the Fifth
Circuit and the U.S, Supreme Court (*SLUSA Appeal™). The SLUSA Appeal directly fmpacted
the BDO Lawsuits bécause BDO also sought dismissal of the Investor Lawsuit based on SLUSA.
Strasburger appellate partners, Michael Jung and Judith Blakeway were heavily involved in
preparipg and presenting the briefs to the Fifth Circuit and to The Supreme Court of the United
States. In addition, Mike Jung successfully argued the case before the Fifth Circuit.

17, Throughout this process, I have coordinated my-activities with the Receiver and
his couﬁsel, the Examirer, other members of the OSIC, the SEC and the Department of Justice,
On numerous occasiops [ have also traveled to Weashington; D.C. to discuss and coordinate
activities with the SEC and DOJ. I have also met with members of the 1.5, Senate and US.
Congress and their staff. 1 have interviewed numerous witnesses and reviewed thousands of
documents, including spending weeks at the Receiver’s document warehouse in Houston. My
partner and 1 traveled 1;0 Antigna to search for additional documents with counsel for the
Receiver. I have also rcviewed the databases maintained by the Receiver, and the trial
transcripts of the Stanford criminal {rial as well as the exhibits used at trial,

18.  In my opinion, my involvement and the involvement of Strasburger in all of the
related Stanford Cases has proven invaluable to the successful prosecution and resolution of the
BDO Lawsuits. In addifion, it is also my opinion that {he proposed BDO settlemnent could not
have been accomplished without the substantial amount of time and effort expended by all

Plaintiffs’ Counsel and their tireless efforts in the Stanford Cases.

1819832, 1/SPSA23832/0101/051215

APP 0227



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2138-6 Filed 05/15/15 Page 7 of 42 PagelD 59963

STRASBURGER’S WORK ON THE BDO
LAWSUITS AND SETTLEMENT

19.  We began our investigation of potential claims against RDO in June of 2009. As
a part of that_investigation, we reviewed and analyzed thousands of documents, including emails
of Stanford personnel, BDO personnel and emails to and from outside Jegal counse], We also.
reviewed the audited financial statements that BDO prepared for various Stanford entities as well
as the Opinion Letters and supporting documents. concerning the preparation of Stanford Group
Company’s Consolidated Financial Staterments, We also itranslated and reviewed emails and
documents related to BDO. that were written in Spanish. Because of a cooperation agreement
with the SEC we were also able 40 obtain and review andit workpapers, snd investigative
deposition transcripts of key winesses. To gain a_clearer understanding of the work performed
by BDO, I researched and investipated the standard of care for related entity review and
disclosure for certified public accountants as well ag studying the relevant Generally Accepted
Accounting Principles (“GAAP™) and Generally Accepted Auditing Standards {“*GAAS™). We
then researched relevant case law to CiﬂVelop viable claims against BDO, based upon the facts
mcovered during our iovestigation that substantiated those claims. We further investigated
theories of causation and damage models for all classes of Plaintifls. V

20. - Based upon our comprehensive investigation of the myriad of Stanford enfities,
their relationship with BDO Seidman and BDO’s role in the Ponzi scheme, we participated in
formulating the. causes of action and damage claims and the filing of lawsuits apainst several
BDO entities, The BDO Lawsuits were instituted on behalf of the Stanford Tnvesior vietims as a
puiative class and on behalf of the OSIC by filing Original Complaints in this Court on May 26,
2011 (the Tnvestor Lawsuit) and May 9 2013 (the OSIC Lawsuit), respectively, Among other
claims, the Plaintiffs asserted causes of action against BDO for negligence, aiding and abetting

7
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violations of the TSA, aiding and abetting breaches of fiduciary duty, participation in a
frandulent scheme, and conspiracy.
21.  BDO filed comprehensive motions to dismiss-in the Investor Lawsuit and stated
its intention to file dismissal-motions and a motion to compel arbitration in-the OSIC Lawsuit. In
seeking dismissal of the claims- asserted in the Investor Lawsuit, BDO argued that SLUSA
preempted all causes of action asserted. BDO USA also contended that Plaintiffs” fraud
allegations were not pled with specificity pursuant to Rule 9(b), that Plamtiffs’ TSA claims were
barred by limitations, andlthat Plaintiffs failed to plead the requisite'séienterl by BDO USA
necessary to establish aider and abettor liability uder the TSA. BDO USATS motion also urged
that Plaintiffs’ TSA claims were based upon non-existent c;o-conspixator theories of ligbility, and
that Plaintiffs had failed to allege sufficient facts te demonstrate that BDO USA knowingly-aided
and assisted Stanford Group Company’s and Stanford Trust Company’s breaches of fiduciary
duty. BDO USA also took issue with Plaintiffs’ conspiracy claims, arguing that Texas does not
tecognize a cause of action for aiding and abetting a fraudulent scheme separafe from
conspiracy, that Plaintiffs had failed to allege particularized facts establishing BDO USA
knowingly aided and assisted in the Stanford Ponzi scheme, that Plaintiffs’ conspiracy claim was‘
barred by & two-year Limitations period and that Plaintiffs fajled to allege particularized facis to
demonstrate BDO TUSA had the requisite meeting of the minds with the alleged co-conspirators
to engage in a Ponzi scheme,

22.  BDO International, BDO Global and Brussels Worldwide each moved to dismiss
under Rule 12(b)(2) alleging they were not subject to the Court’s personal jurisdiction, and BDO
International and Brussels Worldwide sought dismissal under Rule 12(b)(6) on the ground that

they did not exist at the time of the events giving tise to Plaintiffs’ causes of action. They also

1819432.1/8PSASISRIZOI01051215
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incorporated il of the arguments made by BDO USA in favor of dismissal.

23,  Plaintiffs’ counsel, including Strasburger, patticipated in  preparing
comprehensive responses to varions motions filed hy the BIDO- defendants.

24, Ultimately, the parties agreed to participste in a mediation that resulted-in a
setflement. That mediation was conducted with former U.S. District Judge Layn Phillips in New
York City on August 28, 2014, Former Judge Phillips hasvast experience mediating accounting
malpractice -cases. He has mediated some of the largest accounting malpractice cases in T1.8.
history.

25. I prepared for and participated in the mediation, The.mediation lasted a full day,
resulting in the $40 miilion settlement that is the. subject of this Motion. Even afier the
agreement ‘was reached, Plaimtiffs’ counsel, the Examiner and coumsel for the Receiver,
continued to work on the terms of the c¢losing documents for months before the final documents
were signed. Withowt the relenfless efforts-of the Receiver, Examiner, OSIC, Investor Plaintiffs
and Plaintiffs’ counsel investigating, develeping and progecuting these claims as a part of the
overall effort to recover money from third parties for the benefit of all Stanford Investors, this
settiement could not have been achieved and the BDO Lawsnits would likely have continued for
years with uncertain outcome and great expense to the parties.

REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF THE SETTLEMENT

26. I respectfully submit that, based upon years of experience prosecuting and settling
complex commercial litigation, that the BDO Settiement is fair and reasonable and in the best
interests of the Stanford receivership estate and the Stanford investors and should be apﬁroved by
the Court. I also believe that the BDO Seitlement represents the best resolt that could be

achieved given the limits of BDO’s insurance, The risks, uncertainty and the length of time it

1B19832,1/8PSA/23B32/0{01/051215
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would take to get to trial or a final hearing in arbitration in the BDO Lawsuits further favoré the
settlement. In light of these practical considerations impacting the ability of BDO to pay a
judgment, the BDO Settlement represents an extremely good resulf for-the Stanford receivership
estate and its investors. Therefore, T belisve the BDO Settlement-is in the best inferests of the
Sianford receivership estate and its-investors and should be approved.

REGUEST FOR APPROVAL OE ATTORNEYS’ FEES

27.  Plaintiffs’ Counsel have been jbintly handling all of the Stanford Cases referenced
above, including the BDO Lawsuits, pursuant-to twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee
agreements with OSIC (in_cases in which OSIC js a named Plaintiff) and the InvestorPlaintiffs
{in iﬁvestor class action lawsuits). The Movants seek Court approval to-pay Plaintiffs’ Counsel a
fee equal to an aggregate- of twenty-five percent (25%)- of the Net Recovery in the BDO
Lawsuits.

28. I regpectfully submit the fee requested in the Motion is reasonable in comparison
to the total net amount to be recovered for the beneftt of the Stanford investors, 'The twenty-five
percent (25%) contingency fee was heavily negotiated between OSIC and Plaintiffs’ Counsel,
and is substantially below the typical market rate contingency fee percentage of 33% fo 40% that
most law firms would demand to handle cases of this complexity and magnitnde. In certain
instances, OSIC interviewed other potential counsel who refused to handle the lawsuits without a
higher percentage fee. The BDO Lawsuits and the other third-party lawsuits are extraordinatily
large and complex, involving voluminous records and electronic data and requiring many years
of investigation, discevery and dispositive motions tp get to trial.

29, Morcover. the BDO Lawsuits and the eompanion Stanford Cases, many of which

were filed over 5 years ago, involve significant financial outlay and risk by Plaintiffs’ Counsel.

10
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The investor class actions were dismissed following the Court’s SLUSA ruling, and are only
now proceeding toward class discovery and motions 1o certify, Plaintiffs’ Counsel therefore has,
for many years now, borne significant risk of loss through dispositive metions or at trial after
years of work for no compensation, and -an almest certain appeal following any victory at trial.
A twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee-is reasonsble given the time and effért required to
litigate these case, their complexity and the risks involved.

| 30.  Since February 2009, myself and my law firm have dedicated thousands of hours of
time to the prosecution of Stanford litigation on a contingent fee basis, This includes time spent
investigating and understanding the background and history of the complex web of Stanford
companies, the operations, financial transactions, interrelationship and dealings between and
among the various Stanford entities and the defendants we have sued, the facts relating to the
Ponzi scheme and how it was perpetrated throupgh the vatious Stanford entities, and the
involvement of the third-party defendants in the foregoing cases with Stanford Without a
comprehensive investigation and understanding of this background and the requisite legal skill, it
would not have been possible to formulate viable claims against the third-party defendants and
prosecute them successfilly.

31. A review of the Court’s docket in all of these cases reveals only a portion of the
immense amount of work that Plainfiffs” Counsel have put into the prosecution of all of these
lawsuits since 2009. The docket and pleadings reveal only the work that is filed with the Court.
As discussed further herein, and as the Court is aware, the prosecution of lawsuits of thig
magnitude, complexity and novelty has required a tremendous amount of time and effort to
investigate the facts, research the relevant legal issues, coordinate and strategize with counsel

and clients regarding the handling of the cases, conduct discovery, prepare the briefs and

11
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motions, attempt to negotiate settlements, and prepare cases for summeary judgment and/or frial.
Plaintiffs’ Counsel have collectively spent thousands of hours since 2009 in their investigation
and prosecution of the lawsuits-referenced above, including the BDO Lawsuits. Because of the

"amnount of time dedicated to those cases, Plaintiff®s-counsel was precluded fram performing other
legal work.

32,  Over the last & years, mysslf and other attorneys and paralegals from my law firm
have spent thousands of hours in uncompensated time worth millions of dollars investigating and

- prosecuting the Stanford Cases, including the BDO Lifigation. Well in excess of 50% of my
practice over the last 6 years has been dedicated to these Stanford cases. I personally have worked
many late aights and weckends for the last 6 years on Stanford cases or Stanfordrelsted matters
with virtually no compensation.

33, 1 have personally tracked the time spent by my firm working on Stanford
fitigation, which is recorded on a-daily basis through detailed time records and identified-the time
attributzble to the BDO litigation. * Based uporemy professional judgment and experience with
cases of similar novelty, complexity and importanee, I believe that the hours and-fees reflected in
Exhibit A are reasonable and necessary for the effective resolution of this case.

34. T»he_ result of that aftribution analysis is thal my firm has spent 1,507.2% hours of
attorney and paralegal time worth $818,652 at our applicable hourly rates for complex cases of
this nature that I feel is rightfully and equitably atiributable to the BDO Lawsuits. I am fanidliar
with the legal practice in the Northern District of Texas and have knowledge of the usual and

~ custormary rates charged for legal services required in this and similar cases, I am also familiar
with the type and amount of legal services reasonsbly necessary and the nature of the work
required 1o prosecute this type of matter. |

% Attached and incorporated herein as Exhibit “A” is a true and correct copy of the billing staternents,
12
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35.  In addition to the efforts described herein specifically spent on the BDO Lawsuits,
Plaintiffs” Counsel were also invelved in the briefing and argument of the SLUSA Appeal to the
Fifth Cireuit and- the United States Supreme Court in the Troice Class Actions. But for
Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s efforts over several years to win the SLUSA appeal, the Investor Lawsuit
against BDO could not have proceeded.

36.  The proposed settlement is the direct.result of many years of effort and thousands
of hours of work by the Receiyer, CSIC, Investor Plaintiffs and Plaintifls’ Counsel as described -
herein. But for-the efforts of these parties, and the efforts of myself and my law firm described
herein, there would be no BDO Setflerment, which will net the Receivership estate and the
Stenford investors approximately $30 million they would not have otherwise recsived.

37.  Inlight of the tremendous time and expense myself and my law firm and the other
Plaintiffs’ Counsel have put intc the ovemll effort to recover monics fc;r the Stanford
Receivership Estate and the investors, all of which was necessary to the successful prosecution
and resolution of the BDO case, I respectfully submit that the twenty=five percent (25%) fee to
be paid to counsel for OSIC and the Investor Plaintiffs for the settlement of the BDO-Lawsuits is
very reasonable. Myself and my law firm and (he other Plaintiffs’ Counsel have worked
tirelessty for six years to attempt to recover money for the benefit of Stanford’s investors for.
virtually no compensation.

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

Executed on May 13 2015

WARD F. VAL INO

13

1815832, 1/SPSAZIRID/0) 01051215

APP 0234



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2138-6 Filed 05/15/15 Page 14 of 42 PagelD 59970

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P.

ATTORNKEYE AND CGUNSELORS
A PAUTHERSHIP INCLEDING FROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS

RE: BDD Siesdman

DATE
06/16/09

06/26/0%

87/0%/09

07/06/09

07/10/09

07/13/089

07/13/09
07/14/09
n7/21/09

08/03/09
08/05/08

ITEMTZED SERVICES BILL

DESCRIPTION

Conference with Mr. Snyder and Mr. Castillo
regarding third party- claime; review
potential BDO ciaims; review securities act
for prospective claims;

Addvess issues regarding potential class
action; conference with Mr, Castillo, Mr.
Snyder and Mr. Cibrian to discuss filing
class action;

Legal research regarding Texas Securitieg
aiding and abetting statutes and caselaw
interpreting same;

Receive and review coireﬁpondence from Mr.
Enyder; conference regarding strategy;
review legal issues regarding receiver and
lawsuit's potential effect on the pending
proceedings; conference with counsel
regarding witness- interviews; confixm
witness meetings; telephone interview with
counsel for prosgpective witness; recelve
and review additional documents; travel to
Hougton for witness interviews;

Review investigative documents and draft
pleadings; legal research regarding class
certification issues;

Travel to Houston for witness interviews;
attend witness interview;

Meetings with clients and witnesses;
Meetings with witnesses;

Continue legal research regarding class
certification issues;

Recedive and review MDL Briefing Schedule;

Travel to Houston to meet with Mr. [EEEEEEY
and review documents;

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P.
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS

1

EXHIBIT_A_

NAME
BEFV

EFV

EFV

EFV

EFvV

EFV

jale
oC
BFV

EFV
EFV

HOURS
2.30

12.20

3.50
1.50
3.60

0.40
5.00
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TDATE
08/06/08
08/24/08

10/06/05
10/16/09

1D/i9/09
10/206/09
'10/30/09
12/24/09
iz2/28/09
01/04/10

0z/23/10

03/04/10
03/11/10
03/23/10
04/01/10
04/07/10
04/16/10
04/28/10

05/31/10

DESCRIPTION

Address effects of RGN

Attend meeting with Bdward Valdespine and
Ed Bnyder to discuss claims against BDO;

Receive and review MDL Transfer Order:

Conference with Luis Gomar regarding class
action guit; werking on client files;

Working on documents regarding class sction
lawsuit; .

Translation of various documenis regarding
class action suit;
Email communicaticns with clients regarding

class action swit; conference with R.
Morales regarding client files;

Communications with clients;

Communications with cliemtsa; working on
client files;

Work with co-counsel on state securities
lspues; work with Mr. VAldespine;

Btatue meeting with D. Cibriapn and E.
Valdespino regarding class action lawsudit;
working on client files; communications
with clientsa;

Meet with Ed Snyder regarding issues in
cage; review filings in case;

Travel to Dallas and meet with counsel for
i

Continue legal research regarding
jurisdictional issues;

Conference call with Ed Valdespino and Bob
Franke;

Continue review cof OIG report;

Review correspondence regarding SEC report;
conference with Ed Valdespino regarding
report, MDL and investor committees;

Receive and review correspondence from Mr,
Ariington and review attachments;

NA1

NAL

NAL

NATL

NAL

inled

NAL

EFV

EFV
DC
EFV

AK

Erv

Correspond with Lee Polson regarding (R 2K

preemption; preparation of unregistered
securities response:

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P.
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS

2

HOURS
1.80
0.80

0.50
2.00

1.00
1.50

1.00

2.30
0.60
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DATE DESCRIPTION NAME HOURSB
pe/03/1¢0 Preparation of arguments regarding sale of AK 3.00
unregigtered securities;
06/22/10 -Conference call with Sir Nigel Hamilton of EFV 1,30 ;
Vantis; continue review of findings in :
Antiguan litigation; :
12/01/10 Attend conference call; < EFV 4,20
12/0z2/10 Eeview audit transfer documents; EFV 4£.00
12/10/1¢ Attend meeting at offices of REEEEER DC 6.50 :
12/17/16 Attend conference call; EFV .20 i
iz/20/10 Review SREC issues; : EFV 4,60 1
12/21/10 Travel to Houston for document review; EFV 11.80
12/22/10 Return travel from Houston for document EFV 9.40
review and attend document review;
12/23/10 Addrees SEC issues; - ‘ EFV 4.20
12/27/10 Analyze jurisdictional issues; EFY 4.00 :
12/287/10 Attend conference call and review EFV 4.00 |
R = cies ; :
12/29/10 Address jurisdiecticnal issues; BFV 3,20
12/30/10 Revige draft pleadings; _EFV 5.20
12/31/10  Review attorney files; . EEV 2.60 ?
01/03/11 Receive and review mailtiple status notices  DC 0.50 E
of settinge of meetings and input data. ;
01/03/11 Prepare pleadings; EFV 4.30 ;
01/04/21 Research of Northernm District of Texas o YmM2 0.80

Clerk's records to obtain current docket
sheetes and complaints;

01/04/11 Travel to Houston for document EFV B.00
producticn; attend document production;
0L/05/11 Continue document review; return travel EFV B.0OO
from Houston;
0r/06/11 Review GARP and GAAS rules; BFV 4.80
01/07/11 Review RN crails; EFV 6.20
01/10/11 Review [ emails; EFV 4.70 ,
o1/11/11 Recelve and review filing nmotice from the DC 0.20 :

court and examiner's report no. 3 from 3/23
weeting of Stanford Investors Committee.

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.F,
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
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DATE
01/11/11
01/1z/11

01/13/11
01/14/11

01/19/11

Di/20/11

01/20/11
01/21/11

01/24/11
01/25/11
01/25/11
01/26/11
01/26/11

01/27/11

01/27/11
0l/28/11
0L/31/11
02/01/11

02/01/11
02/02/11

DESCRIPTION
Study relevant GBAY and GAAS rules;

Continue study of GAAP and (AAS
rules;

Travel to Dallas for meeting with Mr.
Morganstern, Mx. Snyder and Mr. Buncher

Attend meetings with co-counsel im Dallas;
return travel from Dallae;

Study GALP .and GAAS rules; confer with; CPA

with practical application of GAAS rules
and peer review. -

Conference with Ed Valdespino regarding
potential canses of action.

rReview documents from warehouse;

Attend conference call; continne review of

documents from warehouse;—

Receive and review correspondence to Davig

Arlington;

Research relevant to claime of tCrusiee;
begin drafting pleadings;

Work on database matters with Edward
Valdespino;

Research to obtain case law cited in
oppogition briefs;

Regearch to cbtaln case law cited in
opposition briefs;

Review case law cited in opposition brief
and related anthorities relevant to
receiver‘s powersa and Defendants' burdens
of proof;

Continue review of documents from;

Continue review of legal files from;

“Continue review of RN >~ U e ails;

Telephone conference and email exchanges
with Snyder regarding revigions to
pleadings; research and draft motions for
leave to file;

Review and revige pleadings;

Research and draft pleadings; conference

call with Snyder, Valdespino znd Receiver's

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P.
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS

4

EFV
EFV

BEV

EFV

RV
EFV

DC

EFV
EFV
EFV
MMC

EFV
MMC

HOURS
g8.00
4.00

5.80

10- 20

8.00
4.00

3.80
4.00
4 .84
2.40

4,00
7.50
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DATE DESCRIFTION NAME TOURS

coungel regarding revised pleadings;
research relevant to standards for recovery
of attorneys' fees; exchange emails with
Valdespino regarding same;

pz2/02/11 Attend conference call and post meeting to  EFV 4.80
digeuss strategy;

02/03/11 Conferences with Bnyder regarding cases; -MMC 4.40
continue research and drafting pleadings;
regearch regarding-pleadings regarding
liability necessary-to overcome motlon to
diemiss for-failure to state a- claim;
exchange emails with Snyder and Valdespino
regarding stipulation concerning sequence
of court, consideration of pending motions;

D2/03/11 Conference regarding cases needed and D 0.60
recelve instructions {0.1); conduct legal
regearch, obtain copies of six cases, and
provide for altorney review [U0.5).

D2/04/11 Regearch and draft pleadings; exchange MMC 5.00
emails with Snyder and Valdespino regarding

stipulation regarding sequenge of court's

consideration of pending motions; resesrch

regarding standards for pleading of

[l e R e R drafring

pleadings;
02/07/11 Exchange emails with Smyder and Valdespino — MMC 2.590
regarding pleading reguirements, proposed

stipulation regarding pending motions to

dismiss for failure to state a claim;

review motions to dismiss as relevant to

preparation of revised pleadings;

a2/07/11 Regearch of U.S. Nortlern District of Tekxas ¥M2 0.50
Clerk's records to obtain select pleadings
regarding motiong to dismiss;

02/08/11 Regearch of U.S. Northern District of Texas TM2 0.70
Clerk's recordg to obtain select pleadings
regarding motions to dismiss and responses
t.o motions to dismiss;

p2/08/11 Review Stanford Trust documents from EFV 5.10
warehouse transferred to CD format;

p2/10/11 Numerous conferences and correspondences ne 5.30
regarding plaintiff's hard drive and
extensive content and converting hmdreds

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P.
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
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DATE DESCRIPTION NAME HOURS

of documents for computer sysztem and
receive interim instructions; travel to
Texas Star Document Services and lengthy
correspondence with Shane Glogson, owner of
Texas Star Document Serviwves, provide
plaintiff's hard drive produced, and
conference regarding possibility of
handling system, need for their evaluation
of hard drive and documents and need for
future discussion aftex Texas Star'e
evaluation of hard driwe; draft lengthy -
memorandum regarding above; zubseguent
conference regarding above and recesive
instructions; telephone conference with
Shane Gleeson and provide case information;
conference with attorney regarding visit to
see Texag. Star Document Services tomorrow.

02/10/11 Continue review of doguments from warehouse EFV 5.20
transferred to CD format;

02/11/11 Receive and review correspondence from o 0,30
Warren Klaus questioning information

regarding data on hard drive and draft

reply (0D.2); telephone conference from

Texas ‘Star Document Services regarding time

estimate for future conference regarding

hard drive (D.1).

o2/12/11 Receive and review draft pleading; address BEFV 2.80
imsues regarding assignment from Receiver; -

p2/12/11 Continue review of warehouse documents EFV 3.20
transferred to CD format ;

02/14/11 Receive and review instructions concerning DC 1.00
documents received {0.1l); prepare exhibits
(0.4} ; receive and analyze appendix
exbibits, organize and prepare for

attorney;
02/14/11  Review R enails; EFV 4.00
gz/14/11 Receive and review file materials; EFV 4.00
02/15/11 Telephone conference with Shané Glogson, ne 1.80

owner of Texas Star Document Services,
regarding current: status on reviewing hard
drive {0.1); travel to Texas Star Document
Services and extended conference with Shane
Glosson regarding extent per voluminous
gigabytes of information on portable hard

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P.
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
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DATH

02/16/11

02/17/11
n2/18/11
p2/18/11

0z2/21/11

02/21/11

DESCRIPTTION NAME HOURS

drive of documents, optioms available to
convert documents to various systems,.
bazllpark costs per various options, compile
notes, and retrieve hard drive for later
conversion by Texas Star Document Services
(1.0) ; review notes taken and draft
lengthy, detailed correspondence to Warren
Klaus regarding various options and costs

-for handling data from hard drive and

request Information (0.5).

Review ' emails and other documents EFV 8.00
from warehouse;

Review [l documents ; DL 0.60
Attend conference call; EFV 2.50
Discussions regarding litigation strategy EFV 5.50
with co-counsel and fellow committee

members;

Receive and review- status notice of setting DC 1.00

of status conference and Input data {0.2};
review status on any contact from Mr. Klaus
regarding 285 gigabyte hard drive and draft
corregpondence to him to request status
(0.3); receive and review status
correspondence from Warren Klaus regarding
above and draft reply with request for
clarification of cost regarding choosing to
buy Concordance software rather than
converting 485 gigabytes of documents from
the cther side to another gystem (0.3);
receive and review additional
correspondence from Warren Klaug and a
correspondence. from David Svoboda regarding
possible considerations for infeormation on
hard drive (0.2).

Travel to Dallas and attend weeting with EFV 10.90
co-couneel;

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P.
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
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DATE
02/22/11

02/22/11
02/23/11
02/24/11
02/25/11

02/28/11

0z2/28/11

03/01/11
03/03/11

o3/04/212
03/08/11
03/11/11

03/11/11
03/14/11

03/16/11

DESCRIPTION

Conference with Mr, Valdespino regarding
goal for use of extensive data on hard
drive and tentative options (0.2);
conference with Clndy Mora regarding
additional information needed regarding
above (0.2); lengthy telephone conference
with Susan Reno regarding hard. drive,
formatting the documents produced teo us by-
otker counsel and tentative options
available (0.3); draft correspondence to
attorney and reguest conference regarding
above (0.2); subsequent conference with
attorney regarding information learned from
Susan Reno (0.2).

(BDO Seidman) Review of BDO Seidman
records;

{(BDO Sefdman) Continue review of BDO
Seidman documents;

(BDO Seidman) Continue review of BOO
Seldman documents;

(BDO Seidman) Continue review of RDO
Seidman records;

{BDO Siedman) Conference with Mr. Hohwan,
Mr. Jeffriee and Mr. Snyder regarding BDO
documents and strategy;

Receive and review order £rom court;
receive and review emails concerning
allocation of work on EDO;

Review 8DO Seidman emails,.

Review floppy discs retrieved from
warehouge;

Attend conference call to discuss strategy;
Continue review of floppy discs;

Research regarding outstanding documents,
locate documents, and update paralegal

-notes file,

Attend conference valls;

Travel to Houston for document review:
review documents; return travel from
Houston;

Conference call with Mr. Morganstern

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.LP,
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
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NAME

nc

EFV

ERY

EFV

ERFV

EFV

EFV

EFV
EFV

EFV
BEFV
DC

EFV
EFV

EFV

HOURS
1.10

2.50 |
6.60 :
5,60

Z2.10
G.30

4.00
10.40
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DATE DESCRIPTICN NAME HOURS

regarding BDO cases; review new lawsuilts
fil=d by Receiver; review BDO claims;

03/17/11 Work on BDO lawsuitss EFV 7.20
e3/18/11 Continue work on BDO lawsuits; EFV 8 .00
037/21/11 (BDO Seidman) Travel to Bouston for review - EFV 12.40-

of documents as part of potential claimsg
investigation; review documents;

pa/az/il (BDC Siedman) Review documents at warehouse EFPV 11.30
as part of potentiasl claim investigation;
return travel from Houston;

037/23/11 Review and revige draft pleadings (4.8} ; EEFV 7.0
review documents {BDO Seidman) {3.1);

03/24/11 Review hot documents (BDO Seidman) ; BFV 2,40

03/24/11 Conference calls with Examiner and SEC EFV . 1.50

regarding BDC document issues;

03/24/11  Review summaries prepared by Heather; EFV 1.50

03/25/11 = Extended conference calls regarding EFV 5.10
production of documents and reports from
Receiver; prepare for EDO meetings;
conference call with Receiver;

03/28/11 Meeting with SEC and Examiner to discuss EFV 0.09
igsues concerning production of documents.

04/04/11 (BDO) receive and review GAAP manuals; EFV 3.30

04/06/11 Receive and review BDQO documents; EFV 3.40

p4/08/11 Receive and review additiomal GAAP EFV 5.50
materials.

04/14/11 (RDO Seidman) receive and review meotion to BEV 2,90
guash, supporting brief and evidence;

04/18/11 {BDO Seidman) continue review of caselaw EFV 4.20
regarding motion to quash and confer with
Mr. Abart;

p4/40/11 Travel to Dallas for status conference; EFV 2.10

attend status conference; return travel
from Dallas;

04/25/11 (BDC) centinue review of GAAP documents; EFV 7.50

pa/28/11 {BDO Seidman) Conference regarding research DC 2.60
needed in all Stanford files regarding CDs ‘
produced by anycne and receive
instructions; research in all files om

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P.
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
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DATE DESCRIPTION : NAME EOURS

Stanford cases, conference with file clerk,
locate all CDs and floppy disks received
from anyone, and compile notes on ltems
received; conference with Mr, Valdespino
regarding CDs and digks available, money
transfer documents/affidavits, ete., and
recelve dnstructions.

04/28711, (BDQ) continue review of GAAP documents; BFY 4.90
04/29/11 (BDO) review GAAP documents; BEFV 580
04/28/11 BDC Beidman) Analyze numerous document in DC £.00

Ch # 2 of 6 CDs of Receivership Documents
Epril, 2011 recelved and prepars voluminous
exhibits; reconcile wmany exhibits with
docunents on CD and sequence documents;
draft first index to f£iles on CD #2;
organize filem for receivership documents.

05/02/11 (BDO Beildman) Analyze numeroug documents nc 9.80
and notes relating to affidavits requested
for receiversghip. deocuments For April, 2011
and draft detalled index of documents;
prepare exhibits; conference regarding
format for organizing large files regarding
different, numerous documents on gix ODs
and labeling of documents and give
ingtructions.

05/02/11 Meeting with Ed Valdespino; review JRB 3.70
appignments concerning BDO Seidman; begin
review of potential claims.

05/03/11 Regearch regarding jurisdiction of BDC JRB 5.100
entities.
05/04/11 Read cases cited by Mr. Bhart regarding JRE 5.20

choice of law.

05/05/11 (BDO Seidman} Continue analysis of disks of DC 6.80
receivership documents-aApril, 2011 and
compile lista of notes.

05/06/11 (BRDOQ Seidman) Analyze maltiple CDs of D 7.20
recelvership documents, compile notes and
draft general index of categories of
documentes in each section of CDs 1-6 for
April, 2011.

05/06/11 (BDO) review BDO documents and work with EFV 4.20
Mr. Ahart on draft complaint;

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P.
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
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DATE DESCRIPTION NAME HOURS

05/09/11 Revige draft complaint, telephone JRB §.0C
conference with Ed Valdespino; review
appendicss.

p5/10/11 Contimie amalysis and indexing of documents DC 4£.00
im receivership documents -April, 2011.

06/10/11 Emall to Ed Valdespino regarding draft JRR 5.50

complaint, revisions to draft

05/16/11 (BDO Seidman) Review documents received EFV 5,00
from Hohman; extended conference with Mr.
Ahart regartding draft complaint.

PE/17/11 {BDO Siedman) Review documents from BFV 8.10
warehoude;
05/18/11 (BDO} Receive and review draft BDO EFV 3.80
Complaint;
05/18/11 (BDO) Revise draft complaint; EFV 3.90
05/31/11 {Wilkinson) Prepare Notice Of Appearance Of YM2 0.60
Additicnal Counsel;
pe/02/11 Review Amicus SLUSA brief; EFV 4.00
08/07/1L Address SLUSA isguesy EFV 6.00
06/13/11 Travel to Housten for review of bank EFV 8.B0D
‘ documents ;
06/15/11 review JRB - 1.30

Research regarding securities frau

emails to Ed-Valdespino regarding same.
06/17/11 Review draft of index to receivership ne 7.80
documents-April, 2001i-disk 1 of & to date,
reconcile with information on disk, and
draft revieione; analyze brustmark
statements and check images cn disk 1 of 6

and contimue indexing documents related to
trustmarks 1441, 1541, and 1558.

06/21/11 Review BDO International issues regarding ERV 2,40
Jurisdiction;
06/24/11 Receive and review draft of amended BDC EFV 1.40

complaint from Mr. Ahart;

n7/01/11 Continue indexing BDO documents from DC 6.90
receivership documents for April, 2011.

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.F.
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
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DATE

07/07/11
07/07/11
07/xa/11
07/18/11

ng/o2/11

08/12/11
o8/13/11
08/1i5/1z
08/1&6/11
08/17/11

oa/17/1L

08/17/11

pa/ia/11

08/18/1%
08/15/11

08/24/11
08/25/11

08/26/11

DESCRIPTION

Review reply briefs; prepare intraoffice e-
mail correspendence (EPV) regarding
potential respuvnses to reply briefeg;

Conference with Ed Valdespino regarding
recent developments.

Travel to Austin to meet with co-counsel to
digcuss strategy for BDO case;

{stanfard Committee) Review and revise
litigation status report;

Review amicug curie briefs regarding SLUSA
and reply of Alvarado, et al. and cases
cited therein (Dabit, Miller and Madoff
cages) .

Receive and analyze BDO Siedman Motion to
Dismiss;

Legal research regarding BDO Siedman Motion
to Dismiss;

Lagél research regarding BDO Siedman Motion
to Dismigs;

Review caselaw regarding BDO Siedman Motion
to Dismiss;

Review memorandum in support of motion by
BDC to dismiss.

Review BDO's motion to dismiess plaintiffs!
class action complaint and plaintiffs:
original class action complaint.

Confer with Mr. Ahart regarding BDO Siedman
Motion to Dismisg; revise and review
doouments from Heather;

Email to Ed Valdespino regarding Wilkinson
motion to dismisgs.

Legal research regarding BPC Siedman

Analysie and indexing of folders of
documents received from Heather.

Meeting in Austin with co-counsel regarding
EDO Siedman Mction to Dismiss;

Legal research regarding BDO Motion to
Dismigs;

Research regarding Texas Securities Act.

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P.
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
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NAME
BMT

EFV

EFV

JRB

EFV

EFV

EFV

EFV

JRB

EFV
DC

BEV

EFV

JRB

EOURS
0.80

5.00
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DATE
08/26/11
ne8/27/11

pa/31/11

05/01/11

05/01/11
09/02/11
pe/oz/11
ge/06/11

09/07/11
09/15/11

oe/22/11
08/22/11

08/27/11
0g/28/11

10/04/11
10/06/11

10/07/11

10/19/11
160/24/11

DESCRIPTION
(BDO Siedman) analyze additional documents;

Draft response to fraud section of BDO
motion to dismigs.

Continue analysis and indexing of
receivership documents.

Review motion to dismiss SLUSA briefing in;
review order dismissing with prejudice
Roland v. Green based on SLUBA,

{BDO) Receilve and review Roland opinion and
confer with co-counsel;

Cenference with Ed Valdespino regarding
SLUSA opinion.

(BDO/Seidman) Review caselaw cited in Roland
order;

Review legal authorities cited in BDO's
brief.

Commence response to motion to dismiss.

(BDO Siedman) Attend committee conference
call;

(BDO} Biedman) Attend conference call with
co-counsel;

Legz]l research regarding jurisdiction and
its applicatiom in Texas state court;

Review jurisdictional issues;

Continue analysis and indexing of DVD 3 of.
recelvership documents.

(BDO} Analyze jurisdictional issues;

Conference regarding legal resesarch
concerning jurisdictional issnes, obtain
stack of legal research documents, and
receive imnstructicns,

Review legal research documents/cases,
draft index of cages, and organize legal
research file on jurisdicticonal issues.

Review bills from BDO Seidman;

Review draft brief in companion case;
exchange e-mail correspondence reqgarding
same; conference call regarding strategy
for pursuit of common appeal;

STRASBURGER & FPRICE, L.L.P.
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
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NAME
EFV

b

JRB-

EFV

IC

EFV
BMJ

HOURE
4.20
4,00

U.Lo

1.70

0.80
2.20

4.20
Z2.40

3.40
0.30

2.60
2.60
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DATE
10/25/11

10/25/11

10/28/11

i0/21/11

11/02/11
11/03/11
11/07/13
11/07/11
11/09/11
11/09/11
11/13/11
11/14/1T

11/14/31

11/17/13

11/17/11

DESCRIPTION

Intracffice conference (JRB) regarding
procedural and substantive status of
appeals;

Telephone conference with Mike Jung
regarding SLUBA appeals.

Conference with Ed Valdespinoc; review
notices .of appeal, order granting motion to
expedite Roland (to be heard in February
oral argument calendar), motion to expedite
Roland appeals, order dismissing Roland
with prejudice under SILUSA, draft origimal
brief filed by Roland in Fifth Circuit
Court of Appeals.

Research regarding SLUSA for Fifth Circult
brief;

Prepare Bifth Circuit brief;

Commence drafting brief-.

Research on multi-claim SIUSA complaint.
Attend conference call with co-counsgel;
Comtinue to -review SLUSA cases.

Prepare Fifth Circuit brief;

Draft brief.

Participate in conference call regarding
brief of appellants;

Prepare Fifth Circuit brief;

Draft statement of facts, statement
regarding oral argument, statement of
jurisdiction, statement of ilssues and
statement of case.

Attention to obtaining the record on appeal
and appendix; conference with Ed
Valdespino, email to Ed Snyder,
instructions to order record fxom the Fifth
Circuit.

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P.
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
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NAME
PMF

EFV

JRB
EFV

EFV

BMLT

EFV
JRB

HQURS
0.50

0.40

2.60
5,20
0.60
Z2.18
2.60
3.00
7.00
0.60

3.20
4.50

1.00
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DATH DESCRIPTIOCN NAME HOURS

11/18/11 Conference with Edward Valdespine regarding DC 2.50
CDh Containing 3,663 pages of documents,
recaive CD, and receilve ingtructicns;
office conference with Judy Blakeway
regarding CD and documents and regeive
instructions; review documents on-CD and
duplicate/format./label five copies of CD
for attorney; travel to Texas Star Document
Services, conferences with Michelle and
with Shane Glosson, provide €D and give
instructicns on duplicating/formatting
numerous documents; advise Ma, Blakeway of-
interim status; subseguent office
conference with Herman from Texas Stax
Document Services and receive box of
documents; review documents; route invoice
for processing; prepare documents for.
appeal; provide all documents to attorney.

i1/18/11 Prepare Fifth Circuit brief; EFV 2.80 ﬁ
i1/21/11 Revige brief to incorporate committes's JRB 8.50 :

commenta . é
11/22/11 Review and comment on graft brief of PMJT 2.50

appellants; exchange intraoffice e-mail
corregpondence {(JRB) regarding same;
prepare and file notices of appearance;

11/23/13 Incorporate Sarah Starnes' changes; " JREB 5.30
finalize brief; conference with Ed
Valdespino, file and serve brisf and record
excerpts.

1z2/05/11 Determine statusg of Fifth Circuit briefs; PMJ C.BO
review Congressional amicus curiae brief;
review receiver's amicus citriae brief;

12/07/11 Conference call regarding BDO case and EEV 7.10
testimony filings by Antiguan JLs;

12/09/11 Review opinlon in SEC case; review Public PMT 0.90
Investors amicus curiae brief;

12/21/11 Review amicus briefz of Public Investor JRB 0.40
Arbitration Bar Assogiation and Receiver
Ralph Janvey.

iz/a28/11 Commence reply brief. JRRE 4.00

12/29/:1 Begin review of Fifth Circuit Appellees! EFV 4.00
Brief and supporting caselaw;

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P.
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELQRS
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DATE
12/30/11
41/03/12

01/03/12

01/04/12
01/05/12
rL/10/1z2

p1/10/12
01/11/12
01/13/12
01/16/12
01/20/12

01/23/12
01/24/12

01/24/12

01/26/12
02/01/12

02/02/12

02/06/12

02/06/12

DESCRIPTION
Draft reply brief.

Begin preliminary preparation for oral
arcument, including review of key
pleadings, briefs, orders, and case law;

Conference with Mike Jung in preparation
for oral argument.

Attention to reply brief;
Draft reply brief.

Review Bd Soyder's insert and revisions to
brief; revise next drafi; research
regarding SLUSA.

Attention to reply brief:
Intracffice conference {JRB)regarding reply
brief:

Review correspondence and e- mall traffic
regarding oral argument and regarding reply
hriefing;

Addresg Fifth Circuift argument;
{BDO) legal resesarch;
{BDO} legal research;

Intracffice conference (EPV) regarding
oral argument; exchange intracffice e-mail
correspondence (JRB) regarding same;
exchange e-mail corregpondencs (co-
counsel} regarding same; continue
preparation for orazl argument;

Review notice of oral argument; conference
with Ed Valdespino regarding same.

Address appellate argument;

Intracffice conference (BEPV) regarding
oral argument preparation; continue
preparation:

Telephone conference with Phil Pries, Ed
Soyder and Ed Valdespino regarding oral
arguments .

Continue preparaticon for oral argument ;
travel to New Orleans for argument;

Travel to New Orleans and prepare for
argument ;

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P.
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
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NAME

PHIT

EFV

JEB

EFV

PMJ

PMT

EFV

EFV

EFV
BEMJ

EFV
EM.T

PMT

BEFV

HOURS
6.00
5.70

1.60
550
2.20

4.10
L.CC

3.70
8.50
220
1.10

2:10
3.60
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DATE
02/07/12
02/07/12

02/08/12

D2/10/12

2/18/12
p2/20/12

02/29/1.2

03/05/%2
03/06/12
03/08/12

03/19/12
03/27/12
03/29/12

04/02/12
n4/02/12

o4/04/12
ca/1n/1n
04/16/22
na/19/22

0a/19/12

DESCRIPTION

Prepare for and present cral argument in
Fifth Cirecuit Court of Appeals; reburn to
Dallas;

Prepare for and attend oral argument,
return travel from New Orieans;

Intracffice conference (DNK) regarding
oral argument; exchange intraoffice e-mail
correspondence {JRB) regarding samefr

Attend conference call with Committee
(BDO) ;

Prepare response briel;

Finalize and file response to Rule 28{3)
letter;

Analyze outstanding documents and irnput
into electronic case file (BDO).

Review trial transcripts;

Receive and review tria% transcripts;

Rece1ve and reV£ew memo from Mr Ahart

and review supporting cases;
Review Fifth Circwit Opinion reversing and
remanding; emails re same to Bd and Mike;

Receive and review trial testimony of Mr.
and R .

{BDO) Attend meeting with Recelver and
Committee; return travel from Austin;

Review bills of costs;

Review petition for rehearing of SEI
Investments, Co.

Attend committee conference call meetings;

Review e-mail corresgpondence {co-counssl)
regarding opinion rejecting SLUSA
"upgtream" theory;

Recelve and review Van Tasgsel testimony;

Review order denylng petitions for
rehearing;

Receive and reviewm Tier Three trial
testimony; review tier three damage model

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P,
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
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BMJ

EFV

PMT

DCc

EFV
PMJT

EFV
EFV

BFV

EFV

Mg

EFV
BMT

EFV

EFV

HOURS
2.10

4,00
0.50

4 .60
1.30
3.580

2.20

06.30
0.50

2.80
0.10
3.20

¢.10

6.20
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DATE DESCRIPTION NAME HOURS
for BDO Siedman case;

D4a/24/%2 Regearch regarding issues for BDO Siedman EFV -3.30
damage model;

04/25/12 Analyze part of DVD 3 of 6 of voluminous- DC 4.00
case file receivership documents_4/2011 and
draft detailed index.

S04 /26712 Receive and review draft BDO complaint; EFV 5.20
prepare revisions to draft of complaint;

04a/30/12 Exchange e-mall correspondence (co-counsel) PMJ 0.30
regarding effect of certiorari petition on
effectiveness of wandate;

04/30/12 Analyze numercus documents in voluminous DC B.DO
data on DVD # 3 of 6 of recelvership
documents 4/2011 and draft detailed index.

04/30/12 Continmue review of Van Tassel testimony for JEFV T.70
purposes of revising BDO complaint and
damage model; revise draft complaint:
telephone conference with Mr. BAhart
regarding reviszed complaint; telephone
conference with Mr. Snyder regarding
reviged complaint;

05/15/12 Conference with Ed Valdespino, review JRB 2.70
Kelsey Sproull's memorandum

05718713 (BDO)} Receive and review Original Complaint EFV 1.80
and attached pleadings filed on May 9,
2012;

05/16/12 (BDO) Receive and review documents from EFV 1.80
Heather Cantu;

05/16/12 {BDO Review drafl pleadings from Mr. Ahart; EFV 1.40

05/16/12 (BDO) Address issues with Mr. Ahart; EFV 1.40

receive and review documents;

05/24/12 Review additional documents received from JRB 2.20
Chris Ahart; legal regearch and review of
related documents;

06/07/12 Travel to Dallas for weeting with co- E¥V 6§.80
coungel;

06/08/12 (BDO} Attend witness meetings; EFV B.40

06/09/12 {BDO) Attend witness meeting; EFV 3.30

os/22/12 (BDO} Receive and review additional EFV 3.50

documents ;

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P.
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
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DATE DESCRIPTION NAME HOURS

07/03/12 Analyze many of doouments on DVD 3 of 6 of DU 5.60
masgive receivership documents, prepare
exhibits/index of documents.

p7/08/12 Analyze numnercus receivership April 2011 DC 5.00
documents and continue draft/preparation of
exhibits/index.

¢7/09712 Continue analysis of voluminous documents bC 4.20

from April, 2011 receivership documents and
prepare exhibits/index.

o7/16/12 Continue analysis of volumincus BC £.00
receivership documents on DVD 3 and draft
index.

07/18/12 Address issues concerning Petitien EFV 3.80

for Writ of Certiorari;

p?/23/12 Intraoffice conference (JRB) regarding PMT C.30
response to petition for writ of
certiorari;

07/23/12 Review legal authorities cited in Petition JRB 3.20

for Writ of Certiorari

07/23/13 Receive and review correspondence and no 7.00
various versions of deposition transcripts
of Denise Groves, prepare exhibits, and
forward with instructions for electronic
file input {0.4); receive and review
correspondence and varlous verslons of
transcripts of JEER : : §, Drepare
exhibits, and forward w1th.1nstructions for
electronic file input (0.4); continue
analysis of veluminous receivership
documents from DVD 3 of & and prepare index

(6.2).
07/26/12 Intraoffice conference {EFV) regarding PMJI 6.30
response to petition for writ of
certiorari; _
07/27/132 Commence drafting Brief in Oppositicon to JEH 5.00

Petition for Writ of Certiorari

07/25/12 Draft Brief in Opposition to Petition of JRB 5.80
Writ of Certiorari

07/30/12 Intraoffice conferences (JRB, EFV) PMT 1.0D
regarding response to petitions for writs
of certilorari; legal research regarding
response;

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P.
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
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DATE
08/01/12

08/04/12

08/10/12

08/15/12

08/15/12
08/17/12

og/ L/ Az
08/20/12

08/31/12

09/11/12

09/12/12

ge/14/12
09/18/12

05/21/12

09/24/12

DESCRIPTTION

Draft brief in opposition to petiticn
for writ for certiorari.

Continue to draft brief in oppeositicn to
petition for writ of certicrari.

Coatinue review and revision of draft
response to petitions for writ of
certiorari; intraoffice comference (EFV)
regarding response to potential amicus
curiae;

Contimue revision to draft respomse to
certiorari petiticns; exchange intracffice
e-mail correspondence (EFV, JRB) regarding
same;

Revise regponsive brief;

Review proocfs of response to certiorari
petiticns; intracffice conference (EFV)
regarding same; exchange intracffice e-mafl
correspondence (BFV) regarding service list
and number of copies;

Reviae hriaf;

Receive and review final edits from Cockle
and revige bhrief;

Receive and review additional Amicus Brief;

Analyze receivership financial statement
documents from various Stanford
companies/countries and draft index.

Enalyze receivership financial stafements
and documents and draft index.

Review replies to briefs in opposition;

Analyze man entity wide finanecial
statements on DVD 2 of 6 of voluminous
April, 2011 receivership documents and

-draft_index.

‘Exchange intrzoffice e-mail correspondence

regarding fiiing of amicus curiae briefs;
intraoffice conference (EFV) regarding
game;

Review amicus briefs.

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P,
ATTORNEYS ANDP COUNSELORS
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NAME
JREB

BFMT

PMT

EFV
BMg

Erv
EFV

bC

-DC

M3
DC

PMT

HOURS
4,30

3.10
.80

4.30
4.40

2.18
6.30

0.50
7.30
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DATE DESCRIPTION NAME HOURS

08/25/12 Review order lists; prepare intraoffice PMT 0. 10
e-mail correspondence [EFV, JRB)
regarding same;

na/2a/1z2 -Analyze financial statements and draft bC 7.20
index.

10/02/12 Prepare regponse to Salicitor General; EFV 4,20

ig/03/12 Anglyze firnancial statements and draft DC 2.00
index- ' :

10/04/12 Analyze financial statements/documents on ne 6.%0

DVD 3 of voluminous receivership decuments
and draft index.

10/08/12 Analyze fimancial statements for various Dne 7.00
companies in receivership documents and
draft index.

10/09/12 Review emails regarding meeting wtih SEC. JRB 0.10

1o0/09/12 Raview SEC amicus brief in Dabit. JRB 0.80

10/09/12 Prepare and send position documents =PV 4.10
to BEC;

i0/11 /12 Review talking points for meeting JRE 0.10

: with SEC.

10/11/12 Frepare for and travel to Washington, DC EFV 4.60-
for meeting with SEC;

10/15/12 Attend meetings with co-counsel; EFY 3.50

10/24/12 Pre e-mail correspondence (SEC counsel) BMT 0,10
regarding copy of brief in opposition;

10/24/12 Travel to New Orleans for meeting with EFV 1.20
counsel for FERNEEIREIEEN

10/25/12 _ Attend meetings with counsel for R EFV 2.60

" in New Orleans; return travel to
San antonio; -

10/26/12 Conference with Ed Valdespino regarding JRRB 0.30
" meeting with SEC.

11/06/12 Review e-mall correspondence regarding PMT 0.80
meeting with Solicitor General's office;
review potential travel arrangements;
intraoffice conference {EFV) regarding
same ;

11/06/12 Prepare for presentation to Gffice of EFV 3.60
Solicitor General;

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P,
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS

21

APP 0255



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2138-6 Filed 05/15/15 Page 35 of 42 PagelD 59991

DATE
11/08/12

11/13/12

11/14/12

11/16/12

I1/16/12

11/19/12

11/20/12

11/21 /12
11/29/12

12/12/12

12/14/12

12/17/12

12/17/12

12/17/12

DESCRIPTION

Analyze receivership documents and draft
index (6.5); prepare exhibits regarding
varicus corporate entities flow charts
{0.5).

Prepare for and participate in conference-
call regarding meeting with Solicitor
General's Office; intracffice conference
(EFV) regarding same;

Receive and review Preis pesition
statenent; review and revise Troice
position statement;

Travel te Washington for theeting with
Bolicitor General's Office; pre-meeting
conferencse with co-counsel; attend and
participate in mesting;

Travel to Washington, DC for presentaticon
to the Office of the U.2. Bolicitor
General;

Analyze recelvership documents and draft
index.

Exchange intraocffice e-mall corrsspondence
{(JRB) regarding meeting with Solicitor
General's Office;

Attend conference call with co-counsel;

Analyze receivership documents and draft
index.

Travel to Washington, DC to meet with The
Office of the Solicitor General; prepare
for and attend meetings;

Review brief of United States ag amicus
curiae; intracffice conference (EPV}
regarding same;

Conference call (co-counsel) regarding
Solicitor General's brief; intraoffice
conference (EPFV) regarding supplemental
brief; begin preparation of brief,
ingluding additional legal research in
gupport thereof;

Review brief for the United States amlcus
curiae.

Analyze receivership documents and draft

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P,
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
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oC

PMT

BEV

PMT

EFV

DC.

PMT

EFV
DC

EFV

PMJ

PMJT

DC

HOURS
7.00

1.10

3.1D
8.00
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DATE DESCRIPTION NAME HOURS
index.

12/18/12 Revise dreft supplemental brief in PMT 2.20
opposition; exchange e-mail correspondence
(co-counsel) regarding same;

T2/21/12 Review proof of supplemental brief in PMI 1.00
opposition; telephone call (brief printer)
regarding same; prepare intraoffice e-
mail correspondence (EPV) regarding same;

01/04/13 Review supplemental briefs in response to PMT 0.50
brief of United States as amicus curiae;

01/18/13 Intraoffice conference (EPV) regarding PMI 0.50
‘ status of Supreme Court case; review e-
mail correspondence and voice mail
regarding grant of certiorari; prepare e-
mail correspondence (appellate team)
regarding same;

pr/za/1a Review proposals for prospective SCOTUS EFV 3.70
counsel and attend conference calls
regarding same;

01/25/13 Continue investigation of possible Supreme PMJ 1.00
Court coungel; telephone call (EFV, E4

Snyder} regarding same; exchange e-mail

correspondence (potential Supreme Court

counsel) regarding status of case; prepare

e-mail correspondence (Georgetown Moot

Court program) regarding petential moot

court;

|

0r/25/13 Attend conference calls to review EEV 1.40
prospective SCOTUS counsel;

01/30/13 Conference call regarding selection of PMT D.70
Supreme Court counsel; intracoffice
donference (EFV) regarding same;

02/01/13 Identify material for inclusion in joint BEMT 1.70
appendix;
02/07/13 Review Preis designation of material far PMJ 0.20

joint appendix; fimalize and transmit e-
mall correspondence (opposing counsel)
regarding Troice designation of
material;

02/11/13 Conference c¢alls regarding selection PMT 1.00
of Supreme Court counsel;

02/14/13 Review BDO Seideman izsues; EFY 2.20

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P.
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DATE DESCRIPTION NAME HOURS

ga/21/13 Exchange e-mall correspomdence {cc- PMJ 0.20
counsel) regarding timing for amicus
curiae briefs;

03/07/132 Review, analyze, and comment on draft M 1.40
Goldstein cutfine and Snyder comments
thereto;

pa/08/13 Attend SCOTUS- conference call; EEY G.80

03/11/13 Prepare for‘_ interviews in EFV 2.40
Houstonsy

03/12/13 Analyze receivership documents index. nc 7.00

03/18/13 Travel to Mexico for client meetings and EFV 9.60
attend client meetings to discuss pending
lawsults;

03/19/13 Telephone call regarding amicus curiae PMJ 0.50
participation;

03/18/13 Prepare for and conduct client meetings in  MIH 15.00

Mexico City; Respond to numerous client
guestions concerning pending litigation;
Travel to Puebla.

03/21/33 Travel to Monterrey; respond to NAl 13.50
-comunications from clients; prepare for and
participate in client meeting in. Monterrey
+o discuss pending litigation; meeting with
M. Hopson to debrief regarding Monterrey
meeting; )

03/26/13 Review, reviee, and comment cn draft PMT 0.90
letter to potential amici;

03/28/13 Review new Fifth Circuit case BMT G.40
characteriring Stanford Ponzi scheme;
-exchange e-mall cvorrespondence (co-
counsel)} regarding same;

04/01/13 Addrege issues concerning Amicus briefs EFV 2.10
and strategy;

04/09/13 Participate in conference call regarding PMJ 0.60
amici curiae;

04/22/13 Review draft joint appendix; exchange e- PMJ 0.40
mail corregpondence regarding -
deficiencies thersin;

04/23/13 Exchange e-mail correspondence regarding PMJI g.z20
joint appendix;

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P.
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DATE DESCRIPTION NAME HOURS
04/23/13 Prepare Joint Appendix for SCOTUS EFV 2.40
filings;
04/26/13 Review e-mail correspondence regarding PMT 0.20
gathering cof govermment position
statements;
05/03/13 Raview ‘SQOTUS briefs; EFV 4.80
05/07/13 Review brief for petitiomers. JRB 0.50
05/09/13 Review e-mall correspondence regarding PMJ 0.40
themes for brief of respondents;
05/13/13 Continue review of briefs of petitioners; PMJ 0.70D
05/14/13 Atkend SCOTUS planning meetingi BEV 2.50
05/19/13 Intracffice conference (L&) regarding PMJT 0,20
gtatus of appeal;
05/22/13 2ddress BDO issues; EFV 1.70
06/01/13 Exchange e-mail correspondence (Tom 235 ) 0.10

Goldstein) regarding brief of respondents;

06/11/13 Review extensive recent e-mail traffic PMT 0.70
regarding brief of respondents and
supporting amicus curiae briefs;

06717713 Receive and review BDO memorandum cof law; EFV 4.30

06/17/12 Receive and review draft SCOTUS cutline; EFV 3.80

o6/18/13 2Address BRO issues; legal research EFV 6.40
regarding cutstanding BDO. issues.

D6/23/13 Conference call to discusgs outstanding BDO EFV 3,80
issues;

06/25/13 Address outstanding issues in BDO case; EFV 2.70

06/28/13 Receive angd review various position papers EFV 1,30

regarding outstanding BDO isgues;

07/02/13 Begin review of new draft of brief of EMJ 1.30
respendents; participate in conference cail
regarding receiver/examiner amicus curiae

brief;
07/03/13 ECOTUS briefing; EFV 4.00
07/05/13 Continne review of and comment on Goldstein PMJ 1.50

draft of brief of respondents; review
Sayder comments regarding same;

57/08/13 Analyze receivership documents and draft D 5.90
index.

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P.
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DATE DESCRIPTION NAME HOURS

a7/10/13 8COTUS briefing; EFV 3.20

07/11/132 2Analyze receivership documents and draft nC 7.240
index.

0%/15/13 Review, revise, and comment uvpen draft ‘ EWMLT 4,40

brief of respondents; exchange e-mail
correspondence [(team) regarding same;
review draft brief;

07/16/13 Exchange e-mail correspondence (SCOTUS BM.T D.5D
counsel]} regarding cite-checking of brief;
intraoffice vonferences (MM) regarding

same;
07/16/13 SCOTUE briefing; EFV 2 .80
07/24/13 Raview e-mail correspondence regarding PMJT 0.10

cral argument setting;

oa/07/13 Prepare correspondence (co- counsgel) PM.T 0.50
regarding amicus curiae brief; prepare
intraoffice e-maill correepondence (EFV)
regarding attendance at moot courts and
oral argument;

p8/12713 Review brief of respondents as- flled; PMJT 0.80
review PIABA, et al., amicus brief; review
SIFMAE amicus curiae brief;

08/12/13 Review (1) amicus brief of Public JRB 1.70
Investors, Arbitration Bar Association,
AARP, Network for Investor Action and
Protection, (2} amicus brief of the
National Association of Bankruptay
Trustees; {3} amicus brief of 16 law
professors; and (4) amicus brief of Occupy

the SEC. .
08/20/13 ~ Exchange e-mail correspondence (team} PMJT 0.30
regarding oral argument and moot courts;
0g/01/13 Review SIMFA amicus curiae brief; PMT 0.40
0s/05/13 Travel tc Dallas and attend meeting with EFV 11.60
Receiver; .
08/20/13 Review e-mail correspondence regarding BMJ 0.10
. moot courts;
08/312/13 Conference call regarding oral argument : PMT 0.50
pe/23/13 Review e-mail traffic regarding 12 (b) {6) PMT 0.10

riling

ﬁ.bri £l ;eview Second Circuit

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P,
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DATE DESCRIPTICN NAME HOURSE

09/23/13 Review Amicus Brief: EFV 2.60

10/02/713 Travel to Washington for oral argument PMT 2.20
moot court;

10/03/13 Attend and participate in oral argument PMJ 3.10
meot court; return to Dallas;

10/05/13 Travel to D.C. for BCOTUS argument; abtend EFV 1.10
preparation review meeting with co-counsel;

o/06/13 Travel to Washington for Supreme Court crzl PMJT 1.50
argument ; .

10/06/13 Attend SCOTUS argument preparation EFV 3.20
meeting;

10/07/13 Attend oral argument im Supreme Court of PMT 3.00
the United States; return to Dallas;

10/07/13 Attend SCOTUS argument; EEV 3.00

10/08/13 Attend post argument wrap-up and review EFV 0.80

. press comments; ' ‘

10/10/£13 Intracffice conference (DNK) regarding oral PBMJ 0.10

argument ; ’

02/18/14  Receive and review nldeposition BFV 1.20
trangoripts; sion confidentiality agreement

regarding m i

02/26/14 Review Supreme Court opinion affirming 5th  JEB 0.40
Circuit.

03/04/14 Review Supreme Court opinion; PMJ 0.40

05/12/14 Complete review of pleadings from BDO MMC 3.50
matter;

05/12/14 . BRegin review of co-counsel files; MMC 0.60

07/11/14 Travel to Pallas for meeting with co- EFV . 10.20
counsel ;

07/21/14 Receive and review BDO agreement and ERV 1.70
execute for Committes;

n8/06/14 Receive and review draft of BDO report; EFV 3.40

08/06/14 Review BDO report and attached exhibits; EFV 2.70

08/11/14 Conference call to discuss BDO demand and EFV 3.60
mediation;

08/18/14 Receive and review BDO mediation position EFV 3.40
paper from Defendants with attached
exhihits;

STRASBURGER & FPRICE, L.L.P,
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
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DATE
08/13/14

pB/26/14

08/27/14
pg/28/14
09/11/14
08/11/14
pg/11/14
09/18/14
po/29/14
11/10/14
11/11/14

11/21/14
12/02/14

12/18/14
12/18/14
12/27/14
01/28/15
01/29/15

01/28/18

02/13/15
02/17/15
02/17/15

DESCRIPTION

REnalyze reply briefs filed by defendants in
BDO mediation statement;

Recelve and review cquestlens from (BDO)
mediater; conferermce with BDO co-counsel
regarding proposed questions; receive and
review Goolsby report for BDO mediation;

Travel toc New York for BDE mediation;
meeting with co-c¢ounsel to plan mediation
strategy (BDO)

Prepare for and attend BDO mediation;

{(BDO) Receive and review transcript of
Alvarado deposition;

(BDO). Receive and review operational report
and findings;

Receive and review emails from Mr. Hcohman
and opinion lettex (BDO)

Receive and review emails regarding BDO
igsues;

Recelve and review draft motion to approve
BDC settliement;

Receive and review BDO sebtlement document
edits;

Receive and review revised BDD setbtlement
documents and confer with co-counsel;

Conference regarding BDO dispute;

Address BDO gettlement issues with co-
counsel;

Address BDO settlement issues;
Address BDO settlement issues;
Address BDO settlement isgues;
Attend BDO conference call;

Receive and review draft bar order and
notice for BDO seittlement;

Review BDO documents for motion to approve
gettlement; '

Recelve and review BDO memo and cases;
Attend BDO conference call;
Recelve and review emails from Buncher and
STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P.
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
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NAMR
EFV

EFV

EFV

EFV

BEFV

EFV

EEFV

EFV

ZEFV

EFV
EFV

EFV
BFV
BEFV
EFV
ERV

BTV

EFV
EFV
EFV

HOURS
1.20

.60

10.58

10.80
2.70

1.30

1.10
2.60

3.70
2.20
4.20
1.80
.80

2.30
2.20
1.40
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DATE DESCRIPTICN NAME HOURS
Recelver regarding BDO settlement issues;

02/27/15 Recelve and review emalls regarding BDO ERV 3.20
settlement issues; receive and review list
of lssues from BDO and-responses from Mr.
Buncher and Receiver's counsel; review
latest draft of settlement cdocuments;

03/20/15 Receive and review reviged BNO gettlement EFV 2,10
draft;
04/15/18 {BDO) Work on motion to approve settlement — EFV 5.20

and releated pleadings;

0a/16/15 (BDO) Contimue work on woticn to approve EFV 4.40
gettlement and related pleadings;

04/17/15 {(EDDO) Work om motlon to approve settlement — EFV 4.70
and related pleadings;

04/30/158 (BDO) Work on BDO moticnm to approve; and EFV £.730
related pleadings.

' NAME RECAP

INIT NAME RATE HOURS
MMC Merritht Clements 3600 30.40
EFV Edward F. Valdespino 8600 8955.69
AK  Andy Kerr 5600 12.90
STD Stephen T. Demnis 5480 4.40
DL Dan Lanfear 8450 .60
MJH Margarst Hopson 8575 15,00
nc David Cibrian S60C 8.80D
JRGE  Judith R. Blakeway SE50 146,60
FMI Mike Jung $650 80.10
YM2 Yvonne Mueller §220 3.80
NAl Nora Alvarado 5220 25.70
DC Donna Chance $220 223,30

TOTAT, 1507.29

TOTAL KEES $818,652

STRASBURGER & PRICE, L.L.P.
ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT GF TEXAS
DALLAS DIVISION

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION,
Plaintiff,
a2 Case No. 3:09-cv-0208-N

STANFORD INTERNATIONAL BANK, LTD,, ef al.,

Defendants,

DECLARATION OF PETER D. MGRGENSTERN, ESQ.
IN SUPPORT QF REQUEST FOR AWARD OF
ATTORNEYS FEES AND COSTS

I, Peter D. Morgenstern, hereby declare under penalty of perjury the following:
A, Curricalum Vitae

1. My name is Peter D. Morgenstern. [ am an attorney and have been duly admitted
to practice law in the state of New York since 1983, I am also admitted to practice before the
United States District Courts for the Southern and Eastern Distriets of New York. By Order
dated May 26, 2009, T was admitted pro hac vice to practice before this Court in connection with
litigation related to the Stanford receivership cases, ] am-a partner in the law firm of Butzel
Long, professional corporation (“BL"), a Michigan-based firm with branch offices in New York
and Washington, D.C. 1 am a resident partner in BL's New York office. BL has a broad
nationwide legal practice, including groups of atforneys who practice in the areas of corporate
law, litigation and like me, attorneys who practice In the areas of complex commercial litigation,

bankruptey and insolvency law. For over thirly years, T have concentrated my practice

T EXHIBIT

i 5
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exclusively in the areas of commercial htigation and insolvency-related matters. 1 was
previously a partner af & large full-service international law firm, and headed the bankrupicy and
insolvency practice at one of its regional offices. After relocating to New York several years
ago, | became a name partner in a nid-gize ltigation boutique, and then joined BL in 2011 asa
partner,

2. I bave extensive experience representing creditors and other stakeholders in
litigation relating to or arising from significant insolvencies (including bankruptcy cases, state
court liguidation proceedings and out of court restructurings), major frauds, and Ponzi schemes,
all on behalf of injured investors and creditors. T have participated as the lead attorney and as
part of a team of attorneys who successfully prosecuted actions against third parties who were
alleped to have Geen involved in, or profited from such frauds and Ponzi scheimes, For instance,
1 was.the lead attorney representing the court-appointed equity commiitee In the chapter 11 case
of Adelphia Communications, Inc. (a massive Ponzi scheme); the class action plaintiffs in In re
Bennett Funding, Inc. (a massive Ponzi scheme); a large investor group in the case of Tyco, Inc.
(major fraud case); special counsel to the court-appointed equity committee of Calpine, Inc.
(chapter 11 case); the Official Retiree Committcc in connection with Outboard Marine, Inc.
(chapter 11 case), and am currently representing tajor creditors in connection with the pending
insolvency proceedings arising from the massive Madoff fraud, among many other notable
representations during my carcer. A detailed description of BL’s practice, and my biography,

background and experience, are set forth on BL’s website, at www.butzel.com.

B. The BDO Lawsuits
3. I am submitting this Declazation in support of the Motion for Order Approving

Proposed Seftlement with BDO USA, LLP, BDO International, 1td., BDO Global Coordination
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B.V. and Brussels Worldwide Services BVBA- and for Entry of Bar Order, Approving Notice
and Eniry of Scheduling Order, and Approving Attorneys® Fees (the “Motion™). The settlement
for which approval is sought in the Motion settles all claims asserted against the three
Defendants named above in Civil Action No. 3:09-¢v-0298-N for the aggregate amount of
$40,600,000,00.

4, The law firm of Neligan Foley LLP ("Neligan Foley™) has acted as lead counse!
for the plaintiffs in this litigation, and I respectfully refer the Court to the accompanying
declaration of Douglas Buncher, Esq, of Neligan Foley for the detailed facts and circumstances
relating to this litigation and the propesed settlement. BL has acted as co-counse] in this
litigation,

5. In-addition to representing a group of hundreds of individual clients in Stanford-
related cases, whose claims aggregate in excess of $400 million, I also serve as a member of The
Official Stanford Investors Commmittee (the “OSIC™) appointed by this Court by Order dated
August 10, 2010 (the “Committee Order”). [ was insfrumental in the estabiishment of the OSIC
to represent the interests of Stanford victims in these cases, with the goal of empowering the real
stakeholders in these cases with a meaningful voice and role in attempting fo maximize their
ultimate recoveries, The Order appointing the OSIC enabled victims, through the OSIC to
prosecute actions against third parties in cocperation with the Recelver and Examiner, or
separately when appropriate, under the terms-of the Conwnittee Order. Other than fraudulent
transfer actions brought by OSIC, the other lawsuits brought by the OSIC are in addition fo
pending class action cases brought on behalf of individual creditors in parallel with the OSIC’s

cases by BL and various of our co-counsel.
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6. Sinee the appoeintment of the OSIC, BL has worked closely with our co-counsel,
including fellow OSIC members Edward Snyder (of Castillo Snyder) and Edward Valdespino (of
Strasburger & Price} and with Neligan Foley and the Examiner, to shere information, strategize
and collaboratively take appropriate actions,. including prosecuting lawsuits against third parties,
atl with the goal of maximizing recoveries to Stanford victims. In some of these iitigations, BL
acts as Jead counsel, and also acts as co-counse! in certain other cases, including the instant case.
The coordination and collaboration of counsel is necessary and desirable to further the interests
of Stanford victims, and has been the hallmark of the prosecution of this and other actions on
behalf of investors and the Receivership estates, While various plaintiffs’ counsel have asspmed
different levels of responsibility in each of the dozens of Stanford-related litigations, the sharing
of information, and the everlap of facts and the law developed on joint litigation have been
highly useful to the successful prosecution or seftlement of this case and other pending
litipations.

C. Stanford-Related Litigation

7. As noted above, since early 2009, BL wals retained by hundreds of Stanford
victims with claims exceeding four hmdred million dollars, whe sought assistance in asserting
their inferests in connection with the Receivership case, and to take approptiate legal steps to
maximize their recoveries by prosecuting dozens of cases against various third parties, including
banks, law firms and even foreign governments. I have personally devoted most of my
professional efforts to representing Stanford vietims dudng the course of the Tast six years, as has
my colleague Joshua Abraham, Of Counsed to BL. |

8. BIL has actively participated in, or has monitored, all Stanford-related litigations.

Through my membership on the OSIC, and as putative class counsel in various cases since 2009,
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I have devoted significant time to matters other than justlitigation against third parties, including
participating in the establishment of the claims protocol, litigation, and negotiations with the
Antiguan Joint Liquidators, meetings of the OSIC, monitoring related eriminal proceedings and
communications with various govemment representatives,
9. Bl and my predecessor firms began their investigation of potential third-party
claims which might be asserted on behalf of the Stanford victims immediately upon our retention
in earty 2009, Based on information discovered during this joiu_t investigation with its various
co-~counsel, BL and my predecessor firms initiated several class action lawsuits on behalf of the
investor plaintifls,

[0.  BLis acting as lead counsel or co-counsel to the investor plaintiffs and the OSIC

in Stanford-related litigation against third-party professionals and service providers, including
banks, taw firms, and other financial institutions. BL is also jointly handling many of the
fraudulent transfer ceses brought by the OSIC and the Receiver pursuant to an agreement

approved by the Court by order dated February 25, 2011 [Docket No, 1267].

D, Time and Effort of Plaintiffs’ Counsel
il,  This Coust is aware simply from legal filings alone of the cxtraordinéry amount of
tifne and effort that has been devoted to these incredibly complex cases by BIL, its co-counsel ' :
and counsel to other parties seeking recoveries for Stanford creditors, in¢luding the Recejver and |
the Examiner, The Court’s docket in the dozens of Stanford cases, however, provides just a
snapshot of these efforts, These complex cases, involving billions of doltars in potential claims
for defranded Stanford investors, some of which are still in their early stages, have required a
tremendous amount of attorney and other professional time and effort to investigate the facts,

research the relevant legal issues, coordinate and strategize with counsel and clients regarding
5
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the handling of the cases, conducting discovery, prepare bricfs and motions, attempt to negotiate
seltlements, and prepare cases for summary judgment and/or trial. Plaimtiffs’ counsel have
jointly spent thousands of hovrs since 2009 in their investigation and prosecution of the lawsuits
referenced above, including the BDO lawsuits. It ismoteworthy that BL and the other plaintiff’s
attorneys have to date received little compensation while these cases-have been activety litigated
before this Court, the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals, and even to the Supreme Court of the
United States. It is particularly yefevant that plaintiffs’ counsel, including BL, have prosecuted
these cases on a confingency fee basis, without any re gular hourly compensation.

ATTORNEYS’ FEES

A. The Contingency Fee Agreement

12, As noted in the Nellgan Declaration, Plaintiffs’ Counsel have been jointly
handling the lawsuits referenced above, including the BDO Lawsuits, pursvant fo twenty-five
percent (25%) contingency fee agreements with the OSIC (in tases in which the OSIC is a
named-Plainiiff) and pursuant to retainer agreements with individual clients which provide for
the payment of fees only from recoveries of no iess than 25% in investor class action lawsuits.

13, Attached as Exhibit B to the Neligan Declaration is a true and correct copy of the
fee agreement between Plaintiffs’ Counsel and OSIC for the BDO Lawsuit (the “Fee -
lAgi'eergx-en-t”j. |

14.  As stated in the Motion, the Movants seck Cowrt approval to pay Plaintiffs’
Counsel & fee equal to an aggregate of twenty-five percent (25%) of the Net Recovery (i.e., the
seftlement smount less allowable disbursements).

[5.  As set forth in the Neligan Declaration, a twenty-five percent (25%) contingency

fee for plaintiffs’ counsel has previously been approved as reasonable by this Court in its order
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approving the Receiver’s agreement with the OSIC regarding theTjoint prosecution. of fraudulent
Irénsfer and other claims by the Receiver and the OSIC (the “OSIC-Receiver Agreement”). Sée
Doc, 1267, p. 2 {“The Cowrt finds that the fee arrangement sct forth in the Agreement is i
reasonable.”}; see also Agreement [Doc. 1208] p. 3 (providing a “contingency fee” of twenty-
five percent (25%) of any Net Recovery in actions prosecuted by OSIC’s designated
professionals). |

16.  ltis my opinicn that the fee requested in the Motion is reasonable in comparison

to the total nef amowunt to be recovered for the berefit of the Stanford investors from this

settiement. The twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee was aegotiated at arm’s length

between the OSIC and Plaintiffs’ Counsel, and is substantially below the typical market rate

contingeney fee percentage of 33% to 40% that most law firms require to handle cases of similar
complexity and magnitude.
B. Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s Efforts

17.  BL has devoted a tremendous amount of time and incurred significant expenses in

H
i
!
!
i
|
|
]
i
i
f
I
|
i

preparing and prosecuting the Stanford-related lawsuits in which it serves as counsel or co-
counsel. BL has devoted thousands of hours worth several million dollars to Stanford-relatked
matters since 2009, Of this amount, BL attorneys spent approximately 78.60 hours on the BDO
case (whilc-h a.lodcstar value of approximately $56,500.00), As stated above, I respectfully
subtnit that the proposed settlement is not only the result of the specific efforts of counsel in the
BDO case, butl is the result of many years of effort, and thousands of hours of work by the
Receiver, the OSIC, Investor Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs’ Counsel as described herein. But for the
efforts of these parties, and the efforts of BL described herein, there would be no BDO

Settlement,
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18, Irespectfully submit that an award of attorneys’ fees equal to twenty-five percent
(25%) of the nef recovery from the BDO settlement, as requested, is reasonable and appropriate
considering the significant time, effort, and resources which BL and the other firms retained by
the OSIC have invested in investigating the Stanford fraud, prosecuting and resolving this claim,

and prosecuting the other Stanford-related litigation.

Dated: April 8, 2015

Peter D. Morgenstern

2455211

245500.3
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS

DALLAS DIVISION

THE OFFICIAL STANFORD INVESTORS §
COMMITTEE, 8
§
Plaintitf, $
§

V. § Crval Action No. 3:12-cv-01447-N
BDO USA, LLP, et al., g
Defendants, §

ORDER APPROVING ATTORNEYS’ FIES

Before the Court is the Expedited Request for Entry of Scheduling Order and Motion to
Approve Proposed’ Seftlement with BDO USA, LLP, to Approve the Proposed Notice of
Seftlement with BDO USA, LLP, to Enter the Bar Order, to Enter the Final Judgment and Bar
Order, and for Plaintiffs’ Attorneys’ Fees (the “Motion™) of the Court-appointed Official
Stanford Investors Committee (the “Committee™). [ECF No. ] This Order addresses the
request for approval of Plaintiffs’! attorneys® fees contained within the Motion. All relief
reqﬁested in the Motion other than the request for approval of attorneys® fees was addressed in
the Court’s Fi'nﬁi Judgment and Bar Order entered on L2015 [ECFNo. 1.

With respect to Plaintiffs’ request for approval of Plaintiffs’ attorneys’ fees, the Court
finds that the 25% contingency fee agreements ;t)ct\wesn Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs’ counsel is
reasonable and consistent with the percentage charged and approved by courts in other cases of

this magnitude and complexity, The Stanford Receivership and the ancillary fitigation such as

! The Plaintiffs referred to in the Motion. are the Comrmttee in this case, the two named Investor Plaintiffs in Chvil
Action No. 3:11-CV-01115-N, and the Receiver,

EXHIBIT

ORDER AFPROVING ATTORNEYS® FEES {2 Page 1
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the companion Investor Litigation” (Civil Action No. 3:11-CV-01115-N) and this action against
the BDO Entities are extraordinarily complex and time-consuming and have involved a great
deal of risk and capitel mvestment by Plaintiffs’ counsel as evidenced by the Declarations of
Plaintiffs® counsel. submitted in support of the request for approval of their fees. Both the
Motion and the Declarations provide. ampile evidentiary support for the award. of the Plaintiffs’
aftormeys’ fees set forth in this Order.

Trial courts can determine attorneys’ fee awards in common fund cases such as this one
using different methods. The common-fund doctrine applies when “a‘litigant or lawyer who
recovers a common furd for the benefit of persons other than himself or his client is entitled to a
reasonable attorney’s fee from the fund as a whole. ™ In re Harmon, No. 10-33789, 2011 WL
1457236, at *7 (Bankr. S.D. Tex. Apr. 14, 2011) {quoting Boeing Co. v. Van Gemert, 444 U.S.
472, 478 (1980)).

One method for analyzing an appropriate award for Plaintiffs’ attorneys’ fees is the
percentage method, under which the court awards fees based on a percentage of the common
fund. Union Asset Manageménf Holding A.G. v. Dell, Inc., 669 ¥.3d 632, 642—43 (5th Cir,
2012). The Fifth Circnit is “amenable to [the percentage method’s] use, so long as the Johnson
framework is utilized to.ensure that the fee award is reasonable.™ Id.- at 643 (citing Johnson v.
Georgia Hwy. Express, Inc., 488 ¥.2d 714 (5th Cir. 1974)). The Johnson factors include: (1)

time and labor required; (2) novelty and difficulty of the issues; (3) required skill; (4) whether

* . other employment is precluded; (5) the costomary fee; (6) whether the fee is fixed or contingent;

(7) time lumitations; (8) the amount involved and the results obtained; (9) the attorneys’
experience, reputation and ability; (10) the “undesirability” of the case; (11) the nature and

length of the professional relationship with the client; and (12) awards in similar cases. See

? Capitalized terms not defined herein shall bave the meaning set forth in the Motion.

ORDER APPROVING ATTORNEYS® FRES Page 2
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Johnson, 488 F.2d at 717-19,

Thus, when considering fee awards in class action cases “district courts in [the Fifth)
Circuit regularly use_the percentage method blended with a Joknson reasonableness check.” Jd.
(infernal citations omitted); see Schwartz v. TXU Corp., No. 3:02-CV--2243-K (lead case), 2005
WL 3148350, at *25 (N.D. Tex. Nov. &,-2005) (collecting cases). While the Fifth Circuit has
alsé permitted analysis of fée awards under the lodestar method; both the Fifth Circuit and
district courts in the Northern District have recognized that the percentage method is the
preferred method of many courts. Qell, 669 F.3d-at 643; Schwartz, 2005 WL 3148350, at *25. In
Schwartz, the court observed that the percentage method is “vastly supetior to the ledestar
niethod for a variety of reasons, including the incentive for counsel to ‘run up the bill’ and the
keavy burden -that caleulation under the lodestar method places upon the court.” 2005 WL
3148350, at *25. The court alsc observed that, because it is calculated based on the number of
attorney-hours spent on the case, the lodestar method deters early settlement of disputes, such as
the settiement in this case. Jd. Thus, there is a “strong consensus in favor of awarding attorneys’
fees in common fund cases as a percenfage of the recovery.” Id. at ¥26.

While the BDO Settlement is not a class action settlerment, because the settflement is
structured as a settlement with the Committee, with a Bar Order and dismissal of the Investor
Litigation, this Court has analyzed the award of attorneys’ fees to Plaintiffs’ counsel under bath

- the common fund and the Johmson approach. Whether analyzed under the common fund
approach, the Johnson frameﬁork, or both, the 25% fee sought by Plaintiffs’ counsel pursuant to
their fee agreements is reasonable and is hereby approved by the Comrt.

‘Having reviewed the Declarations of Plaintiffs® counsel and the billing records reflecting

the investmnent of thousands of hours and millions of dollars of attorney time in the Stanford

ORDER APPROVING ATTORNEYS’ FEES Page 3
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cases as a whole and in the litigation against the BDO Entities specifically, the Court finds that
the proposed 25% fee for Plaintiffs’ counsel is a reasonable percentage of the common fund (j.e.
the $40 million settlement). “The vast majority of Texas federal courts and courts in this District
have awarded fees of 25%-33% in securities class actions.” Schwartz, 2005 WL 3148350, at ¥31
(collecting cases). “Indeed, courts throughout-this Circuit regularly award fees of 25% and more
often 30% or more of the total recovery under the percentage-of-the recovery method.” Id. The
Court finther finds that the fee is reasonable based upon the Court’s analysis of the Johnson
factors.

A review of the Joknson factors that are discussed at length in the Motion and supported
by Plaintiffs’ attorneys’ Declarations and bhilling staternents also demonstrates that the proposed
25% fee 1s reasonable and should be approved.

With respect to the time and labor required, Plaintiffs® Counsel invested a fremendous
amount of time and labor in this case as reflected in the Buncher, Snyder, Valdespino and
Morgenstern Declarations.  Plaintiffs” counsel have spent over six years and thousands of
hours investigating and pursuing claims against third parties, including the BDO Entities, on
behalf of the Stanford Receivership Estate and the Stanford Investors. Neligan Foley alone has
almost 5,700 hours and $2.5 million worth of attorney and paralegal time invested in the
Stanford lawsuits, including the Committee and Investor Litigation, Neligan Foley was lead
counsel among Plaintiffs’ Counsel in the Committee and Investor Litigation. Neligan Foley has
almost 1,200 hours and over $600,000 of unpaid attorney and paralegal time invested in the
Committee and Investor Litigation. See Buncher Declaration. Strasburger & Price also has
thousands of hours and millions of dollars of time invested in pursuing claims against third

parties related to the Stanford Receivership, and 1,507 hours of attorney and paralegal time

ORDER APPROVING ATTORNEYS® FEES Pace 4
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worth $818,652 aftributable to the BDO litigation. See Valdespino Declaration, Castillo Snyder
has over $7 million invested in the Stanford cases overall, and 696 hours and $402,430 in {ime
invested in the BDO litigation. See Snyder Declaration. Butzel Long has devoted thousands of
hours of time worth several millfon dollars to Stanford-related matters since 2009, and has 78.6
hours of time-worth $56,500 invested in the BDO-cases alone. See Morgenstern Declaration.

The issues presented in the Committee and Investor Litigation were novel, difficult and
complex. Several of the complex legal and factual issues are outlined in the Motion. Given the-
complexity of the factual and legal issues presented in this case, the preparation, prosecution, al-ld
seftlement of this case tequired significant skill and effort on the part of Plaintiffs’ Counsel.
Although-participation in the Commitiee and Investor Litigation did not necessarily preclude
Piaintiffs’ Counsel from accepting other employment, the Declarations reveal that the sheer
.amount of | time and resources involved in invesiigating, preparing, and prosecuting the
Committee and Investor Litigation, as-reflected by the hours invested in the Committee and
Investo.r Litigation and the Stanford case generally, significantly reduced Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s
ability to devote ﬁm.e and effort to other matters.

The 25% fee requested is also below the typical market rate contingency fee percentage
of 33% to 40% that most law firms would demand to handle cases of this complexity and
magnitude, See Schwartz, 2005 WL 3148350, at *31 (collecting cases and noting that 30% is
standard fee in complex securities cases). In certain instanees, including the- Committee and .
Investor Litigation prior to the retention of Neligan Foley, the Committee interviewed other
potential counsel who refused to take on the lead counsel role in the Committee and Investor
Litigation without a higher percentage fee. Buncher Decl. at § 34,

At the time of the BDO Settlement, Plaintiffs were not subject to significant time

ORDER APPROVING ATTORNEYS® FEES . Page5s
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limitations in the Committee and Investor Litigation, as the lawsuits were at the dismissal stage.
However, had the cases not settied, the BDO Entities-had stated their infent to move to compel
arbitration of the Committee case [Buncher Decl. at §9§ 17-18], and arbitration would have
proceeded on a-much faster trackto a final hearing, placing more significant time limitations on
Plaintiffs® counsel to complete discovery and prepare the case for trial.

The $40 million to be paid by BDO USA represents a substantial settlement and value to
the Receivership. This factor also supports approval of the requested fee. The Declarations
further reflect that Plaintiffs’ Counsel have represented numerous receivers, bankruptey trastees,
and other parties in complex litigation matters related to equity receiverships and baskruptey
proceedings similar to the Stanford receivership proceeding. Plamtiffs’ Counsel have been
actively engaged in the Stanford proceeding since its inception. Thus, the attorneys’ experience,
reputation and ability also support the fee award. The nature and length of the professional
relationship between the law firms and the Comuutiee further support the fee award. Plaintiffs’
attorney have been working with the Comimiftee for almost five years on virfually all of the
major Stanford third party lawsuits brought by the Committee.

Finally, awards in similar cases, with which this Court is familiar, as well as those
discussed in the Scawarz opinion, all support the fee award, The Court also notes that a 25%
contingency fee has previously been approved as reasonable by this Court in its erder approving
the Receiver’s agreement with the Committee regarding the joint prosecution of fraudulent
transfer and other claims by the Receiver and the Committee (the “OSIC-Receiver Agreement™).
See SEC Action ECF No. 1267, p. 2 (*The Court finds that the fee arrangement set forth in the
Agreement is reasonable.”); see also OSIC-Receiver Agreement SEC Action ECF No, 1208, Ex.

A, p. 3 (providing a “contingency fee” of 25% of any Net Recovery in actions prosecuted by the

ORDER APPROVING ATTORNEYS’ FEES Page 6
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Committee’s designated professionals), Thus, the Court finds the same 25% fee is well within
the range of reasonableness for cases of the magnitude and complexity of the Committee and
Investor Litigation.

For these reasons, the Court hereby approves the award of Plaintiffs’ attorneys’ fees in
the amount of $9,956,265.48 as requested in the Motion. The Receiver 1s, therefore,

ORDERED to pay Plaintiffs’ counsel attoreys’ fees in the amount of $6,956,265.48

upon receipt of the Setflement Amount in accordance with the terms of the BDO Settlement

Agreement.
Signed on , 2015
DAVIDC. GODBEY
UNITED STATES DISTRICT- JUDGE
ORDER APPROVING ATTORNEYS®’ FEES Page 7
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DECLARATION OF EXAMINER JOHN J. LITTLE

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, 1, John J. Little, hereby declare unde;r penalty of
perjury that have personal knowledge of the following facts:

1. My name is John J. Little. 1 am over the age of eighteen {18) and am
competent to make this Declaration,

2. I am admitted to practice law in the State of Texas, and am admitted to
practice before various federal courts, iscluding the United States Supreme Court, the

| U.S. Courts of Appeal for the Fifth and: Eleventh Circuits, the United States Tax Court

and the U.S. District Courts for the Northern, Eastern and Southern Districts of Texas. 1
have been practicing law in Dallas, Texas since 1983, and have been a partner in the
Dallas law firm Little Pedersen Fankhauser, LLP, since 1994,

3. By Order dated April 20, 2009, I was appointed by Judge David C. Godbey
(the “Court™) to serve as the Examiner in the Stanford Financial Group recetvership
proceedings. SEC v. Stanford International Bank, Ltd.,. et al., Civil Action No. 3:09-CV-
0298-N, Doc. No. 322 (the “Examiner Order”). Pursuant to the Examiner Order, I was
directed to “convey to the Court such information as the Examiner, in his sole discretion,
shail determine would be useful to the Court in considering the inferests of the investors
in any financial produoets, accounts, vehicles or ventures sponsored, prometed or sold by
any Defendants’ in this action (the “Investors™).” 1 have served as Examiner in the

Stanford Financial Receivership proceedings confirmousty since my appeintment.

1 The Defendants include Stanford Interpational Bank, Ltd., Stanford Group Company, Stanford

Capital Management, LL.C, Robert Allen Stanford, James M. Davis, Laura Pendergest-Holt, Stanford
DECLARATION OF EXAMINER JOHN.J, LITTLE EXHIBIT 1
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4, By Order -dated August 10, 2010, the Court created the Official Stanford
Investors Committee (“OSIC™) to represent Stanford Investors in the Stanford Financial
Receivership proceedings and all related matters. SEC v. Stanford International Bank,
Ltd, et al., Civil Action No. 3:09-CV-0298-N, Doc. No. 1149 (the “OSIC Order”). The
OSIC Order defined “Stanford Investors” as “the customers of SIBL who, as of February
16, 2009, had funds on deposit at SIBL and/or were holding certificates of deposit issued
by SIBL.” OSIC Order at 2. The OSIC Order conferred upon the OSIC “rights and
responsibﬂitiés similar to those of 2 committee appointed to serve in a bankruptey case.”
The OSIC Order appointed me, as Examiner, to serve as a member of the OSIC and as its
initial Chair. 1 have served as the Chair of the OSIC since its formation and continue to
S0 serve.

5. The OSIC Order specifically authorized the OSIC to pursue claims on a
contingency fee basis against (a) Stanford’s pre-receivership professionals, and (b) the
officers, directors and employees of any Stanford entity.” OSIC Order at 8.

6. On May 26, 2011, Philip Wilkinson and Pam Reed, two individual Stanford
Investors (as putative representatives of a class of similarly situated plaintiffs), filed an
action against BDO USA, LLP and BDO International Ltd. Civil Action No. 3:11-CV-
01115-N 1in the Northern District of Texas, Dallas Division (the “Investor Action™). The

action was filed by the law firms Hohmann, Taube & Summers, LL.P. (“HTS”) and

Financial Group, The Stanford Financial Group Bldg. Inc. The Receivership encompasses Defendants
and all entities they own or confrol.

2 This authority was limited in that the OSIC couvld not pursue claims that were duplicative of
claims already being prosecuted by the Receiver. OSIC Order at 8.
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APP 0280



Case 3:09-cv-00298-N Document 2138-9 Filed 05/15/15 Page 3 of 8 PagelD 60016

Castillo Snyder, P.C. (“C5”). An amended complaint was filed in the Investor Action on
September 2, 2011, that added BDO Global Coordination, B.V. and Brussels Worldwide
Services, BVBA as Defendants. The amended complaint was filed by HTS and CS.
BDO USA, LLP, BDO International Ltd., BDO Global Coordination, B.V. and Brussels
Worldwide Services, BVBA are referred to collectively-hcrein as the “BDO Entities.”

7. In my capacity as Chair of the OSIC, I negotiated and executed an
engagement agreement dated March 11, 2011, pursuant to which the OSIC retained four
law firms (HTS, CS, Morgenstern & Blue, LLC (“MB”) and Strasburger Price, L.I.P.
(“SP™) to represent the OSIC in connection with the prosecution of claims against the
BDO Entities (the “BDO Claims™). The March 11, 2011 engagement agreement
contemplated that the four law firms would be compensated for their services through a
contingent fee of twenty-five percent {25%) of the Net Recovery realized in respect of the
BDO Claims. The engagement agreement defined Net Recovery as the “total amount
obtained from settlement or litigation of the BDO Claims, after deducting allowable
expenses.” In connection with the execution of the March 11, 2011 engagement
agreement, the four law firms entered into an agreement that addressed how those firms
would divide the work to be done in prosecuting the BDO Claims and any fees paid with
respect to the BDO Claims.

8. On February 27, 2012, the Rec;eiver executed an assignment putsuant fo
which he assigned any claims the Receivership entities might have against BDO Entities

to the OSIC for prosecution.

DECLARATION OF EXAMINER JOBN J. LITTLE 3
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9. On May 9, 2012, the OSIC filed an action against the BDO Entities. Civil
Agction No. 3:12-CV-01447-N, in the in the Northern District of Texas, Dallas Division
(the “OSIC Action™). The OSIC Action was filed by HTS, CS, SP and Butzel Long, PC
¢“BL”),” as counsel for the OSIC.

11.  On or about August 20, 2013, the OSIC voted-unanimously to terminate its
engagement agreement with HTS concerning the BDO Claims, for cause, By letter dated
August 22, 2013, in my capacity as Chair of the OSIC, I terminated the OSIC’s
engagement agreement with HTS with respect to the BDO Claims,

12, In my capacity as OSIC Chair, I negotiated and executed a Revised Fee
Agreement with CSC, BL, SP and Neligan Foley, LLP (“NF”), dated as of -April 10,
2014, pursuant to which those firms were engaged to represent the OSIC in the OSIC
Action. That Revised Fee Agreement provided for the payment of a contingent fee of
twenty-five percent (25%) of the Net Recovery realized in respect of the BDO Claims,
The engagement agreement defined Net Recovery as the “total amount obtained from
settlement or litigation of the Stanford Trust Claims, after deducting allowable expenses,”

13, Inimy capacity as the OSIC Chair, I have worked closely with the Receiver,
his counsel, OSIC’s counsel, and putative class counsel fo coordinate the prosecution of
claims against third parties for the benefit of the Receivership Estate and Stanford

Investors, including the claims asserted in the Investor Action and the OSIC Action.

3 Peter D. Morgenstern, the principal of MB, became a member Butzel Long, PC, and Butzel

Long, PC, became responsible for the obligations of MB under the March 11, 2011 engagement letter.

DECLARATION OF EXAMINER JOouN J. LITTLE 4
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14.  In that regard, 1 have been involved, as Chair of OSIC, in the OSIC’s
prosecution of the BDO Claims in the OSIC Acfion.

15, OSIC’s counsel at NF,-CS, BL and SP -have spent several years and
thousands of hours investigating and pursuing the claims asserted in the OSIC Action.
As part of their investigation of those claims, OSIC*s counsel have reviewed voluminous
documents, emails, audit work papers and depositions obtained from the SEC during its
investigation of BDO, which the Receiver obtained through a cooperation agreement with
the SEC. The materials reviewed by OSIC’s counsel mcluded, among other materials,
thousands of pages of SEC and other investigation materials, thousands of pages of
deposition testimony of BDO personnel and other relevant witnesses together with all of
the exhibits to those depositions, thousands of emails of BDO personnel, and the audited
{inancial statements and the detailed -audit work papers of BDO for all of the relevant
audit years.

16, As OSIC’s Chair, I participated in a mediation session addressing the BDO
Claims asserted in both the Investor Action and the OSIC Action. That mediation was
conducted on August 28, 2014 in New York City, with a retired United States District
Judge, the Hon. Layn R. Phillips, presiding as mediator. In addition to mysclf, the
piaintiffs 1n the Investor Action and the OSIC Action were represented by Pam Reed, one
of the individuval plaintiffs in the Investor Action (and a member of the OSIC), and by
attorneys from NF (Nick Foley, Pat Neligan and Doug Buncher), CS (Ed Sayder), SP (Ed

Valdespino) and BL (Peter Morgenstern).
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17.  The August 2014 mediation session resulted in an apgreement in principle

between the plaintiffs and the BDO Entities pursuant to which the BDO Entities agreed to

_pay $40 million to settle the BDO Claims-asserted in the Investor Action and the OSIC
Action.

18. Following the August 2014 mediation, the OSIC’s counsel and putative
class counsel have engaged-in extensive negotiations with counsel for the BDO Entities
to draft and finalize a settlement agreement and the various documents necessary to
obtain Court approval of the settlement reached with the BDO Entities. I have worked
closely with OSIC’s counsel and with putative ciass counsel throughout those subsequent
negotiations, and throughout the process of documenting the agreement in principle that
was reached with-the BDO Entities.

19. 'Ultimately, a Settlement Agreement was entered into in early May 2015, by
the Plaintiffs in the Investor Action andthe OSIC Action with the BDO Entities.

20. It is my opinion that the settlement OSIC and the putative class plaintiffs
reached with the BDO Entities is fair and reasonable, in the best interests of the Stanford
Receivership estate and the Stanford Investors, and should be approved by the Court, My -
opinion is baséd upon my involvement in the investigation and prosecution of the claims
asserted in the Investor Action and the OSIC Action, the risks, uncertainty and the length
of time it would take to get to trial in both of tboge actions, and the [imited availability of
insurance coverage to fund recoveries in those actions.

21.  The Receiver and the OSIC have agreed in principal with putative class

coumsel and the named Plaintiffs in the Investor Action that any proceeds recovered from
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the OSIC Action or the Investor Action will be distributed through the Receiver’s
existing {and already approved and opérating) mechanism for identifying and approving
claims and making distributions. Using the Receiver’s existing process will be far more
efficient, and likely result in larger distributions to Stanford Investors, than the alternative
of creating one or more parallel claim and distribution process(es) for class actions. |

22.  Asnoted above, the OSIC entered into a Revised Fee Agreement with CS,
NF, BL and SP that provided for the payment of a contingent fee of twenty-five percent
(25%) of the Net Recovery realized in respect of the BDO Claims.

23.  The Court has previously approved a contingent fee arrangement between
OSIC and its counsel that provides for the payment of & 25% contingent fee on net
recaveries from certain lawsuits prosecuted by OSIC.* Civil Action No. 3:09-CV-0298-
N, Doc. No, 1267,

24.  The Revised Fee Agreement entered between OSIC and its counsel here
(NF, CS, BL and SP} was modeled after the contingency fee agreement already approved
by the Court in the primary receivership proceeding. Civil Action No. 3:09-CV-0298-N,
Doc. No. 1267.

25.  For the same reasons the Court previously found the twenty-five percent
{25%) contingency fee agreement between the OSIC and its counsel to be reasonable, see
id, p. 2, the Court.should find the twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee applicable

to the settlement with the BDO Entities to be reasonable and approve it for payment.

* The referenced Order addressed the OSIC’s prosecution of certain frandulent iransfer and umiust

entichment actions.
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26, It is my opinion that the attorneys’ fee requested is reasonable in
comparison to the fotal net amount to be recovered for the benefit of the Stanford
Investors. The twenty-five percent (25%) contingency fee was heavily negotiated
between OSIC and its Counsel, and is substantially below the typical market rate
contingency fee percentage of 33% fo 40% that most faw {rms would demand to handle
cases of this complexity and magnitude.

27.  Trespectfully submit that an award of attomeys’ fees equal to twenty-five
percent (25%) of the Net Recovery from the settlement with BDO is reasonable and
appropriate considering the significant time, effort, and resources which OSIC’s counsel
have invested in investigating the Stanford fraud, prosecuting and resolving the BDO
Claims, and prosecuting the other Stanford-related litigation.

Executed on May 2, 2015.
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