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Plaintiffs Susan Giordano, Angelene Hayes, Ying-Liang Wang, and Anja Beachum 

(“Plaintiffs”) move this Court for entry of an order appointing Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel 

pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(g). Plaintiffs’ Motion is based on the Declaration of Innessa M. 

Huot, the Declaration of Joseph Saveri, and the Declaration of Eric L. Cramer, as well as any 

argument or materials that may otherwise be submitted on this matter. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Plaintiffs move for entry of an Order appointing the following law firms as Interim Co-

Lead Class Counsel: Faruqi & Faruqi, LLP, the Joseph Saveri Law Firm, Inc., and Berger 

Montague PC (“Proposed Co-Lead Counsel”). See [Proposed] Order Appointing Interim Co-

Lead Counsel. Defendants Saks Inc., Saks & Company LLC, Saks Fifth Avenue LLC, Louis 

Vuitton USA Inc., Loro Piana & C Inc., Gucci America, Inc., Prada USA Corp., and Brunello 

Cucinelli, USA, Inc. (collectively, “Defendants”) do not oppose this motion. Representing 

Plaintiffs, Proposed Co-Lead Counsel will ensure that this complex antitrust litigation will 

proceed effectively and efficiently in the best interests of the members of the proposed class, and 

that the pre-trial and case management strategy will be coordinated and unified.  

Appointment of Proposed Co-Lead Counsel is consistent with Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(g) and 

sound principles of case management. “[D]esignation of interim counsel clarifies responsibility 

for protecting the interests of the class during precertification activities, such as making and 

responding to motions, conducting any necessary discovery, moving for class certification, and 

negotiating settlement.” Manual for Complex Litigation, Fourth, § 21.11 at 246 (2004) (the 

“Manual”). 

Appointing interim class counsel is critical in the early stages of complex litigation to 

ensure that Plaintiffs have a coordinated approach to responding to any Rule 12 motions, 

proposing schedules and discovery plans, and beginning the early stages of negotiating with 
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Defendants regarding the scope of discovery. Indeed, Defendants have each hired prominent law 

firms to represent them. They have teams of attorneys from offices around the country who have 

made appearances to date. There is little doubt that this case will be aggressively litigated.  

Plaintiffs need experienced and accomplished advocates with the resources to litigate this 

important case. Proposed Co-Lead Counsel fit that bill. As demonstrated by their efforts on 

behalf of Plaintiffs in this litigation to date, including their extensive investigation into the 

underlying legal and factual claims resulting in the initiation of this litigation, and as set forth in 

detail in their respective declarations and firm resumes, Proposed Co-Lead Counsel have the 

collective talent and resources to pursue these antitrust claims against Defendants. 

For all those reasons, as explained more fully below, Plaintiffs respectfully request that 

Proposed Co-Lead Counsel be appointed as Interim Co-Lead Counsel pursuant to Rule 23(g). 

II. BACKGROUND 

Plaintiffs seek to serve as class representatives in this antitrust action brought on behalf of 

“Luxury Retail Employees”1 against the Defendant employers of Luxury Retail Employees in the 

United States. See, e.g., Compl. ¶¶40-51, 197. Plaintiffs Susan Giordano, Angelene Hayes, and 

Ying-Liang Wang filed the first such action on February 14, 2020. See ECF No. 1. Plaintiff Anja 

Beachum filed the second action on April 10, 2020. See Beachum v. Saks Inc., No. 1:20-cv-1769, 

ECF No. 1 (E.D.N.Y.). Following the filing of the Beachum complaint, counsel in both the 

Giordano and Beachum actions coordinated among themselves to consolidate the actions and 

proceed to prosecute this case together. See ECF No. 45 (setting out the process for 

administratively closing the Beachum action and filing a consolidated complaint).  

 
1 As defined in the Consolidated Class Action Complaint (“CAC”), Luxury Retail Employees are 

“employees who: (i) work in Defendants’ stores and/or boutiques; and (ii) sell and/or manage the 

sale of luxury goods to consumers.” CAC ¶ 1. 
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Proposed Co-Lead Counsel have taken several meaningful steps to organize and 

prosecute these claims and protect the interests of Plaintiffs and other class members. Plaintiffs 

have, among other things, coordinated and achieved the effective consolidation of the two 

separate Giordano and Beachum actions, privately ordered themselves by amicably creating an 

organizational structure to manage the day-to-day progress of this litigation efficiently, and 

engaged with counsel for Defendants in setting out a schedule and process for Defendants’ 

anticipated pre-motion letter(s) associated with any motion(s) to dismiss (ECF No. 45). Plaintiffs 

anticipate presenting a consolidated opposition to any responsive motions or pleadings to be filed 

by Defendants. Plaintiffs also anticipate working together following any Rule 12 briefing to 

conduct discovery with a unified and coordinated plan.  

Appointment of Proposed Co-Lead Counsel will provide the legal representation needed 

to fight for the livelihoods of Plaintiffs and the proposed class. 

III. LEGAL STANDARD 

Under Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(g)(3), a court has discretion whether to appoint class counsel 

before class certification.2 The “[d]esignation of interim counsel clarifies responsibility for 

protecting the interests of the class during precertification activities, such as making and 

responding to motions, conducting any necessary discovery, moving for class certification, and 

 
2 A court may designate interim counsel to act on behalf of a proposed class before determining 

whether to certify the action as a class action. Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(g)(3). While neither Rule 23(g) 

nor the Advisory Committee Notes explicitly set forth the standards to be applied in choosing 

interim class counsel, courts have held that the same factors that apply in choosing class counsel 

upon class certification apply in choosing interim class counsel. See In re Air Cargo Shipping 

Servs. Antitrust Litig., 240 F.R.D. 56, 57 (E.D.N.Y. 2006) (“Although neither the federal rules 

nor the advisory committee notes expressly so state, it appears to be generally accepted that the 

considerations set out in Rule 23(g)(1)(C), which governs appointment of class counsel once a 

class is certified, apply equally to the designation of interim class counsel before certification.”); 

Parkinson v. Hyundai Motor Am., No. CV06-345AHS (MLGx), 2006 WL 2289801 at *2 (C.D. 

Cal. Aug. 7, 2006) (“Rule 23(g) provides criteria to consider when appointing class counsel, 

without distinguishing interim counsel. Presumably the same factors apply, however.”). 
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negotiating settlement.” Manual, § 21.11 at 246. By appointing Proposed Co-Lead Counsel as 

Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel, the Court will ensure that the litigation is conducted in an 

organized and efficient manner by skillful and experienced counsel. 

A court considering the appointment of class counsel must consider the following criteria: 

“(i) the work counsel has done in identifying or investigating potential claims in the action; (ii) 

counsel’s experience in handling class actions, other complex litigation, and the types of claims 

asserted in the action; (iii) counsel’s knowledge of the applicable law; and (iv) the resources that 

counsel will commit to representing the class.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(g)(1)(A). The focus in 

appointing lead counsel should be on the best interests of the parties and the Court. In 

determining an appropriate leadership structure, the Manual urges courts to ensure that 

designated counsel fairly represent the various interests in the litigation. Manual, § 21.27 at 278; 

see Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(g)(4). 

The most common and desirable means of selecting class counsel is “private ordering.” 

Manual, § 21.272 at 279. “The lawyers agree who should be lead class counsel and the court 

approves the selection after a review to ensure that the counsel selected is adequate to represent 

the class interests.” Id. Efforts of plaintiffs’ counsel to coordinate their activities among 

themselves are to be encouraged. Id. § 10.22 at 24. 

Given the complexity of this antitrust matter, including the wide geographic dispersion of 

Luxury Retail Employee class members, it is appropriate for the Court to appoint three firms as 

interim class counsel. Appointing leadership structures including three or more co-lead firms is 

common in complex antitrust cases. See, e.g., In re Restasis (Cyclosporine Ophthalmic 

Emulsion) Antitrust Litigation MDL No. 2819-NG-LB (E.D.N.Y.) (appointing three firms as 

interim co-lead counsel, including the Joseph Saveri Law Firm); In re Dental Supplies Antitrust 
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Litig., No. 16-cv-906-BMC, ECF No. 9 (E.D.N.Y. Feb. 12, 2016) (appointing four firms as 

interim co-lead counsel, including Berger Montague PC ); Le v. Zuffa, LLC, No. 15-1045, ECF 

No. 140 (D. Nev. July 31, 2015) (appointing three firms as interim co-lead counsel, including the 

Joseph Saveri Law Firm and Berger Montague PC); In re Payment Card Interchange Fee & 

Merchant Discount Antitrust Litig., MDL No. 1720 (JG)(JO) (E.D.N.Y.) (appointing three firm 

co-lead structure including Berger Montague PC); Meijer Distrib., Inc. v. Abbott Labs, Inc., No. 

4:07-cv-06118, ECF No. 104 (N.D. Cal. Jun. 18, 2008) (appointing three firms as interim co-lead 

including Berger Montague PC); In re Asacol Antitrust Litigation, No. 1:15-cv-12730-DJC, ECF 

No. 131 (D. Mass.) (appointing four firms as co-lead including Faruqi & Faruqi LLP); In re 

Suboxone (Buprenorphine Hydrochloride and Naloxone) Antitrust Litigation, MDL No. 2445, 

ECF No. 44 (appointing three firms as co-lead including Faruqi & Faruqi LLP); In re Lidoderm 

Antitrust Litig., No. 14-2521, ECF No. 60 (N.D. Cal.) (appointing three firms as interim co-lead 

including Faruqi & Faruqi LLP); In re Loestrin Antitrust Litig., No. 13-md-2472, ECF No. 10 

(D.R.I.) (appointing four firms as interim co-lead including Faruqi & Faruqi LLP and Berger 

Montague PC).3  

 
3 See also In re 5-Hour ENERGY Marketing and Sales Practices Litigation, No. 13-ml-02438-

PSG-PLA, ECF No. 25 (C.D. Cal. Nov. 8, 2013) (appointing Faruqi & Faruqi LLP as co-lead 

counsel and noting that “[i]n light of the size and scope of this case … the Court believes that the 

interests of the prospective class members will be best served by appointing three firms as 

Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel”); Douglas v. Haier Am. Trading, LLC, No. 5:11-cv-02911 EJD, 

2011 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 91695 at *5 (N.D. Cal. Aug. 17, 2011); In re Air Cargo Antitrust Litig., 

240 F.R.D. 56, 58-59 (E.D.N.Y. 2006) (four co-lead firms); In re Titanium Dioxide Antitrust 

Litigation, 10-cv-00318-RDB, Dkt. 106 (D. Md. Apr. 1, 2011). 
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IV. ARGUMENT 

A. Proposed Co-Lead Counsel Have Undertaken All the Investigation and 

Research Underpinning this Litigation 

Proposed Co-Lead Counsel are the firms that investigated and filed the claims against 

Defendants’ alleging that their no-hire agreements violate Section 1 of the Sherman Act.  

Fed. R. Civ. P. 23 (g)(1)(A)(i) directs the Court to consider “the work counsel has done in 

identifying or investigating” claims in the present action when weighing the appointment of lead 

counsel. As is demonstrated in greater detail infra, Proposed Co-Lead Counsel have investigated 

the underlying facts and law, filed the first cases, and diligently prosecuted the litigation to date. 

See Ex. 1, Huot Decl., ¶¶ 9-25. They have demonstrated the ability to work cooperatively with 

others, including other attorneys for Plaintiffs, and intend to implement time and expense 

protocols to ensure the efficient, non-duplicative, and cost-effective prosecution of this matter.  

In addition to the substantial work to date conducting the factual investigation and 

developing the legal theories for the Complaints, Proposed Co-Lead Counsel have accomplished 

several significant tasks, including:  

• Drafting, filing, and serving the Complaints and related materials, see, e.g., ECF 

Nos. 1, 7-9, 11, 44; 

• Working in concert to consolidate the Giordano and Beachum actions and then 

administratively close the Beachum action to ease case administration, ECF Nos. 

43 & 45; and 

• Negotiating with Defendants to establish an orderly schedule for Defendants’ 

anticipated pre-motion to dismiss letters, which was presented to the Court in a 

negotiated stipulation setting forth the process, rules, and schedule for such 

letters. ECF No. 43. 
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 This work inures to the benefit of the entire proposed class, and it ensures that Plaintiffs’ 

responses to Defendants’ Rule 12 motions will be coordinated and that case prosecution will 

proceed in an orderly fashion going forward. 

B. Proposed Co-Lead Counsel Have Substantial Experience in Leading the 

Prosecution of Antitrust Class Actions, and Are Leading Figures in the 

Antitrust and Employment Law Bars 

Proposed Co-Lead Counsel have decades of substantial experience prosecuting complex 

litigation on behalf of a wide variety of plaintiffs in a wide range of antitrust, employment, and 

other types of class action litigation. 

Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(g)(1)(A)(ii) directs the Court to consider proposed class counsel’s 

experience “in handling class actions, other complex litigation, and the types of claims asserted 

in the [present] action[.]” See Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(g)(1)(A)(ii). Similarly, Fed. R. Civ. P. 

23(g)(1)(A)(iii) directs the Court to consider “counsel’s knowledge of the applicable law” in the 

present case. See Fed. R. Civ. P. 23(g)(1)(A)(iii).  

As set forth above and in the firm profiles attached as exhibits to the Saveri, Cramer, and 

Huot Declarations, and as summarized below, the firms selected by Plaintiffs to serve as Interim 

Co-Lead Class Counsel have handled some of the largest and most important cases in recent 

years, including cases brought on behalf of employees and independent contractors challenging 

anticompetitive and unlawful labor and wage practices. These include:  

• In re High Tech Employee Antitrust Litig., No. 5:11-cv-2509 (N.D. Cal.) (Joseph 

Saveri Law Firm was co-lead class counsel and Berger Montague PC was 

additional class counsel in case alleging tech companies illegally agreed not to 

poach each other’s employees.);  

• In re Broiler Chicken Grower Litig., No. 6:17-cv-33 (E.D. Okla.) (Berger 

Montague PC currently serves as interim co-lead counsel on behalf of broiler 

chicken farmers alleging poultry processing companies conspired not to poach 

each other’s farmers and to exchange information on wages.);  
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• Le v. Zuffa, LLC, No. 15-cv-1045 (D. Nev.) (Berger Montague PC and Joseph 

Saveri Law Firm are interim co-lead counsel in case alleging the dominant mixed 

martial arts promoter illegally monopsonized the market for Mixed Martial Arts 

fighter services.); 

• In re Loestrin Antitrust Litig., No. 13-md-2472 (D.R.I.) (Faruqi & Faruqi LLP 

served as co-lead counsel with Berger Montague PC representing a class of direct 

purchasers of drug Loestrin 24 Fe, alleging that the manufacturer and would-be 

generic manufacturers conspired to enter into an illegal pay-for-delay agreement 

to delay generic competition.); 

• In re Lidoderm Antitrust Litig., No. 14-2521 (N.D. Cal.) (Faruqi & Faruqi LLP 

served as co-lead counsel representing class of direct purchasers of drug 

Lidoderm, alleging that the manufacturer engaged in an anticompetitive scheme 

in violation of the Sherman Act.);  

• In re Suboxone (Buprenorphine Hydrochloride and Naloxone) Antitrust 

Litigation, MDL No. 2445 (Faruqi & Faruqi LLP serves as co-lead counsel 

representing a pharmaceutical wholesaler and proposed class of direct purchasers 

of Reckitt Benckiser’s Suboxone, alleging that Reckitt engaged in a scheme to 

delay generic competition.); and 

• In re Restasis (Cyclosporine Ophthalmic Emulsion) Antitrust Litigation MDL No. 

2819-NG-LB (E.D.N.Y.) (Joseph Saveri Law Firm is co-lead counsel for a class 

of end-payer plaintiffs alleging that Allergan, Inc. unlawfully extended its 

monopoly in the market for its blockbuster drug Restasis (used primarily for the 

treatment of chronic dry eyes) through a series of fraudulent and anticompetitive 

acts.). 

As detailed in the accompanying declarations, Proposed Co-Lead Counsel have generated 

billions of dollars in settlements and verdicts for their clients in some of the largest and most 

complex class actions in federal courts in this District and elsewhere, and have the necessary 

experience and resources to prosecute this litigation to a successful conclusion. 

1. The Accomplishments of the Joseph Saveri Law Firm, Inc. 

Since its founding in 2012, the Joseph Saveri Law Firm, Inc. (“JSLF”) has developed a 

track record of successful advocacy through prosecuting complex civil cases and antitrust class 

action cases in federal and state courts throughout the United States on its clients’ behalf. See Ex. 

2, Declaration of Joseph R. Saveri (“Saveri Decl.”), ¶¶ 18-24. JSLF’s excellence has been 
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recognized by several international, national, and regional organizations: 

• Chambers And Partners: Chambers and Partners has ranked JSLF “Band 1” 

(highest ranking) in its “Antitrust: Mainly Plaintiff—California” category: to date 

the only firm in California to receive this honor. Chambers stated that JSLF is 

“esteemed for securing significant victories in monopolization, price-fixing and 

pay-for-delay cases.” Id., ¶ 12. 

• Daily Journal (California): JSLF was recognized as “Top Plaintiff Lawyers 

2020” and in 2018 as one of the “Top Boutiques in California 2018,” a contest 

that selected and reported on the top 20 boutique law firms in California. Id., ¶ 13. 

• Lawdragon: Joseph Saveri and Partner Steven Williams have been selected for 

and included in Lawdragon legal media company’s “500 Leading Plaintiff 

Financial Lawyers” online guide. Id., ¶ 14. 

• The Legal 500: In 2019, the Firm was one of 20 nationwide recognized for 

excellence in the United Kingdom-based research and ranking service’s “United 

States Antitrust Civil Litigation/Class Actions: Plaintiff” category. Id., ¶ 15. 

• American Antitrust Institute: In 2017, JSLF was an Honoree for “Outstanding 

Antitrust Litigation Achievement in Private Law Practice” for its success in In re 

Cipro Cases I and II. In 2015, the Firm was selected as a Finalist for “Outstanding 

Antitrust Litigation Achievement in Private Law Practice” for its success in In re 

High-Tech Employee Antitrust Litigation. Id., ¶ 11. 

 

• Best Lawyers/U.S. News & World Report: Since 2013, JSLF has been annually 

selected for inclusion in Best Law Firms, and ranked among the top tiers in 

“Litigation—Antitrust” nationally. Id., ¶ 10. 

Over the last two years, JSLF has produced settlements totaling over $550 million in 

antitrust class action cases. Id. ¶ 16. 

Joseph R. Saveri, the firm’s founder, has more than thirty years of professional and 

leadership experience litigating numerous antitrust claims on behalf of businesses, entrepreneurs, 

individuals, consumers, and public officials negatively affected by price-fixing, cartel behavior, 

monopolies and other anticompetitive business practices. Id., ¶ 3. Mr. Saveri is an AV peer-rated 

attorney who has been recognized as a top-ranked attorney by Chambers and Partners since 

2014. Id., ¶ 3. Mr. Saveri was recognized by the Daily Journal (California) as a “Top Plaintiff 
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Lawyer 2020.” Id. ¶ 13. Mr. Saveri has been named a Northern California Super Lawyer every 

year since 2006 and was included in the “Top 100 Northern California Super Lawyers” in 2015-

2016 and 2019. Id., ¶ 3. Mr. Saveri has handled cases in diverse industries including 

pharmaceuticals, high-technology, electronics, banking and financial services, transportation, and 

sports leagues. Id. ¶¶ 9-15.  

Since founding JSLF, Mr. Saveri has served and continues to serve in leadership positions 

through the firm’s appointment in a number of significant federal antitrust class actions: 

• In re High-Tech Employee Antitrust Litigation, Case No. ll-cv-2509 (N.D. 

Cal.): JSLF served as one of the lead counsel for a class of high-tech employees 

denied job opportunities by defendants’ unlawful agreements to not recruit or hire 

each other’s employees. Mr. Saveri’s tireless prosecution of this case has been 

profiled throughout the media (Wall Street Journal, New York Times, Wired, CBS 

Evening News, etc.). Mr. Saveri investigated and initiated the litigation and was 

been responsible for all phases of the litigation, in which many of the most 

powerful companies in Silicon Valley were named as defendants. In 2013, three 

defendants settled for $20 million, and in January 2015 the remaining defendants 

(Adobe, Apple, Google, and Intel) agreed to settle for approximately $480 

million. Id. ¶ 19.  

 

• In re Capacitors Antitrust Litigation, Case No. 14-cv-03264 (N.D. Cal.): JSLF is 

sole lead class counsel representing a class of direct purchasers of capacitors used 

in electronic devices. Plaintiffs allege that Defendants formed a cartel and 

conspired to fix, raise and stabilize prices in the multi-billion dollar market for 

aluminum, tantalum, and film capacitors. Mr. Saveri is chief trial counsel. After 

two weeks of trial, a mistrial was declared due to COVID-19. To date, settlements 

in this litigation have totaled approximately $440 million. Id. ¶ 18. 

• In re Lidoderm Antitrust Litigation, Case No. 14-md-02521-WHO (N.D. Cal.): 

Mr. Saveri serves as court-appointed liaison counsel for the Indirect Purchaser 

Plaintiffs in this case, who allege violation of state law antitrust claims by 

pharmaceutical companies that entered a reverse payment settlement agreement 

relating to patent infringement litigation over the local analgesic drug Lidoderm. 

Id. ¶ 23.  

 

• In re Restasis (Cyclosporine Ophthalmic Emulsion) Antitrust Litigation, MDL 

No. 2819-NG-LB (E.D.N.Y.) (JSLF is co-lead counsel for a class of end-payer 

plaintiffs alleging that Allergan, Inc. unlawfully extended its monopoly in the 

market for its blockbuster drug Restasis). Id. ¶ 24. 
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• In re Titanium Dioxide Antitrust Litigation, Case No. 10-cv-00318-RDB (D. 

Md.): JSLF served as one of the court appointed Co-Lead counsel, representing 

the titanium dioxide direct purchaser class in prosecuting their price-fixing against 

manufacturers. Mr. Saveri was responsible for directing and conducting all phases 

of the litigation and trial preparation. The case settled on the day before the start 

of trial, with the complete settlement ultimately totaling $163.5 million. Id. ¶ 22. 

2. The Accomplishments of Berger Montague PC. 

 Described by Chambers & Partners as a “[b]outique firm with deep expertise in complex 

antitrust litigation,” Berger Montague PC pioneered the antitrust class action and has been 

engaged in the practice of complex and class action litigation for 50 years. See Ex. 3, Cramer 

Decl., ¶ 5. Since its founding by David Berger—one of the “fathers of the class action 

practice”—Berger Montague PC has been a leading national advocate for clients and class 

members in many of the most important complex antitrust cases ever litigated, including, more 

recently, the largest private antitrust settlement ever achieved (approximately $5.62 billion) in 

the Payment Card Interchange Fee & Merchant Discount Antitrust Litig., MDL No. 1720 

(JG)(JO) (E.D.N.Y.). Berger Montague PC has won verdicts and settlements recovering over $40 

billion for clients and class members. Id. ¶¶ 5-8. 

The U.S. edition of The Legal 500 has recommended Berger Montague PC as a “Top Tier 

Firm” for representing plaintiffs in antitrust class action litigation and describes the firm as 

“excellent,” “easy to deal with,” and “noted for the depth of its team.” Id. ¶ 6. The Firm has also 

appeared on The National Law Journal’s “Hot List” of the Top Plaintiffs’ Law Firms in the 

United States in twelve of the last fifteen years the list was compiled (from 2003-2017). Id. 

Then, beginning in 2018 and each year thereafter, The National Law Journal and Law.com 

included Berger Montague PC in their list of “Elite Trial Lawyers” recognizing law firms that 

“have done exemplary and cutting-edge work on behalf of their clients and are established 
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leaders in the area of plaintiff law.” Id. Similarly, Chambers & Partners has repeatedly named 

the Firm a leading antitrust law firm for years. Id.  

For more than 50 years, Berger Montague PC has served as lead or co-lead counsel in 

myriad antitrust cases representing plaintiff classes alleging price fixing, vertical trade restraints, 

monopolization and other anticompetitive conduct in diverse markets. Id. ¶¶ 7-10; see also 

Berger Montague PC Firm Resume, attached as Ex. A to Cramer Decl. 

Eric L. Cramer, who is the Firm’s Chairman and Managing Shareholder, has a national 

practice in the field of complex litigation, primarily in the area of antitrust class actions, and 

repeatedly has been selected by Chambers & Partners as one of Pennsylvania’s top tier antitrust 

lawyers and in 2015 was nationally ranked in the field of antitrust; highlighted annually since 

2011 by The Legal 500 as one of the country’s top lawyers in the field of complex antitrust 

litigation; repeatedly deemed one of the “Best Lawyers in America;” and designated a “Super 

Lawyer” by Philadelphia Magazine for many years in a row. Ex. 3, Cramer Decl., ¶¶11-12. In 

2014, Mr. Cramer was selected by Philadelphia Magazine as one of the top 100 lawyers in 

Philadelphia. Id. Chambers & Partners has observed that Mr. Cramer is “really a tremendous 

advocate in the courtroom, with a very good mind and presence.” Id. ¶ 11. He was recently 

named by Law360 as a Titan of the Plaintiffs’ Bar. Id. ¶ 12. 

Mr. Cramer has prosecuted multiple complex antitrust matters and is responsible for 

winning numerous significant settlements for his clients and class members totaling over $3 

billion. See id. ¶ 13. Recently, Mr. Cramer has achieved substantial settlements in multiple 

antitrust class actions while serving as Co-Lead Counsel, including, e.g., In re Dental Supplies 

Antitrust Litig., No. 1:16-cv-696 (E.D.N.Y.) (Cogan, J.) (price-fixing case against dental supplies 

distributors that resulted in an $80 million settlement in 2019); In re Domestic Drywall Antitrust 
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Litig., 13-md-2437 (E.D. Pa.) (a price fixing cases against drywall manufacturers that resulted in 

settlements totaling more than $190 million); Castro v. Sanofi Pasteur, Inc., No. 11-cv-7178 

(D.N.J.) ($61.5 million settlement in 2017 in antitrust matter involving the monopolization of 

pediatric meningitis vaccines). Id. Mr. Cramer was also co-lead counsel in connection with a 

ground-breaking settlement in an antitrust case relating to the over-the-road fleet payment card 

market in Comdata. Id. The Comdata settlement, which received final approval in July 2014, 

provided for $130 million in cash plus valuable prospective relief that rolled back much of the 

conduct plaintiffs had challenged. Id. Mr. Cramer has also worked with the Joseph Saveri Law 

Firm on several successful cases, including In re High Tech Employee Antitrust Litigation, which 

garnered more than $480 million in settlements, and In re Capacitors Antitrust Litigation, which 

has garnered approximately $440 million in settlements. Id. ¶ 20. 

3. The Accomplishments of Faruqi & Faruqi LLP 

Faruqi & Faruqi LLP (the “Faruqi Firm”) is a national law firm with offices in New 

York, Pennsylvania, California, Delaware, and Georgia. Since its founding in 1995, the Faruqi 

Firm has developed extensive expertise representing employees, consumers, business, and 

shareholders in complex class action litigation in courts across the United States. See Ex. 1, 

Huot, Decl., ¶ 3. 

 Innessa M. Huot is the Chair of the Faruqi Firm’s Employment Practice Group and 

manages attorneys in the firm’s multiple offices throughout the country. Id. ¶ 4. Ms. Huot has 

served as lead and co-lead counsel in numerous class actions challenging unlawful employment 

and wage practices of major businesses and corporations, recovering millions of dollars for her 

clients across the country. Id. ¶ 5. Some of Ms. Huot’s more recent publicly filed settlements, 

from the last three years, include the following: 
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• Feliciano, et al. v. Metro. Transp. Auth., et al., No. 18-cv-00026-VSB (S.D.N.Y. 

Feb. 21, 2020) (Ms. Huot served as co-lead counsel and secured a recovery of 

$5.4 million on behalf of a class of Sergeants and Lieutenants challenging MTA’s 

unfair employment and wage practices.); 

 

• Morell, et al. v. NYC Green Transp. Grp., LLC, et al., No. 1:18-cv-00918-PKC-

VMS (E.D.N.Y. May 8, 2019) (Serving as lead counsel, Ms. Huot secured a 

$700,000 recovery for a class of drivers, representing 100% of their wage 

damages and an additional 75% of their liquidated damages stemming from their 

wage claims.); 

 

• Izzio, et al. v. Century Golf Partners Mgmt., L.P., 3:14-cv-03194-M (N.D. Tex. 

Feb. 13, 2019) (As lead counsel, Ms. Huot secured a $1.425 million recovery for 

a class of banquet workers challenging unlawful wage practice.); 

 

• Reeves, et al. v. La Pecora Bianca, Inc., et al., No. 151153/2018 (N.Y. Sup. Ct.) 

(As lead counsel, Ms. Huot secured a $462,500 class action settlement on behalf 

of restaurant employees, representing 100% of their economic damages.) 

(currently pending final approval, scheduled for June 11, 2020); 

 

• Ackerman v. New York Hospital Medical Center of Queens, No. 702965/2013 

(N.Y. Sup. Ct.) (As lead counsel, Ms. Huot secured a $550,000 class action 

settlement on behalf of hospital paramedics challenging unlawful wage practices.) 

(currently pending final approval); 

 

• Griffin, et al. v. Aldi, Inc., No. 16-cv-354 (LEK-ATB) (N.D.N.Y. Nov. 15, 2018) 

(Ms. Huot served as co-lead counsel in a class and collective action, securing a 

$9.8 million settlement on behalf of employees nationwide.); 

 

• Run Them Sweet, LLC v. CPA Global LTD, et al., No. 1:16-cv-1347 (E.D. Va. 

Oct. 6, 2017) (Serving as co-lead counsel, Ms. Huot secured a $5.6 million 

settlement for 2,917 class members nationwide.); 

 

• Strong, et al. v. Safe Auto Ins. Grp., Inc., et al., Case No. 2:16-cv-765 (S.D. Ohio 

Aug. 28, 2017) (Ms. Huot served as lead counsel and secured a $250,000 recover 

for Class Members, representing 82% of their unpaid overtime and statutory 

damages.); and 

 

• Foster, et al. v. L-3 Commc’ns EoTech, Inc., et al., No. 6:15-cv-03519-BCW 

(W.D. Mo. July 7, 2017) (Ms. Huot served as co-lead counsel and secured a $51 

million class action settlement.). 

 

Ms. Huot has been designated a “Super Lawyer” each year since 2017 and has been 

selected for inclusion into the America’s Top 100 High Stakes Litigators list. Id. ¶ 6. Ms. Huot 
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brings extensive employment law expertise to this proposed co-lead structure, which will be 

invaluable as this case is being litigated on behalf of employees challenging fundamentally 

unfair employment and wage practices. Indeed, this case began with named Plaintiffs Angelene 

Hayes, Susan Giordano and Ying-Liang Wang contacting Ms. Huot to assert wage claims and 

other employment law-based claims against Defendants. Id. ¶¶ 6-12. It was through Ms. Huot’s 

persistent investigation of these claims that the basis of this antitrust class action was initially 

discovered. Id. ¶¶ 6-14. 

 Ms. Huot also works closely with the Faruqi Firm’s prominent Antitrust Group, which 

has litigated numerous significant antitrust class actions and secured billions of dollars for its 

clients. Id. ¶ 7. Recently, the Faruqi Firm has had leadership roles in the following antitrust class 

actions: 

• In re Loestrin Antitrust Litig., No. 13-md-2472 (D.R.I.) (As co-lead counsel, the 

Faruqi Firm secured a $120 million settlement on behalf of a class of purchasers 

challenging anticompetitive practices.) (currently pending approval.); 

 

• In re Lidoderm Antitrust Litig., No. 14-2521 (N.D. Cal.) (As co-lead counsel, the 

Faruqi Firm secured a $166 million settlement on behalf of a class of purchasers 

alleging that the manufacturer engaged in an anticompetitive scheme to delay 

generic competition in violation of the Sherman Act.); 

 

• In re Namenda Direct Purchaser Antitrust Litigation, No. 15-cv-7488 (S.D.N.Y.) 

(working closely with Berger Montague PC, the Faruqi Firm obtained a $750 

million settlement on behalf of a class of purchasers alleging that the 

manufacturer engaged in a scheme to delay generic competition.); 

 

• In re Suboxone (Buprenorphine Hydrochloride and Naloxone) Antitrust Litig., 

MDL No. 2445 (The Faruqi Firm served as co-lead counsel representing a 

pharmaceutical wholesaler and a proposed class of direct purchasers of Reckitt 

Benckiser’s Suboxone, alleging that Reckitt engaged in a scheme to delay generic 

competition in violation of the Sherman Act.); 

 

• In re Prandin Direct Purchaser Antitrust Litig., No. 10-12141AC-DAS (E.D. 

Mich.) (As a member of the Executive Committee, the Faruqi Firm helped secure 

a $19 million settlement in a class action challenging the conduct of Novo 
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Nordisk A/S in manipulating regulatory framework and patent laws to delay 

generic drug competition in violation of the Sherman Act.); 

 

• In re Effexor Antitrust Litig., No. 11-5479 (D.N.J.) (The Faruqi Firm serves on 

the Executive Committee, representing a class of direct purchasers of drug 

Effexor XR, challenging the company’s anticompetitive practices.); and 

 

• In re Asacol Antitrust Litigation, No. 1:15-cv-12730-DJC (D. Mass.) (As co-lead 

counsel, the Faruqi Firm secured a $15 million settlement on behalf of direct 

purchasers challenging anticompetitive practices.). 

 

C. Proposed Co-Lead Counsel Will Commit the Time, Staffing and Monetary 

Resources Necessary to Prosecute this Action 

Proposed Co-Lead Counsel has, and will commit, the resources to staff and prosecute this 

case, including the funds necessary to pay the often-considerable expenses of a complex antitrust 

class action. 

Under Rule 23(g), the Court must consider whether the proposed lead counsel are able to 

dedicate very significant resources to advance the claims of the two proposed classes. See Fed. 

R. Civ. P. 23(g)(1)(A)(iv). Plaintiffs’ livelihoods are invested in this litigation, as the case seeks 

recovery for years of under-compensation for Luxury Retail Employees as well as important 

prospective relief to correct Defendants’ alleged unlawful conduct and create a free and fair 

marketplace going forward.  

In all likelihood, Plaintiffs face a lengthy and resource-intensive fight. There likely will be 

multiple expert reports, dozens of depositions, and the need to review, search through, or analyze 

the hundreds of thousands of documents and reams of data that Defendants will produce. 

Defendants have the resources to hire, and have hired, world-class defense counsel to fight 

Plaintiffs’ claims. Proposed Co-Lead Counsel have shown time and again the ability and 

willingness to spend the time and money, and to commit a roster of talented attorneys and 

capable professional staff, to litigate Plaintiffs’ claims efficiently and aggressively. See Ex. 1, 
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Huot Decl. ¶¶ 3-8; Ex. 2, Saveri Decl., ¶¶ 8-15; Ex. 3, Cramer Decl., ¶¶ 8-10; see also Faruqi & 

Faruqi Firm Resume; the Joseph Saveri Law Firm Resume; Berger Montague Firm Resume. 

V. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiffs respectfully request that pursuant to Rule 23(g), the 

Court appoint the Joseph Saveri Law Firm, Inc., Berger Montague PC, and Faruqi & Faruqi LLP 

as Plaintiffs’ Interim Co-Lead Class Counsel. 

 

Dated: June 10, 2020    FARUQI & FARUQI, LLP 

 

By:  /s/ Innessa M. Huot   

Innessa M. Huot 

Alex J. Hartzband 

Patrick J. Collopy   

        

685 Third Avenue, 26th Floor 

New York, New York 10017 

Telephone: 212-983-9330 

Facsimile: 212-983-9331 

ihuot@faruqilaw.com 

ahartzband@faruqilaw.com 

pcollopy@faruqilaw.com  

 

Joseph R. Saveri* 

Steven N. Williams  

Kevin E. Rayhill* 

JOSEPH SAVERI LAW FIRM, INC. 

601 California Street, Suite 1000 

San Francisco, CA 94108 

Telephone: (415) 500-6800 

Facsimile: (415) 395-9940  

jsaveri@saverilawfirm.com 

swillliams@saverilawfirm.com 

krayhill@saverilawfirm.com 

 

Eric L. Cramer* 

Sarah Schalman-Bergen* 

Patrick F. Madden* 

Michaela Wallin* 

BERGER MONTAGUE PC 

1818 Market Street, Suite 3600 

Philadelphia, PA 19103 
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Tel: (215) 875-3000 

Email: ecramer@bm.net 

Email: sschalman-bergen@bm.net 

Email: pmadden@bm.net 

Email:  mwallin@bm.net 

 

Daniel J. Walker* 

BERGER MONTAGUE PC 

2001 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 

Suite 300 

Washington, DC 20006 

Tel: (202) 559-9745 

Email: dwalker@bm.net 

 

John D. Radice 

RADICE LAW FIRM, P.C. 

475 Wall Street 

Princeton, NJ 08540 

Tel: (646) 245-8502 

Email: jradice@radicelawfirm.com 

 

Michael K. Yarnoff 

KEHOE LAW FIRM, P.C. 

Two Penn Center Plaza 

1500 JFK Blvd., Suite 1020 

Philadelphia, PA 19102 

Tel: (215) 792-6676 

Email: myarnoff@kehoelawfirm.com 

  

*pro hac vice forthcoming 

 

Attorneys for Plaintiffs and the Class 
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