
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF ARKANSAS 

WESTERN DIVISION 

 
 
NATIONAL TRUCKING FINANCIAL 
RECLAMATION SERVICES, LLC, 
BRUCE TAYLOR, EDIS TRUCKING, 
INC., JERRY FLOYD, MIKE CAMPBELL, 
PAUL OTTO, TOWNES TRUCKING, INC. 
R&R TRANSPORTATION, INC., OHIO 
AUTO DELIVERY, INC., and EAGLE 
MOTOR FREIGHT, INC., individually, and 
on behalf of all others similarly situated, 
 

Plaintiffs, 
 
vs. 
 
PILOT CORPORATION, PILOT TRAVEL 
CENTERS, LLC d/b/a PILOT FLYING J, FJ 
MANAGEMENT, INC., CVC CAPITAL 
PARTNERS, JAMES A. “JIMMY”  
HASLAM, III, MARK HAZELWOOD, 
MITCH STEENROD, SCOTT WOMBOLD, 
JOHN FREEMAN, VINCENT GRECO and 
BRIAN MOSHER, 
 

Defendants. 
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Case No. 4:13-cv-00250-JMM 
 
 

 
 

PLAINTIFFS’  MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF PETITION FOR APPROVAL  
OF  ATTORNEYS’  FEES,  COSTS,  EXPENSES  AND  INCENTIVE  AWARDS 

 
 
 Plaintiffs, by and through their counsel, submit this Memorandum in Support of their 

Petition  for  Approval  of  Attorneys’  Fees,  Costs,  Expenses  and  Incentive Awards. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

In this nationwide class action, Plaintiffs National Trucking Financial Reclamation 

Services, LLC, Bruce Taylor, Edis Trucking, Jerry Floyd, Mike Campbell, Paul Otto, Townes 
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Trucking, Inc., R&R Transportation, Inc., Ohio Auto Delivery, Inc., and Eagle Motor Freight, 

Inc., alleged that Defendants Pilot Corporation (f/k/a Pilot Oil Corporation), Pilot Travel Centers 

LLC  d/b/a  Pilot  Flying  J,  FJ  Management,  Inc.,  CVC  Capital  Partners,  James  A.  “Jimmy”  

Haslam III, Mark Hazelwood, Mitch Steenrod, Scott Wombold, John Freeman, Vincent Greco, 

and Brian Mosher withheld rebates owed by Pilot/Flying J under rebate and discount programs.  

As a result of extensive, arm’s-length negotiations, the parties reached a settlement, which the 

Court preliminarily approved as fair, reasonable and adequate on July 24, 2013.  The settlement 

represents an excellent recovery for the class.  All class members will receive what they are 

owed plus interest.  The attorneys’  fees,  costs, expenses and incentive awards requested by 

Plaintiffs are reasonable and warrant approval by the Court.  Plaintiffs incorporate by reference 

the Plaintiffs’  Memorandum in Support of Motion for Final Approval of Class Action Settlement 

in its entirety. 

II. RELEVANT PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

Plaintiff National Trucking Financial Reclamation Services, LLC filed the initial 

Complaint in this matter on April 24, 2013, and a Consolidated Amended Class Action 

Complaint was filed by Plaintiffs on July 16, 2013.  Dkt. 8.  As a result of extensive, arm’s-

length negotiations with Defendants following the filing of the initial Complaint, Plaintiffs and 

Defendants executed a Corrected Revised  Settlement  Agreement  (“Settlement  Agreement”) on 

July 23, 2013.1  Dkt. 14, Ex. 1.  On July 24, 2013, the Court entered an Amended Class 

                                                           
1 Plaintiffs, Ohio Auto Delivery, Inc. and Eagle Motor Freight, Inc., were added as class 
representatives following the execution of the Revised Settlement Agreement. 
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Settlement Preliminary Approval  Order  (“Preliminary  Order”).2  Dkt. 15.  The Court found that 

the terms of the Settlement Agreement between Plaintiffs and Defendants appeared fair, 

reasonable and adequate. 

In the Preliminary Order, the Court appointed Don Barrett of Barrett Law Group, P.A., 

Michael L. Roberts of Roberts Law Firm, P.A., Thomas P. Thrash of Thrash Law Firm, P.A. as 

Co-Lead Counsel for Plaintiffs and the Settlement Class.   Further, the Court appointed Don 

Barrett and Sterling Starns of Barrett Law Group, P.A., Michael L. Roberts, Stephanie Egner 

Smith, and Jana K. Law of Roberts Law Firm, P.A., Thomas P. Thrash and Marcus Bozeman of 

Thrash Law Firm, P.A., Ben Barnow, Sharon A. Harris, Erich P. Schork, and Blake A. Strautins 

of  Barnow  and  Associates,  P.C.,  Shpetim  Ademi  and  John  D.  Blythin  of  Ademi&  O’Reilly  LLP,  

Richard L. Coffman of The Coffman Law Firm, G. Robert Blakey, Dewitt M. Lovelace of 

Lovelace Law Firm, P.A., Richard R. Barrett of Law Offices of Richard R. Barrett, PLLC, 

William E. Hoese of Kohn, Swift & Graf, P.C., Elizabeth A. Alexander, Michael W. Sobol, and 

Kenneth S. Byrd of Lieff, Cabraser, Heimann & Bernstein, LLP, Charles Barrett of Charles 

Barrett, P.C., Daniel F. Becnel, Jr. of Becnel Law Firm, LLC, and Michael D. Hausfeld of 

Hausfeld LLP as Class Counsel in this matter. 

III. OVERVIEW OF THE SETTLEMENT 

Plaintiffs and their counsel achieved an extraordinarily good result for the class. Pursuant 

to the settlement, all class members will receive their withheld discounts and/or rebates plus 

interest.  All  expenses  connected  with  the  settlement,  including  attorneys’  fees,  have been or will 

be paid by Defendants.  All accounts are being audited internally by Defendants, with an 

                                                           
2 All defined terms are given  their  meaning  as  stated  in  Plaintiffs’  Memorandum  in  Support  of  
Motion for Final Approval of Class Action Settlement. 
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independent auditor checking the results at the expense of Defendants.  Defendants also 

submitted to an injunction to prohibit these underpayments from occurring in the future.  The 

Preliminary Order provides the following class definition: 

All persons and entities in the United States who purchased over the road diesel 
fuel for commercial use in Class 7 and Class 8 vehicles (as Class 7 and Class 8 
are defined by the United States Department of Transportation) from Defendants 
Pilot Corporation and Pilot Travel Centers LLC d/b/a Pilot Flying J pursuant to a 
diesel fuel rebate program or discount program (which rebate or discount program 
is defined as a cost-plus and/or retail-minus discount program (not to include 
discounts for payments made by cash, check, or major credit card at point of 
sale)), or both, from January 1, 2005 to July 15, 2013. Excluded from the 
Settlement Class are officers, directors, employees, parents, and subsidiaries of 
Pilot Corporation and Pilot Travel Centers LLC, as well as judicial officers and 
employees of the Court. 
 

 A summary of the key terms of the settlement follows: 

 Defendants shall pay 100% of the amount owed to each Class Member, plus interest at 
6%.    This  principal  is  based  on  the  audited  results  of  Defendants’  Internal  Auditing  
Department investigation into the diesel fuel rebate and discount programs; the interest 
is calculated at six percent of the Principal multiplied by the number of years (expressed 
in whole numbers or fractions of years) that have passed from the date that each original 
rebate payment was made or discount credit was applied to the date on which the 
Principal is calculated, and minus any amount already paid to that Class member as part 
of Defendants’ voluntary payment program (Revised Settlement Agreement ¶¶ 12, 29, 
31, 41);  

 
 A court-approved  independent  accounting  firm,  the  “Independent  Accountant,”  will  

review  the  work  performed  by  members  of  Defendants’  Internal  Auditing  Department  
(“DIA”)  in calculating the compensation to be paid to Class Members in order to 
confirm, to a reasonable degree of certainty, that the work performed (1) properly 
identifies the Class Members who are entitled to compensation and (2) accurately 
quantifies the amount of compensation due. At the conclusion of its review, the 
Independent Accountant will issue a report to the parties and this Court as to whether 
DIA met the accuracy criteria specified in the settlement agreement (id. ¶¶ 20, 35-38); 

 
 Settlement payments will be mailed to Class Members within 30 days of their payments 

being finally calculated (id. ¶ 41);  
 
 Because the results of the audit may conclude that some Class Members received proper 

discount or rebate amounts, and thus are not entitled to any settlement payment, 
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Defendants will inform those Class Members of the outcome of the audit process with 
an additional notice (id. ¶ 40);  

 
 Any  Class  Member  who  disagrees  with  the  results  of  DIA’s  investigation  may  request  

that the Independent Accountant review the calculation, and if the Class Member is not 
satisfied with the Independent Accountant‘s  determination,  the  Class  Member  may  
retain its own accountant, at its sole cost and expense, and subsequently file a motion 
with the Court to challenge the Independent Accountant’s decision (id. ¶ 40);  

 
 Defendants agree to be permanently enjoined from deliberately and deceptively 

withholding price rebates or discounts from customers in the United States who 
purchase over the road diesel fuel for commercial use in Class 7 or Class 8 vehicles, 
without the knowledge or approval of the customers, and which results in Pilot Flying J 
charging its customers a higher price for diesel fuel than the agreed-upon price (id. ¶ 
46);  

 
 Defendants will pay all costs of providing notice to the Class and administration of the 

settlement (id. ¶ 45);  
 
 Defendant will pay attorneys’ fees and costs to class counsel in an amount to be 

approved  by  the  Court,  but  not  to  exceed  33.33  percent  of  the  “Total  Principal  Amount  
Owed”  or  $14,000,000,  whichever  is  less  (id. ¶¶ 58-59).    The  attorneys’  fees,  costs,  and  
expenses and the incentive awards are to be paid over and above any payments to 
members of the Class and will not reduce the amount of any settlement payments made 
to Class Members (id. ¶ 58.); and 

 Defendants will pay an incentive award of $10,000 to each Class Representative 
Plaintiff (id. ¶ 61).  

 
 The Court in its Preliminary Approval Order found that the above settlement terms 

appeared fair, reasonable and adequate.  The Court also approved the proposed settlement notice 

plan, which has been complied with as discussed in the Memorandum in Support of Motion for 

Final Approval of Class Action Settlement. 

A. Proposed  Attorneys’  Fees,  Costs,  Expenses,  and  Incentive  Awards 

In the Settlement Agreement, Defendants agreed to pay Settlement  Class  Counsel’s  

reasonable litigation costs and expenses, as approved by the Court.  Defendants further agreed 

that  the  payment  of  attorneys’  fees  and  litigation  costs  and  expenses  and  Incentive  Awards  will  
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be over and above the amount of Settlement Payments to the Class.  Defendants agreed to pay 

ten thousand ($10,000) as an Incentive Award to each Class Representative.  The Settlement 

Agreement  provides  that  Class  Counsel  would  apply  for  an  award  of  attorneys’  fees  not  to  

exceed thirty-three and one-third (33.33%) of the Total Principal Amount Owed, or $14 million, 

whichever is less. 

The settlement achieved for the class has a total value in benefits to the Class of $72 

million, which includes the following:  (1) total principal amount owed to the Class: $55 million 

(Exhibit 1 to Plaintiffs’ Memorandum in Support of Joint Motion for Final Approval of Class 

Action Settlement, Affidavit of Paul Pardue, ¶ 15); (2) interest amount: $4.1 million (id.) (this is 

a preliminary total that will be supplemented prior to the date of the Final Fairness Hearing); (3) 

costs of the internal audit and the independent auditor, Horne LLP: $3.5 million (id. ¶ 17); (4) 

requested  attorneys’  fees  $14  million  (if  approved  by  the  Court);;  (5)  requested  attorneys’  

expenses: $52,245.84; (6) incentive award in the amount of $10,000 to each of the ten Class 

Representative Plaintiffs (if approved by the Court); (7) fees paid to Hilsoft Notifications for 

notices services: $19,444.83 (this is a preliminary total that will be supplemented prior to the 

date of the Final Fairness Hearing); and (8) fees paid to Total Class Solutions LLC for class 

administration services: $14,391.00 (this is a preliminary total that will be supplemented prior to 

the date of the Final Fairness Hearing).  All of these benefits together represent the value of the 

settlement for the Class.  See Johnston v. Comerica Mortgage Corp., 83 F.3d 241, 246 (8th Cir. 

1996) (“Although under the terms of each settlement agreement, attorney fees technically derive 

from the defendant  rather  than  out  of  the  class’ recovery, in essence the entire settlement amount 

comes from the same source. The award to the class and the agreement on attorney fees represent 

a package deal. Even if the fees are paid directly to the attorneys, those fees are still best viewed 
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as an aspect  of  the  class’ recovery.”); Staton v. Boeing Co., 327 F.3d 938, 975 (9th Cir. 2003) 

(finding  costs  of  notice  “can  reasonable  be  considered  a  benefit  to  the  class.”);;  In re Heartland 

Payment Sys., Inc. Customer Data Sec. Breach Litig., 851 F. Supp. 2d 1040, 1080 (S.D. Tex. 

2012) (total settlement value included direct relief to claimants, cy pres, costs of notice, 

administration  costs,  requested  attorneys’  fees  and  expenses);;  Lonardo v. Travelers Indem. Co., 

706 F. Supp. 2d 766, 803 (N.D. Ohio 2010) (finding costs of administration, notice and 

attorneys’  fees  were  all  benefits  to  the  settlement  class).   

Here,  the  requested  attorneys’  fees of $14 million represent slightly less than 20% of the 

total value of the settlement achieved for the class. 

B. Response of the Class to the Settlement to Date 

As discussed in the Memorandum in Support of Motion for Final Approval of Class 

Action Settlement and supporting Affidavits, 59 Class Members have opted-out of the 

Settlement, and none have filed objections.  See Affidavit of Timothy J. Taylor of Total Class 

Solutions LLC, ¶ 17. 

IV. PLAINTIFFS’  PETITION  FOR  ATTORNEYS’  FEES  IS  REASONABLE 

The  attorneys’  fees  and  costs  sought  are  reasonable  in  light  of  the  results  achieved  for  the  

Class.    An  award  of  attorneys’  fees  and  costs  will  compensate  and  reimburse  Settlement Class 

Counsel for the work they have already performed in this case as well as the work remaining to 

be performed in documenting the settlement, securing Court approval of the settlement, ensuring 

that the settlement is fairly administered and implemented, and obtaining dismissal of the action.  

A. Standard of Law in the Eighth Circuit 

The  Court  may  award  “reasonable  attorney’s  fees  and  nontaxable  costs  that  are  

authorized  by  law  or  by  the  parties’  agreement.”    Fed.  R.  Civ.  P.  23(h).    Parties  to  a  class  action  
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may negotiate not only the settlement itself, but also the payment of attorneys’ fees.  See Holden 

v. Burlington Northern Inc., 665 F. Supp. 1398 (D. Minn. 1987).  An award of attorneys’ fees is 

committed to the sound discretion of the district court.  See Petrovic v. Amoco Oil Co., 200 F.3d 

1140, 1147 (8th Cir. 1999).  When examining fees and costs, district courts in the Eighth Circuit 

are guided by the fundamental principle that  an  award  of  attorneys’  fees  need  only  be  reasonable  

under the circumstances.  See In re Guidant Corp. Implantable Defibrillators Prods. Liab. Litig., 

MDL No. 05-1708, 2008 WL 682174, at *6 (D. Minn. Mar. 7, 2008). 

When evaluating attorney fee awards in general, the Eighth Circuit has considered for 

guidance the twelve factors set forth in Johnson v. Georgia Highway Express, 488 F.2d 714, 

719-20 (5th Cir. 1974):  (1) the time and labor required; (2) the novelty and difficulty of the 

questions; (3) the skill requisite to perform the legal service properly; (4) the attorney's 

preclusion of other employment due to acceptance of the case; (5) the customary fee; (6) whether 

the fee is fixed or contingent; (7) the time limitations imposed by the client or the circumstances; 

(8) the amount involved and the results obtained; (9) the experience, reputation, and ability of the 

attorneys;;  (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 Allen v. Tobacco Superstore, 

Inc., 475 F.3d 931, 944 (8th Cir. 2007). 

The Eighth Circuit utilizes two main approaches to attorney fee petitions in class action 

litigation:  (1)  the  lodestar  method  and  (2)  the  “percentage  of  the  benefit”  approach.    Johnston v. 

Comerica Mortg. Corp., 83 F.3d 241, 244-46 (8th Cir. 1996) (“Although under the terms of each 

settlement agreement, attorney fees technically derive from the defendant rather than out of the 

class’ recovery, in essence the entire settlement amount comes from the same source. The award 
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to the class and the agreement on attorney fees represent a package deal. Even if the fees are paid 

directly to the attorneys, those fees are still best viewed  as  an  aspect  of  the  class’ recovery.”). 

The Eighth Circuit  has  approved  a  percentage  of  the  fund  method  to  determine  attorneys’  

fees in class action settlements.  In re United States Bancorp. Litig., 291 F.3d 1035, 1038 (8th 

Cir.  2002)  (affirming  an  award  of  36%  of  the  $3.5  million  settlement  fund  to  “class counsel who 

obtained  significant  monetary  relief  on  behalf  of  the  class”).    Although  the  Eighth  Circuit  “has  

not  established  a  ‘benchmark’  percentage  that  the  court  should  presume  to  be  reasonable  in  a  

common  fund  case,”  courts  in  the  Eighth  Circuit  have  “frequently  awarded  attorney  fees  between  

twenty-five and thirty-six  percent  of  a  common  fund  in  other  class  actions.”    In re Xcel Energy, 

Inc.,  Sec.,  Derivative  &  “ERISA”  Litig., 364 F. Supp. 2d 980, 992 n. 7 (D. Minn. 2005). 

Courts in the Eighth Circuit have awarded attorney fees in amounts representing 33% or 

greater of the settlement funds in the following cases:  Nelson v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., 2009 WL 

2486888  (E.D.  Ark.  2009)  (awarding  33  1/3%  of  the  settlement  fund  in  attorneys’  fees);;  In re 

Airline Ticket Commission Antitrust Litig., 953 F. Supp. 280, 285-86 (D. Minn. 1997) (awarding 

33.3%  of  the  $86  million  fund  in  attorneys’  fees);;  In re Iowa Ready-Mix Concrete Antitrust 

Litig., 2011 WL 5547159 (N.D. Iowa 2011) (awarding 36.04% of the common fund of $18.5 

million in attorneys’ fees); Yarrington v. Solvay Pharmaceuticals, Inc., 697 F. Supp. 2d 1057, 

(D. Minn. 2010) (finding that an award of 33% of the settlement fund is consistent with other 

attorney fee awards in the jurisdiction).   

B. The Requested Fees Are Reasonable Under Eighth Circuit Law. 

By  any  recognized  standard  in  the  Eighth  Circuit,  the  attorneys’  fees  sought  here  in the 

amount of $14 million are reasonable.  The  requested  attorneys’  fees  of  $14  million  represent  

slightly less than 20% of the total value of the settlement achieved for the class, which is below 
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the  percentage  of  the  settlement  fund  generally  approved  by  the  Eighth  Circuit  for  attorneys’  fees  

in similar class action settlements, as noted above. 

Following the filing of the initial complaint in this case on April 24, 2013, Co-Lead 

Counsel engaged in extensive, arm’s-length settlement negotiations on behalf of the Settlement 

Class with Defendants.  Co-Lead Counsel were able to effectuate the Settlement Agreement with 

Defendants without the additional expenses involved with discovery and protracted litigation.  

The requested attorneys’ fees are reasonable in light of the extraordinary settlement result 

achieved for the Class, the time and effort spent by counsel in achieving the settlement result, 

and the experience and ability of Co-Lead Counsel. 

As  discussed  in  Plaintiffs’  Memorandum in Support of Motion for Final Approval of 

Class Action Settlement, Co-Lead Counsel and Class Counsel are highly experienced in 

consumer class actions, with extensive experience in achieving fair, reasonable, and adequate 

settlements in class actions.  Co-Lead Counsel and Class Counsel spent significant time 

investigating the facts involved in this case and the claims available to Class Members.  As a 

result, Co-Lead Counsel achieved a rare settlement, which provides full relief to the Class 

Members, making each Class Member whole.     

The settlement achieved for Class Members in this case is unusual.  Rather than Class 

Members being required to file claims for a pro rata share of a common settlement fund, the 

Class Members are receiving one hundred percent (100%) of all rebates and/or discounts owed to 

them by Defendants plus interest at (6%), as well as attorneys’  fees,  costs, expenses, and 

injunctive relief.  Defendants agreed to perform a comprehensive internal audit to identify all 

Class Members who are owed money under the Settlement Agreement and agreed to submit its 

files to inspection by an independent auditor to ensure compliance with the settlement terms. 
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  The total value of the principal owed to the Class along with interest, costs of 

administration,  notice,  requested  attorneys’  fees,  and  requested  incentive  awards  make the total 

value to the Class $72 million.  The value of the injunctive relief alone in this case is substantial.  

Defendants have agreed to be permanently enjoined from withholding prices rebates or discounts 

from customers in the U.S. who purchase over the road diesel fuel for commercial use in Class 7 

or Class 8 vehicles.   

The attorneys’ fees requested in this settlement, in the amount of $14 million, are lower 

than attorneys’ fees approved in similar class actions in the Eighth Circuit, as noted above, and 

satisfy the  fundamental  principle  that  an  award  of  attorneys’  fees  be  reasonable  under  the  

circumstances.  Further underscoring the reasonableness of the requested fees and costs is the 

fact that they were negotiated, and are being paid, separately from the Class Members’  recovery.    

See, e.g., Lorazepam & Clorazepate Antitrust Litig., 205 F.R.D. 369, 384 (D.D.C. 2002) (finding 

that  attorneys’  fee  request  was  “even  more  reasonable”  because  it  was  “negotiated  separately  and  

is  independent  of  the  total  common  fund”  and  “therefore  will  not  reduce  the  fund  at  all  if  

awarded”).    Here,  the  parties  reached  an  agreement  on  settlement  terms  before  discussing  

attorneys’  fees. 

C. The  Absence  of  Objections  Supports  the  Request  for  Attorneys’  Fees. 

Finally, the fact that there are no objections to date also supports the fee award.  See, e.g., 

In  re  Xcel  Energy,  Inc.,  Sec.,  Derivative  &  “ERISA”  Litig., 364 F. Supp. 2d at 996 (noting that 

lack  of  objections  is  “strong  evidence  of  the  propriety  and  acceptability  of  the  fee  request”)  

(internal citations and quotations omitted). 

V. CONCLUSION 
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 For the reasons set forth above, Plaintiffs respectfully request that the Court grant 

approval  of  an  award  of  attorneys’  fees  and  costs  in  the  amount  of $14 million. 

 Dated:  November 4, 2013.   
      Respectfully submitted,  
 

CO-LEAD COUNSEL FOR PLAINTIFFS 
AND SETTLEMENT CLASS 

 

/s/ Don Barrett 
Don Barrett  
Barrett Law Group, P.A. 
404 Court Square North 
Lexington, MS 39095-0927 
Telephone: (662) 834-9168 
Facsimile: (662) 834-2628 
Email: dbarrett@barrettlawgroup.com 
 
/s/ Michael L. Roberts 
Michael L. Roberts 
Roberts Law Firm, P.A.  
20 Rahling Circle 
PO Box 241790 
Little Rock, AR 72223-1790 
Telephone: (501) 821-5575 
Facsimile: (501) 821-4474 
Email: mikeroberts@robertslawfirm.us 
 
/s/  Thomas P. Thrash 
Thomas P. Thrash  
Thrash Law Firm, P.A. 
1101 Garland Street 
Little Rock, AR 72201 
Telephone: (501) 374-1058 
Facsimile: (501) 374-2222 
Email: tomthrash@sbcglobal.net  
 

OTHER PLAINTIFFS’  COUNSEL  AND  CLASS COUNSEL 
 
Ben Barnow  
Sharon A. Harris 
Erich P. Schork 
Blake A. Strautins 

Shpetim Ademi  
John D. Blythin 
Ademi  &  O’Reilly,  LLP 
3620 E. Layton Avenue  
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Barnow & Associates, P.C. 
1 North LaSalle Street, Suite 4600  
Chicago, IL 60602  
 
Richard L. Coffman  
The Coffman Law Firm  
505 Orleans, Suite 505  
Beaumont, TX 77701 
 
Dewitt M. Lovelace  
Lovelace & Associates, P.A. 
12870 U.S. Hwy. 98, W. Suite 200  
Miramar Beach, FL 32550 
 
Elizabeth A. Alexander  
Michael W. Sobol 
Kenneth S. Byrd 
Lieff, Cabraser, Heimann & Bernstein, LLP  
One Nashville Place  
150 Fourth Avenue, N, Suite 1650  
Nashville, TN 37219-2423 
 
Daniel E. Becnel , Jr.  
Becnel Law Firm, LLC  
106 W. Seventh St.  
P. O. Drawer H  
Reserve, LA 70084 
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