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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS 

 
 
 
IN RE: TELEXFREE SECURITIES 
LITIGATION 
__________________________________________ 
This Document Relates to: 
ALL CASES 

 
 
MDL No. 4:14-md-2566-TSH  
 
 

 

DECLARATION OF INTERIM LEAD COUNSEL ROBERT J. BONSIGNORE  
IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR AN INTERIM AWARD OF ATTORNEYS’ FEES 

 
I, Robert J. Bonsignore, declare: 

1. I am a partner in the law firm of Bonsignore Trial Lawyers, PLLC (“Bonsignore 

Firm” or “BTL”), and a member in good standing of the state bars of New Hampshire and 

Massachusetts. I am also admitted to multiple federal courts across the United States. As 

referenced on my curriculum vitae, for the past 20 years I have exclusively focused my practice 

on complex litigation, class actions and multidistrict litigation. (Exhibit 1 – Bonsignore 

Curriculum Vitae). 

2. I am one of the attorneys principally responsible for the handling of this matter. 

On December 24, 2014, this Court appointed the Bonsignore Firm as interim lead counsel for all 

Plaintiff net loser victims of the TelexFree scheme. (Dkt. 79). On November 6, 2020, I was 

appointed as Interim Lead Counsel for the instant Settlement Class. (Dkt. 1097). 

3. I submit this declaration in support of the above-captioned motion for an interim 

award of attorneys’ fees (the "Motion”) in connection with services rendered in this action and 

incurred by this firm related to the investigation, prosecution, and settlement of claims in the 

course of this litigation.   
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4. Except as otherwise stated, I have personal knowledge of the facts stated below 

and would testify competently thereto. 

5. The Motion is being made in accordance with the Court’s November 16, 2020 

order (Dkt. 1098) which set out the amended schedule for motions for attorneys’ fees, costs and 

class incentive awards and relates to Plaintiffs’ Motion for Final Approval of Settlements with 

Defendants Fidelity Co-operative Bank and John Merrill (collectively, “Fidelity” or the “Fidelity 

Defendants”). 

6. This is the first Settlement reached as a result of this Honorable Court’s approval 

of a prior set of settlements reached with Joseph Craft1 (Dkt. 763-1 at 11), Base Commerce2 

(Dkt. 763-1 at 54) and Synovus Bank (id.), and the lifting of the extended stay on discovery in 

this case.  See Exhibit 2 hereto (Settlement Agreement). 

7. As this Court may recall, Plaintiffs’ Counsel made no request for fees from the 

proceeds of those prior settlements, reserving same for future settlements.3 (Dkt. 1039, 1039-3). 

Thus, this interim fee award would be the first payment Counsel would have received for their 

work in this more than six-year-old case. 

8. Although the prior settlements were themselves a noteworthy achievement, the 

present Fidelity Settlement is by far the most significant to date. 

9. The $22.5 million Fidelity Settlement represents an impactful, significant and 

hard-won recovery for the Plaintiff Class in this action that was achieved only after extensive 

 
1 The Craft-related settling Defendants are Joseph Craft and Craft Financial Solutions, Inc. 
2 The Base Commerce-related settling parties are Base Commerce, LLC, John Hughes, Brian 
Bonfiglio, John Kirchhefer and Alex Sidel. 
3 With regard to the Craft/Base/Synovus settlements, Plaintiffs’ limited their request for 
reimbursement to partial payment of case expenses. (Dkt. 1039, 1039-3.). This Court granted 
Plaintiffs’ request for reimbursement of those partial expenses on July 28, 2020. (Dkt. 1061). 
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investigation and evidence culling, protracted negotiations and mediation, and aggressive 

litigation akin at times to trench warfare. 

10. While the lodestar incurred to date exceed $18,454,832.25, at this time Plaintiffs 

limit their request of an interim award of attorney fees to $6,750,000, or thirty- percent (30%) of 

the gross recovery of the Fidelity Settlement.   

BENEFITS OF THE SETTLEMENT TO THE SETTLEMENT CLASS 

11. The Settlement Agreement provides that the Fidelity Defendants will pay or cause 

to be paid a total of $22.5 million into an interest-bearing escrow account for the benefit of the 

Settlement Class. Exhibit 2.  

12. In addition, the Settlement further secures valuable cooperation by Fidelity which 

will assist Plaintiffs in the pursuit of their claims in the ongoing MDL and which includes, 

among other things, providing documents in Fidelity’s possession, making witnesses identified 

by Plaintiffs available for formal and informal interviews, providing evidentiary affidavits, and, 

if necessary, providing one or more witnesses to appear at trial. Id. at ¶¶ 14-20. The full extent of 

this benefit will be further reported on at the Final Approval Hearing. 

13. In return for the settlement payment and full cooperation, Plaintiffs and members 

of the Settlement Class will relinquish any claims they have against the Fidelity Defendants 

relating to TelexFree, including claims that were or could have been brought in this litigation. Id. 

at ¶ 21. Plaintiffs believe that the Fidelity Settlement will also benefit the class as an 

“icebreaker” – i.e., it will be an encouragement to additional settlements – and because it 

requires that cooperation of Fidelity Bank and John Merrill in the prosecution of Plaintiffs’ case. 

14. The Settlement Class, which the Court has preliminarily certified for settlement 

purposes, consists of persons who purchased TelexFree AdCentral or AdCentral Family 
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packages and suffered a Net Loss during the period from January 1, 2012 to April 16, 2014 and 

submit to the jurisdiction of the MDL 2566 Court. Id. at ¶ 19. 

15. Prior to describing the extensive efforts and tasks accomplished by Plaintiffs’ 

Counsel, I submit certain factors unique to this case that are relevant to this Court’s evaluation of 

the present Motion, including Plaintiffs’ counsel’s diligent efforts in pursuing all of the class’s 

rights, claims and evidence within this unique and challenging MDL. 

SETTLEMENT BACKGROUND AND MDL 2566 CONTEXT 

16. Among the cases that I have litigated as Lead Counsel are those considered by the 

class action bar as some of the most difficult in recent history.4 For example, in MDL 2566 I 

took on Wal-Mart in a wage and hour case that was settled for approximately $78 million dollars 

at the height of its litigious strength and before the related law had settled. In MDL 1917, In re 

Cathode Ray Tube Antitrust Litigation, I participated in appeals that resulted in the successful 

overturn of a $577 million dollar settlement which had received final approval, arguing that it 

violated the due process rights of consumers in states that had been omitted from an economic 

recovery. See https://www.ca9.uscourts.gov/media/view_video.php?pk_vid=0000013465. I was 

later appointed an interim lead counsel by the MDL District Court.  

17. Nevertheless, In re TelexFree Securities Litigation is by far the most complex and 

challenging matter I have ever litigated and the Fidelity Settlement is reflective of the challenges 

faced in the prosecution of this case against all Defendants and its attainment is a direct product 

of Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s work undertaken to date.  

 
4 Plaintiffs contingency work is fraught with risk. Upon request I am able to submit to the Court 
instances where the cause for which I fought lost and there was no recovery. This includes 
instances where the defendants admitted to criminal conduct. See, e.g., MDL 1935, In re 
Chocolate Confectionary Antitrust Litigation. 
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18. At all times relevant, TelexFree was a sprawling multi-billion-dollar international 

pyramid scheme (the “Scheme”) perpetuated against approximately 750,000 victims scattered 

across the globe by sophisticated individuals and institutions who were intent on covering their 

tracks and absconding with as much of the unlawful proceeds as possible.  

19. In addition to taking advantage of traditional financial service provider-assisted 

money laundering techniques, TelexFree wrongdoers retained integral licensed (and other) 

professionals whose job was to protect, hide, sustain and exponentially grow its astoundingly 

successful fraud.  

20. Although the Fidelity Defendants, like all Defendants, deny the wrongdoing 

asserted against them in the complaint, Plaintiffs allege that Fidelity stepped in at a critical 

juncture, when TelexFree was running out of options for banks willing to accept its business, and 

performed financial transactions in service of it that essentially rescued it from collapse. During 

that critical time, Fidelity Bank served as a clearinghouse for large deposits of funds for 

TelexFree and later assisted TelexFree and its principals to transfer funds out to other banking 

Defendants as well as their own personal accounts.  

21. The complaint alleges, at account opening, Fidelity was aware that TelexFree: 

(1) had been shuttered in Brazil; (2) had several of its bank accounts closed for suspected fraud; 

and (3) was a multi-level marketing company. Multi-level marketing companies (“MLMs”) are 

higher-risk because they pose the risk of pyramid scheme-type crimes. 

22. Nevertheless, between August and December 2013, Fidelity Bank accepted over 

$50 million in deposits from TelexFree and TelexFree founder Carlos Wanzeler. Despite 

notification of its determination to close TelexFree’s accounts on December 3, 2013, Fidelity 

Bank continued to accept deposits from TelexFree until at least December 26, 2013. During that 
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time, it further transferred over $10 million dollars of victims’ funds out of TelexFree’s accounts 

and into the personal accounts of Defendants James Merrill and Carlos Wanzeler. 

23. The aiding and abetting inherent in that conduct was intrinsically intertwined with 

the wrongful actions of the other aider and abettor Defendants who serviced TelexFree’s 

enterprise, thus subjecting them all to joint and several liability. See Norman v. Brown, Todd & 

Heyburn, 693 F. Supp. 1259, 1264 (D. Mass. 1988) (“Aiding and abetting is one variation of 

joint tort liability.”); Honeycutt v. U.S., 137 S. Ct. 1626, 1631 (2017) (“If two or more defendants 

jointly cause harm, each defendant is held liable for the entire harm; provided, however, that the 

plaintiff recover only once for the full amount.”) 

24. In the pursuit of a plaintiff’s claims, one job of Plaintiffs’ counsel is to decipher, 

distill and simplify the proof. Another is to beat back the efforts of defendants and their counsel 

to infuse complexity, confusion and ambiguity into the proceedings. On both fronts, the instant 

TelexFree case presented extraordinary challenges.  

25. The evidentiary challenges in pursuing and prosecuting this action have been 

enormous.  Banking regulations and investigative immunities of the law enforcement agencies 

charged with gathering the evidence while it was fresh and readily available often precluded 

Plaintiffs from obtaining the direct evidence gathered by the Department of Justice, the 

Securities and Exchange Commission and the Secretary of the Massachusetts Commonwealth 

during the course of the various criminal and civil investigations. Significantly, lengthy stays 

placed on proceedings further complicated evidence gathering and litigation efforts, and the 

TelexFree bankruptcy also contributed to delays in obtaining evidence necessary to prosecute the 

class’s case.  

Case 4:14-md-02566-TSH   Document 1103-1   Filed 01/04/21   Page 7 of 253



 

7 
 

26. Defendants’ refusal at every turn to make discovery has also created substantial 

practical difficulties. For example, as a result of Defendants’ delaying tactics, Plaintiffs received 

a production of critical evidence that they had sought to obtain since 2015 from TelexFree’s 

Bankruptcy Trustee in October 2019, only six weeks before their fifth amended complaint was 

due. To review, analyze and compile this massive amount of evidence into a complaint in six 

weeks was an immense and difficult undertaking. 

27. Moreover, TelexFree’s 750,000 participants were bilked out of billions of dollars 

through hundreds of millions of transactions including millions of dollars transferred from one 

person or entity to another, one bank to another, one account to another and also out-of-the-

country transfers. Locating these actionable transactions that establishes the financial evidence in 

the instant litigation required review of millions of data bits and “exacting” expert analysis.  

28. In context, at the start of the process, the locating of the specific transactions that 

eventually establish the claims against the financial service provider Defendants as actionable 

was akin to finding needles in haystacks. Yet in the end, Plaintiffs succeeded through hard work, 

calculated computer-driven investigations and analysis and the analytical assistance of experts. 

Non-routine banking transactions were identified and damning emails and other proof was found 

that reasonably establishes actual knowledge and substantial assistance.  

29. In re TelexFree Securities Litigation is unique in its breadth and potential.  Its 

Scheme was sustained and driven forward by sophisticated financial and professional services 

providers who routinely elude scrutiny and liability for their wrongful activities -- but without 

whom schemes like TelexFree cannot exist. 

30. As such, TelexFree presents a rare opportunity to fill large gaps existing in the 

current prosecutorial landscape for financial frauds, which consists primarily of governmental 
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criminal actions against the Scheme’s founders and high-level insiders and, at times, bankruptcy 

proceedings after their inevitable collapse.  Those gaps have fostered the continued proliferation 

of such frauds in the United States, despite increased efforts at quelling them.   

31. This MDL litigation serves the public interest by addressing (1) the lack of 

deterrence of the institutional financial and professional services providers, who with their 

relatively limitless legal defense resources and locked files avoid even minimal scrutiny of their 

actions and retain the massive profits that incentivize them to provide services essential to such 

schemes, and (2) the failure to secure just and meaningful recompense for the often 

unsophisticated and resource-scarce victims who are left to suffer the consequences of those 

wrongful activities. 

32. As a case in point, these consolidated civil actions are the only means for the 

approximately 750,000 victims of the TelexFree Scheme to bring their rightful claims against the 

majority of TelexFree’s co-conspirators, aiders, and abettors.  Most of those victims -- many of 

whom lost their entire life savings, and unknowingly recruited their loved ones into the same fate 

-- have not been able to recover a meaningful portion of their collective over $1 billion losses to 

date, despite bankruptcy proceedings and regulatory actions against the Scheme’s founders and 

top winners. 

33. The reach of the bankruptcy proceedings is limited because the Trustee, who 

assumes only the rights of TelexFree, is precluded under the doctrine of in pari delicto from 

recovering against any other malfeasor, such as the financial institutions, payment processors, 

and licensed professionals who aided and abetted the TelexFree Scheme.  See In Re Bernard L. 

Madoff Inv. Securities LLC, 424 B.R. 122 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. Jun. 20, 2010) (holding bankruptcy 

trustee barred by doctrine of in pari delicto from pursuing claims on behalf of the debtor or 
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victims against various financial institutions and other aiders and abettors on Madoff scheme); 

see also Caplin v. Marine Midland Grace Trust Co. of N.Y., 406 U.S. 416 (1972).  The extent of 

recovery for victims from the TelexFree estate itself is also subject to limitation as they are but 

one category of claimants within the broad pool of general unsecured creditors who stand last in 

line for distribution of the estate’s proceeds. 

34. Likewise, the Department of Justice has only prosecuted a small number of the 

high-level individuals directly involved in the Scheme, such as its founders and top recruiters, 

and the SEC’s ability to pursue aiders and abettors under U.S. and state securities regulations is 

very narrowly circumscribed in comparison with tort actions. Secondary liability, the closest 

equivalent to aiding-and-abetting liability under federal securities law, will lie only in limited 

circumstances.  Typically, this involves liability of “controlling persons” who have a direct 

role in the sale or offering of unregistered or fraudulent securities.  See Securities Act of 1933 § 

15, 15 U.S.C. § 77o; Securities Exchange Act of 1934 § 20(a), 15 U.S.C. § 78t. Also, section 

209(e) of the Investment Advisers Act (IAA), 15 U.S.C. § 80b-9(e) (1982), authorizes the SEC 

to bring actions to enjoin any person violating the provisions of the act, including any person 

who “has aided, abetted, counseled, commanded, induced, or procured” a violation.  Most 

aiding-and-abetting claims therefore necessarily rest with the putative class, rendering this 

pending action absolutely crucial for the victims to achieve any substantive recovery. 

35. None of the foregoing entities are obliged to consider the TelexFree victims as 

their top priority, as is the case for this MDL, and it is clear from the history of those entities’ 

proceedings that they are not doing so.  As such, this MDL litigation may well present the only 

opportunity to achieve rightful recompense for the victims of TelexFree and to send the 
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heretofore unissued warning to those who would enable and foster fraudulent financial schemes 

in the future.  

36. All of Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s efforts in this case have been directed toward and 

carried out, with these weighty considerations foremost in mind, and to a great extent, Plaintiffs’ 

Counsel’s efforts have been responsible for overcoming the obstacles outlined and developing 

the impactful body of evidence developed to date.   

SATIFACTION OF THE GOLDBERGER FACTORS 

37. The requested interim fee award satisfies each of the relevant factors set forth in 

Goldberger v. Integrated Res., Inc., 209 F.3d 43, 50 (2d Cir.2000), embraced in the First Circuit 

(also known as the Johnson factors). See Arkansas Teacher Ret. Sys. v. State St. Bank & Tr. Co., 

CV 11-10230-MLW, 2020 WL 949885 (D. Mass. Feb. 27, 2020) (applying factors), appeal 

dismissed sub nom. Arkansas Teacher Ret. Sys. v. State St. Corp., 20-1365, 2020 WL 5793216 

(1st Cir. Sept. 3, 2020). 

38. Plaintiff’s Counsel’s evidentiary support of the Goldberger factors are addressed 

in great detail throughout the briefing and supporting papers. In light of that fact, and in an effort 

to avoid repetition, I will limit my related comments and stand ready at oral argument to 

supplement the record or respond to any specific questions the Court may have. 

(1) Time and labor required 

39. As detailed in the accompanying briefing, Plaintiffs were required to respond to 

approximately 3700 pages of motions/briefing/relief filed and approximately 300 accompanying 

attachments that contained more pages than the briefing. 

40. Plaintiffs have received data in a range of forms. “Images” as used here is roughly 

equivalent to a page in a hardcopy document.  
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41. Plaintiffs have been required to review and code approximately 1.8 million 

images.  

42. That was, however, only the beginning. After a first level review of documents 

separates the wheat from the chaff, more senior level counsel must work with the evidence and 

further separate, categorize and place the evidence into the larger picture or keep it aside until it 

can be placed into context. In addition, the documents in this litigation required expert analysis. 

This is robustly addressed elsewhere.  

43. The documents that Plaintiffs were able to review prior to the lifting of the stay 

were largely obtained from internet searches and documents informally provided by Defendants 

seeking an early release and who produced what they wished to, and withheld whatever they did 

not wish to turn over, which was presumably the most damning evidence.  

44. I have previously detailed that the Trustee’s early production of its so-called Rule 

2004 documents was not helpful to any meaningful extent.  

45. In addition to Rule 2004 requests being vastly different from requests for 

production made by civil litigants under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, the 2004 

production was further compromised by the Trustee who withheld approximately made 

concessions to obtain documents as expeditiously as possible. 

46. Additionally, by filing a meritless motion to quash, the Defendants prevented 

Plaintiffs from gaining access to a critical trove of documents in the possession of the TelexFree 

Bankruptcy Trustee for years. This large production – over 90,000 pages plus excel spreadsheets 

(approximately 150,000 images) contained essential evidence demonstrating the liability of 

many Defendants. 
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47. The useful productions largely came after this Court lifted the stay and issued an 

order that prompted the Trustee to provide Plaintiffs with much needed evidence.   

48. In addition to the complicating factors identified above, several Defendants 

misrepresented to the Court and counsel the nature of their participation in the TelexFree 

scheme. For example, at the motion to dismiss hearing on November 2, 2015, counsel for 

Defendant Bank of America (“BoA”) represented that BoA had operated only a single account 

for TelexFree and repeatedly stated that BoA performed no services for TelexFree after May 

2013. This was incorrect. As explained in Plaintiffs’ motion to amend, years later Plaintiffs 

obtained evidence showing that in fact BoA maintained 25 accounts for TelexFree and its related 

persons and entities throughout the course of the TelexFree scheme and continued to do so all the 

way through TelexFree’s bankruptcy filing in April 2014. Dkt. 979-3. 

49. Similarly, Wells Fargo represented to the Court that the accounts of TelexFree 

founder Carlos Wanzeler’s wife (Katia) were unrelated to TelexFree, and that Defendant 

Cardenas’ termination from Wells Fargo Advisors was not related to participation in the 

TelexFree fraud. Both statements were not correct, but Plaintiffs were not able to obtain evidence 

proving them false until months later. Dkt. 979-3 While Plaintiffs ultimately obtained evidence 

demonstrating the liability of the Dismissed Defendants, the fact that the Court granted the 

motions to dismiss – and that those Defendants have opposed Plaintiffs’ motion to amend on the 

ground that the Court’s orders should be with prejudice – amply demonstrates the substantial 

risks inherent in the prosecution of this case and the obstacles Plaintiffs have encountered in 

attempting to prosecute their case.  

50. With over 1000 docket entries, this case has been hard-fought at every step, and 

Plaintiffs have obtained and analyzed the equivalent of 1.7 million pages of evidence.  
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51. In sum, discovery in this action has been extensive and hard-fought. Class 

Counsel have obtained, reviewed and analyzed over 1.7-million-page equivalents of discovery 

via formal and informal means. Most of their efforts were strongly opposed by Defendants and 

this is underscored by the voluminous briefing. 

(2) Novelty and difficulty of the questions 

52. As detailed elsewhere, this was from-scratch and non-cookie-cutter litigation. 

Plaintiffs initiated their investigation as a result of information provided by client complaints 

before TelexFree was shuttered.  There was no known prior litigation that was helpful in 

providing a road map counsel could follow to advance the case. The perpetrators were intent on 

covering their tracks and were aided by seasoned and highly skilled professionals who 

specialized in legitimating the activities that propelled the pyramid scheme and related money 

laundering. The stays imposed in favor of allowing the government to pursue its interests yielded 

no benefit in this litigation and instead imposed great hardships. The related legal questions were 

made more complex because of the protections offered to banks and the interplay with 

TelexFree’s bankruptcy. In general, the law of civil enforcement of pyramid scheme claims is 

not settled on all points.  

(3) Skill requisite to perform the legal services properly 

53. Since the description of the requisite skills is embedded in the responses made to 

the other Goldberger factor considerations and throughout the briefing, and since this is 

ultimately a decision to be made by this Court, I will not unduly elaborate on the quality of 

Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s work.  

(4) Preclusion of other employment by the attorney(s) due to acceptance of the case 
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54. This has been an extremely taxing case. It has been especially demanding on my 

firm that has devoted its two most senior counsel to it and who have largely limited its case load 

to this and the above-referenced CRT case.  Other firms have also made sacrifices. 

(5) Customary fee 

55. The fee requested is within the norm and well under Plaintiff Counsels’ lodestar  

(6) Nature of the fee (fixed or contingent) 

56. The Plaintiffs undertook this litigation on a contingency basis.  

(7) Time limitations imposed by the client or the circumstances 

57. The case, as result of the stay has continued on much longer than expected. This 

also impacts the preclusion of other employment 

(8) Amount involved and the results obtained 

58. The 22.5-million-dollar cash component is the first of hopefully many economic 

recoveries which will restore the roughly $600 million dollars of unaccounted for victim’s loss 

(9) Experience, reputation, and ability of the attorney(s) 

59. This factor has been addressed throughout this Declaration. If the Court requires 

further elaboration on experience, reputation and ability, Plaintiff’s Counsel will happily provide 

it. 

(10) “Undesirability” of the case 

60. Following the appointment of leadership, the other counsel who were involved in 

the litigation dropped out and have not accepted invitations to participate. The docket does not 

reflect the typical flood of appearances by counsel seeking work. This is high-risk litigation that 

is complex against highly skilled and well-resourced defense counsel who have fought tooth and 

nail every inch along the way. That the results are uncertain is established by the dismissals 
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entered into the docket by this Court. The litigation is unique and concerns unsettled law. 

Banking regulations and voluminous evidence contained in excel spread sheets containing 

millions of data bits are not attractive. The facts that courts have recognized that evidence of 

financial fraud is not often direct and that circumstantial proof is accepted are also among the 

factors that establish that, despite the fact this litigation serves an important public interest, it is 

not yet desirable among the class action bar 

(11) Nature and length of the professional relationship with the client 

61.  The clients have been involved in the litigation from a point before TelexFree 

was shuttered through inception.  

(12) Size of awards in similar cases 

62. The requested award is well within the range awarded in other cases. 

LIMITATIONS AND BILLING STANDARDS  
IMPOSED UPON PLAINTIFFS’ LODESTAR 

63. As Interim Lead Counsel, I submit this declaration in support of the aggregate 

interim award of attorney fees sought by Plaintiffs’ Counsel.  

64. To the extent the lodestar is relevant as a cross-check, it represents all time spent 

by Plaintiffs’ Counsel in this case up to September 30, 2020.   

65. That approach is necessitated by the unique nature of this case and the significant 

overlap and interrelationship between the factual and legal issues relative to all of the Defendants 

and wrongdoers, whose conspiratorial and/or aiding and abetting activities served the TelexFree 

Scheme, and to understand the context of Fidelity’s role and conduct.  

66. For example, developing evidence as to the full breadth of transactions performed 

by the financial service providers -- often interrelated -- was absolutely necessary.  As another 

example specific to Fidelity, an understanding of the context in which Fidelity’s activities 
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occurred was critical to the analysis and proof of the knowledge and assistance that formed the 

basis of Plaintiffs’ aiding and abetting claims.  

67. Perhaps most significantly, as described in detail in the accompanying brief, the 

whole of each Defendant’s conduct is relevant to the issue of Fidelity’s liability in light of the 

joint liability alleged against them. 

68. As part of my responsibilities as Lead Counsel, I set out the following parameters 

for, and limitations to, the time submissions by Plaintiffs’ individual firms5: 

a. Time submitted must be generated from time expended and contemporaneously 

entered; 

b. The hourly rate of non-lawyers, such as legal assistants/administrators and 

paralegals, is capped at $150 per hour;  

c. The hourly rate of first-level document reviewers is capped at $200 per hour;6 

d.  The hourly rate of partners and senior attorneys is capped at $850 per hour;  

e. The number of hours any timekeeper could bill in a day was 12 hours - regardless of 

the circumstances or the number of hours actually worked7; and 

 
5 The parameters were imposed on all counsel with the exception of Bankruptcy Counsel – 
Brown Rudnick. As Interim Lead Counsel, I did not impose any limits on them as they largely 
independently worked a separate aspect of the litigation. With no experience in the bankruptcy 
court, the undersigned only requested that their billing be in accordance with their usual rates and 
consistent with bankruptcy court practice. 
6 Of note, that $200 rate was endorsed as an acceptable blended rate assigned for document 
reviewer time by Judge Wolfe in the State Street case. See Arkansas Teacher Ret. Sys. v. State St. 
Bank & Tr. Co., CV 11-10230-MLW, 2020 WL 949885, at *51 (D. Mass. Feb. 27, 2020), appeal 
dismissed sub nom. Arkansas Teacher Ret. Sys. v. State St. Corp., 20-1365, 2020 WL 5793216 
(1st Cir. Sept. 3, 2020). 
7 This restriction relates only to this submission and is not intended to, nor does it, impact or 
influence the obligation of the individual firms to comply with all relevant wage and hour laws. 
This includes the time periods leading up to deadlines when some counsel and staff worked long 
hours to meet a deadline, as, for example, surrounding Thanksgiving 2019. 
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f. Each timekeeper was capped at the historic billing rate either regularly charged to 

paying clients in their practice or rates that have been approved for these timekeepers 

(or similarly situated timekeepers) by courts in contingency fee-related cases. 

g. The declarant submitting each firm’s time was required to attest to the accurateness 

of the historic billing rate indicated under the pains and penalties of perjury. 

69. In addition to requiring each firm to submit time taken from underlying 

contemporaneous time records under oath, each firm was required to organize those time records 

and generate time sheets that displayed the following information:  1) Date; 2) Timekeeper; 3) 

Time Category; 4) Historic Hourly Rate’ and 5) Description of Activity.8  

70. The time frame for billing was from representation inception to September 30, 

2020. 

71. Work was authorized or assigned by Interim Lead Counsel and reasonable caps 

on the time spent were placed on a task-by-task basis.  

72. No time related to timekeeping or preparing fee-related documents is included in 

the time submissions. 

73. Similarly, no time related to the March 18, 2020 Order to Show Cause hearing is 

included in the time submissions. 

74. This granular detail received from the submitting attorneys and firms was then 

reviewed by the Bonsignore Firm or Shaheen and Gordon and/or Saveri & Saveri, Inc., both 

 
8 While general instructions were given as to categorization of time entries, that assignment is 
inevitably discretionary to some degree. For example, when drafting a preliminary approval 
brief, time can be entered in the category of “Settlement” or “Briefing” and such timekeepers 
maintain their view as to the category assigned to be correct.  
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members of the Plaintiffs’ Interim Executive Committee (the “PIEC”). Certain time submitted 

was provided to litigation consultants to review as a cross-check.9 

75. The TelexFree Billing Categories are as follows: 

a. Administration; 

b. Litigation Strategy; 

c. Appellate; 

d. Briefing, including research, drafting, redline, comments and revision; 

e. Court Appearances, including preparation and follow-up; 

f. Discovery; 

g. Settlement, including negotiations, preparation and follow up;  

h. Trial, including preparation and follow up; and 

i. Bankruptcy. 

76. I have reviewed, or caused to be reviewed, the related reports and all time 

submitted for MDL 2566 for reasonableness and necessity to the litigation. Attached hereto as 

Exhibit 3 is a chart of the fees for which Plaintiffs now seek partial payment. The time spent 

working on each of the foregoing tasks by individual firm is set forth in the declarations annexed 

hereto as Exhibits 4-13.  

77. At this time, Plaintiffs’ Counsel are not seeking reimbursement of the additional 

outstanding litigation expenses incurred since the Craft/Base Commerce/Synovus application, 

which obviously continue to accrue and they will continue to carry them going forward. Nor do 

Plaintiffs seek incentive awards for the class representatives. Plaintiffs do, however, reserve their 

 
9 Given the volume of the time records and the confidential nature of many of the entries this 
granular detail has not been submitted as part of the present Motion papers. It is of course 
available for the Court’s in camera review upon request.  
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right to apply for full payment of attorneys’ fees, full reimbursement of expenses and incentive 

awards for the class representatives from future settlements if and when they occur. 

78. By limiting this request for an interim award of Plaintiffs’ attorneys’ fees to a set 

percentage of the recovery and by not seeking any expenses at this time, Plaintiffs’ Counsel 

ensure a sizable return to the class while reserving the remaining fees, expenses, incentive 

awards requests to a future date, if and when, further recoveries are reached for the class. 

Plaintiffs’ Counsel, through this request, would receive less than one-third of the Settlement 

Fund, specifically approximately 30%, and as noted, this is the first payment Counsel would 

receive for their work. The remaining 70% of this recovery will be preserved for the benefit of 

the Settlement Class. 

79. Prior to submitting the individual fee requests, the declarant submitting each 

firm’s time was required as guidance to read Judge Wolf’s relevant opinion rendered the State 

Street case (Arkansas Teacher Ret. Sys. v. State St. Bank & Tr. Co., CV 11-10230-MLW, 2020 

WL 949885 (D. Mass. Feb. 27, 2020), appeal dismissed sub nom. Arkansas Teacher Ret. Sys. v. 

State St. Corp., 20-1365, 2020 WL 5793216 (1st Cir. Sept. 3, 2020).   

80. Beyond this, the declarant has consulted extensively concerning fee petition 

issues and other matters related to this litigation with former federal judge Gerald Rosen (Ret.), 

who served as Special Master to Judge Wolf in the above State Street case.   

NO OBJECTIONS RECEIVED TO DATE FROM CLASS MEMBERS  
FOLLOWING NOTICE OF THE INSTANT FEE REQUEST 

81. To date, there have been no objections to the Settlement or an award of attorney’s 

fees to Plaintiffs’ Counsel and no exclusion requests have been received.  Obviously, with 

approximately one week remaining until the objection deadline, there is the possibility that 

objections may be voiced, but, at this time, Counsel is not aware of any objections. 
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82. As ordered in this Court’s Preliminary Approval Order (Dkt. 1097) of November 

6, 2020, the Claims Administrator—A.B. Data—sent the Class Notice to the email addresses for 

potential class members that were provided by the Trustee in the related bankruptcy proceedings. 

At my direction, following the initial notice, a worldwide press release was issued providing 

further notice to members of the class. Additional efforts were also undertaken at my direction to 

address my concerns related to class members whose email addresses were no longer valid, 

including coordinating with the Trustee’s notice company and evaluating duplicate addresses for 

the same victim.     

83. Attached hereto as Exhibit 14 is a true and correct copy of the Court-approved 

Class Notice distributed to potential class members. Information provided regarding the 

proposed attorneys’ fees, expenses, and incentive awards can be found on page 8. 

THE BONSIGNORE FIRM 

84. Bonsignore Trial Lawyers. PLLC has substantial experience in complex litigation, 

consumer fraud litigation, class action litigation and Multidistrict Litigation. BTL has 

participated and served as Lead Counsel and Class Counsel in class actions and matters assigned 

Multidistrict Litigation status by the Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation and other multi-

state class action cases.  As briefly referred to above, such cases include serving as Lead Counsel 

in In re WalMart Wage and Hour Litigation, MDL 1735; 2:06-cv-00225-PMP-PA (D. Nev.), 

which remains the largest settled wage and hour class action in United States history and which 

provided an economic recovery ranging to approximately 2.5 million class members, and In re 

Cathode Ray Tube Antitrust Litigation, MDL 1917, 4:07-cv-5944 (N.D. Cal.), whose class 

members include end-use purchasers of products containing cathode ray tubes during a 12-year 
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period, among others.  A fuller description of our experience is contained in Exhibit 1 – 

Bonsignore Curriculum Vitae. 

85. I, together with BTL’s Lisa Sleboda, have been principally responsible for the 

handling of this matter.10  

86. I and members of my firm have been involved in almost every aspect of this case 

since its inception. As a result of its prosecuting class actions lawsuits and other forms of 

complex litigation, BTL was able to provide substantial benefits to the class in this matter as 

described in more detail below throughout. 

87. BTL filed the first case in the country on behalf of net losers related to TelexFree 

in the bankruptcy courts for the district of Nevada and Massachusetts on May 14, 2014.  See 

Bankr. D. Nev. No. 14-1083; see also Bankr. D. Mass. No. 4:14-04044.  Those complaints were 

drafted in conjunction with PIEC-member firm, Law Offices of Frank N. Dardeno. Together, we 

investigated the existence of this case from scratch.  

88. BTL drafted and filed all papers related to the controversy being granted MDL 

status by the Judicial Panel on Multidistrict Litigation (the “JPML”). 

89. The Bonsignore Firm attorneys prepared briefing in connection with the JPML 

proceedings to request transfer and coordination of pretrial proceedings of all actions into a 

single forum. I worked with Plaintiffs’ counsels and defense counsels and achieved a consensus 

in this regard.  

90. On October 21, 2014, the JPML consolidated six actions pending in three districts 

for the MDL pretrial proceedings before this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1407.  Dkt.1.  

 
10 As the Court is aware, William Sinnott, Esq. (formerly of the Barrett & Singal law firm and 
presently of the Hinckley, Allen, Snyder law firm) has recently assisted with certain litigation-
related aspects of the case. 
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Subsequently, the JPML transferred two additional actions to this Court as tag along cases on 

February 17, 2015 and October 16, 2015.  Dkt. 86, 299.  The transferor courts for the actions 

entrusted to this transferee Court include the Southern Districts of Florida and New York, the 

Northern District of Georgia and the District of Arizona. 

91. After the JPML transferred all actions to this Court, the Bonsignore Firm 

immediately began organizing a leadership structure for the case and working to move the case 

forward. 

92. Since its appointment as Interim Lead Counsel in December 2014, the Bonsignore 

Firm has diligently carried out its role by leading work efforts and otherwise effectively 

managing and overseeing the prosecution of all aspects of this litigation. (Dkt. 79) 

93. On behalf of the Class, the Bonsignore Firm took the leading role in the vast bulk 

of the drafting of discovery, dispositive pleadings, and settlement related documents.  

94. The Bonsignore Firm also collected contemporaneous time records of Plaintiffs’ 

Counsel and took steps to ensure that work done on behalf of the Class was neither duplicative 

nor unreasonably excessive.  

95. The Bonsignore Firm also kept a very tight rein on costs.  

96. Management of this action was challenging. In addition to the complexity of the 

focus of the litigation and the sheer volume of facts and evidence, timing issues and the 

nationwide location of Plaintiffs’ counsel often added to the strain. Also, as noted above, 

Plaintiffs’ Counsel faced rigorous opposition from highly skilled defense counsel at every turn. 

97. In fact, all active firms were required to participate in “all-hands-on deck” efforts 

on multiple occasions, and the Bonsignore Firm was required to rally the available troops or 

simply carry the burden itself if necessary.   
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98. The hours submitted with this application are solely for work performed on behalf 

of the class alleged in the MDL action. 

99. The Bonsignore Firm has prosecuted this litigation solely on a contingent fee 

basis and have been at risk that they would not receive any compensation for prosecuting claims 

against the Defendants.11 At the same time, Plaintiffs’ Counsel was precluded from accepting 

and performing other work in the years since this litigation’s inception given its time-intensive 

nature. 

100. In addition to the value of attorney and legal staff time and resources dedicated to 

the MDL by BTL, it advanced approximately $250,000 in case-related costs over the course of 

this litigation. Had the settlements with the Craft, Base Commerce, Synovus Bank and Fidelity 

Defendants not been achieved, BTL could have completely lost its substantial out-of-pocket 

costs, as well as the value of all dedicated attorney and legal staff fees and resources.  

101. Devoting the necessary time and resources required to this matter, the Bonsignore 

Firm had to forego other legal work for which it would have been compensated. 

102. The extensive work performed by the Bonsignore Firm in this litigation, 

accomplished hand-in-hand with co-counsel, includes, inter alia, the following:  

A. BRIEFING AND RELATED TASKS, INCLUDING RESEARCH, DRAFTING, 
REDLINE, COMMENTS AND REVISION 

103. BTL attorneys have billed 3,016.30 hours to this action for work devoted to the 

pleadings, briefs and motions in this action.  As referenced above, Bonsignore Firm attorneys 

primarily drafted or contributed to every pleading and brief filed by Plaintiffs in this action. 

 
11 E-Discovery Co-Counsel and Barrett & Singal participated on a mixed fee/contingency basis.  
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104. For example, those filings drafted by BTL include the successful defense against 

Fidelity’s motion to dismiss the complaint against it, as well as its subsequent motion for 

reconsideration of that decision.  (Dkt. 234, 724).   

105. More generally, those filings further included (1) oppositions to motions to 

dismiss the case made by nearly twenty other Defendants in the case, which successfully 

prevented the dismissal of twelve defendants in total (Dkt. 232, 234, 254, 548, 636); (2) 

oppositions to reconsideration of the Court’s refusal to dismiss claims against ProPay, Inc. and a 

subsequent motion for certification of an appeal (Dkt. 706, 738); and (3) two new challenges to 

the pleading of the 4th CAC by Wells Fargo Advisors and Allied Wallet, Ltd. (“Allied Wallet”) 

(Dkt. 651, 700).  They further opposed, unsuccessfully, motions to stay discovery filed by Wells 

Fargo Advisors and Allied Wallet in conjunction with those parties’ defeated Rule 12(b) 

motions.  (Dkt. 662, 670, 717, 742.). 

106. Given the length of the docket and the number of pleadings, the approximate 3700 

pages of motions/briefing/relief filed, and their approximate 300 attachments, I am providing this 

Court with an exhibit summarizing those tasks as the most concise and readable form for that 

information.  See Exhibit 15.  

107. The challenges presented by the breadth of this case and its inclusion of 

participating Plaintiffs’ Counsel spread across the county are enormous and have required 

detailed planning, strategization, coordination and oversight in the preparation of those filings. 

B. CASE MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION  

108. BTL attorneys and staff have billed 384.60 hours to this action for tasks related to 

case management and administration, including, inter alia, efforts to oversee, manage, and 

actively participate in the work performed by Plaintiffs’ Counsel as well as staff who followed 

my instructions and to track the docket and distribute filings on an individual as-needed basis to 
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Plaintiffs’ counsel working on the case.  (As noted, no time related to time-keeping or preparing 

fee-related documents is included in the time submissions.) 

109. To facilitate assignments and the efficient production of work product, I actively 

coordinated with other members of Plaintiffs’ legal team and monitored and reviewed the work 

product of related tasks.   

110. Coordination took the form of email and telephone communication, as well as 

sharing of documents and memoranda. As part of my Lead Counsel duties, I hosted and directed 

weekly PIEC conference calls and other non-routine calls as needed to encourage robust debate 

and discussion of strategy, tactics, and documents drafts. My goal was always to reach consensus 

and to serve the best interests of the class.  

111. As Lead Counsel, I was constantly and actively involved in directing overall 

strategy, monitoring the status of individual projects, and adjusting assignments based on 

regularly shifting priorities and availability. Those tasks were substantial and time consuming as 

necessary to handle the flow of this complex litigation.  Projects were sometimes individually 

assigned, but often involved stitching together the work of multiple attorneys, each assigned a 

portion of a task, in order to produce timely completed projects.   

112. For example, to increase efficiency and continuity, I assigned specific defendants 

to individual firms. I also assigned firms collaborative work, having them coordinate and put 

their hands onto projects assigned to other firms to ensure the presence of backup resources that 

could efficiently and successfully handle projects when the work flow related to one aspect of 

the litigation or another became particularly demanding.  

113. Using weekly phone conferences that included updates, regular reports on, and 

discussion and analysis of, individual work projects, I developed the litigation team as a whole 
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into cohesive unit.  Finally, I monitored work product to identify individual team members who 

obviously excelled or were particularly well-suited to perform certain tasks, and, depending on 

the project, I would incorporate a team member or adjust assignments to take advantage of skills 

best suited to the case’s needs. This required robust and open communication and significant 

organization strategy.   

C. INVESTIGATIONS AND DISCOVERY 

114. BTL attorneys and staff billed 5,562.60 hours to discovery.  Significant effort was 

required by the team to handle the volume of barriers levied by each Defendant to production of 

relevant discoverable information.  Even simple requests were often met with unresponsive 

answers, requiring the team to spend considerable time chasing discovery responses.  Covid-

related delays also complicated the discovery work.   

115. Discovery has been elongated and made more difficult and protracted by the non-

receipt of evidence gathered and held by the government, lapses in the memories of witnesses 

that have grown stale over time, and a close to across-the-board refusal to cooperate.  

116. By way of overview, discovery-related work involved document review, 

independent investigation of facts, navigating formal stays on discovery, drafting discovery 

requests, coordinating the service of dozens assigning or participating in Rule 37.1 conferences, 

sorting through complex and partially responsive discovery requests determine which matters 

were complete and which were outstanding and responding to discovery requests on behalf of 

Plaintiffs.  Plaintiffs have also responded to discovery requests propounded by several 

Defendants. 
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117. The Bonsignore Firm, together with other Plaintiffs’ Counsel, drafted or 

contributed to the following discovery-related documents devices:12 

a. Interrogatories to Defendants; 

b. Requests for Production to Defendants; 

c. Admissions to Defendants; 

d. LR 37.1 Conference Requests; 

e. Responses to Defendants’ Interrogatories; and 

f. Responses to Defendants’ Requests for Production. 

118. The Bonsignore Firm also drafted all of the following submissions: 

a. Proposed Protective Orders;  

b. Proposed Scheduling Orders; 

c. Expert Disclosures;  

d. Case Management Conference Statements; and 

e. Preservation/Spoliation letters. 

119. Plaintiffs have served extensive discovery requests upon 29 Defendants. These 

discovery requests include the following: 

a) Interrogatories (R. 33): a total of approximately 600, for an average of approximately 

21 per Defendant; 

b) Requests for Production (R. 34): a total of approximately 2375, for an average of 

approximately 81 per Defendant (broken into 2 sets in the case of some Defendants); 

and 

 
12 Each set of discovery has required substantial meet and confer work (and occasional motion 
practice) with each of the various individual Defendants to whom discovery has been 
propounded. 
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c) Requests for Admissions (R. 36): a total of 275 served to 6 Defendants, or 

approximately 46 per Defendant served. 

120. Plaintiffs have also reviewed a substantial volume of documents received from 

Settling Defendants outside of formal discovery. With respect to Defendants Fidelity Bank and 

John F. Merrill specifically, Plaintiffs 22 Interrogatories and 90 Requests for Production upon 

Fidelity Bank, and 25 Interrogatories and 63 Requests for Production upon Merrill. 

121. Discovery secured by Plaintiffs includes a total of 1.7 million images, which 

includes 9,112 images produced to Plaintiffs by Fidelity and 172,883 images produced by the 

Trustee as well as hundreds of native excels spreadsheet containing over 1 million images. 

Plaintiffs have received 15 productions and 6 supplemental productions of materials. In excess of 

5,573 hours of document review have been performed on the foregoing discovery totals. 

122. Plaintiffs’ Counsel has reviewed, analyzed and coded the above materials, which 

was a complicated process due to the its often specialized, complex and detailed content.   

123. The Bonsignore Firm has been responsible for hiring and managing two 

document database management services companies to provide essential document hosting and 

e-discovery services in this case.  Those services have been critical to the development of the 

evidentiary record, which to my understanding has involved millions of images and hundreds of 

millions of transactions.  The Bonsignore Firm attorneys have managed those services and 

worked with the companies to devise coding parameters specifically targeted to important legal 

and factual issues in the case and thereby render the evidence obtained usable to Plaintiffs’ 

Counsel and the litigation team.  They have further coordinated and facilitated interactions 

between those companies and attorneys working on drafting or analysis projects requiring access 

to evidence  

Case 4:14-md-02566-TSH   Document 1103-1   Filed 01/04/21   Page 29 of 253



 

29 
 

124. The Bonsignore Firm has further been primarily responsible for the coordinated 

and substantial efforts involved in the review of the evidence collected in this case.  To most 

efficiently and cost-effectively approach document review, the Bonsignore Firm attorneys 

drafted discovery protocols and materials for use by reviewers to familiarize and educate them 

regarding the salient legal and factual issues in this case.  They further hosted telephonic 

meetings with those reviewers to further the education process.  They performed senior-level 

quality control of first-level coding of documents by the reviewers. As needed throughout the 

litigation, a Bonsignore Firm paralegal, a bilingual native Portuguese speaker, was assigned to 

review, analyze and translate Portuguese documents for the purposes of drafting complaints, 

responding to discovery and supporting other related tasks. 

125. As to the specific contours of discovery in this case, the Bonsignore Firm started 

its investigation into this matter in January of 2014. That investigation included, among other 

things, review of materials regarding TelexFree’s history and operations and its shuttering by 

Brazilian authorities, research performed largely through the internet and information provided 

by victims, and conferences with other lawyers representing TelexFree victims. The form and 

content of that investigation was a direct consequence of the fact that the culpable players in the 

scheme closely held all evidence and acted to minimize and conceal their wrongdoings. Much of 

the information eventually gathered was not available to Plaintiffs prior to formal and informal 

discovery.  

126. It bears highlighting that Plaintiffs faced great challenges to advancing their case, 

both during the four-year stay imposed within the MDL pretrial proceedings in deference to the 

parallel criminal proceedings as well as thereafter.  Dkt. 111, 414, 435, 606 
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127. Nevertheless, Plaintiffs, within the limited informal means available to victims of 

financial frauds, undertook what efforts they could to investigate and uncover wrongdoing by 

exceedingly well-resourced institutional corporate entities. Plaintiffs pursued all potential 

sources of additional voluntary information during the stay of compulsory formal discovery that 

might provide further support for their claims or reveal the identity and activities of new parties 

who had played knowing and essential roles in furthering the Scheme and who therefore bear 

legal culpability for their massive losses.   

128. Discovery has been made more protected and difficult as a result of the non-

receipt of evidence gathered and held by the government, lapses in the memories of witnesses 

that have grown stale over time, and a close to across-the-board intransigent refusal by 

Defendants to cooperate. Defendants have opposed virtually all discovery in the action and have 

succeeded in delaying, sometimes for years, access to important evidence. 

129. The main sources of evidence obtained by Plaintiffs during the stay period 

included, inter alia, the following:  1) raw, forensically collected files from TelexFree’s 

computers; 2) a smaller set of documents seized by the Department of Justice; 3) certain Federal 

Rule of Bankruptcy Procedure 2004 materials from TelexFree’s bankruptcy trustee (the 

“Trustee”); 4) limited information and materials provided by several cooperating witnesses.  

130. It is worth mention that the efforts to obtain the most relevant Rule 2004 materials 

from TelexFree’s bankruptcy Trustee were unnecessarily hindered and complicated by 

objections from certain Defendants and only obtained in October 2019 through dogged motion 

practice which began in 2015 (Dkt. 310). This large production – over 90,000 pages plus excel 
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spreadsheets (approximately 150,000 images13) contained essential evidence demonstrating the 

liability of many Defendants. 

131. Also of note, the evidence eventually gathered was contrary to the representations 

of certain defense counsel in connection with the 2015 motions to dismiss. As described above, 

at the motion to dismiss hearing on November 2, 2015, counsel for Defendant Bank of America 

represented that it had operated only a single account for TelexFree and repeatedly stated that it 

performed no services for TelexFree after May 2013. As explained in Plaintiffs’ motion to 

amend, years later Plaintiffs obtained evidence showing that Defendant Bank of America in fact 

maintained 25 accounts for TelexFree and its related persons and entities throughout the course 

of the TelexFree scheme and continued to do so all the way through TelexFree’s bankruptcy 

filing in April 2014. Dkt. 979-3. 

132. Similarly, as also described above, Wells Fargo represented to the Court that the 

accounts of TelexFree founder Carlos Wanzeler’s wife (Katia) were unrelated to TelexFree, and 

that Defendant Cardenas’ termination from Wells Fargo Advisors was not related to participation 

in the TelexFree fraud. Both statements were inaccurate, but Plaintiffs did not obtain evidence 

proving them false until months later. Dkt. 979-3. While Plaintiffs ultimately obtained evidence 

demonstrating the liability of the Dismissed Defendants,  

133. Those inaccuracies added yet another layer of difficulty to Plaintiffs Counsel’s 

work which they were required to overcome. The fact that the Court granted the motions to 

dismiss – and that those Defendants have opposed Plaintiffs’ motion to amend on the ground that 

the Court’s orders should be with prejudice – also serves to demonstrate the substantial risks 

inherent in the prosecution of this case.  

 
13 Plaintiffs have received data in a range of forms. “Images” as used here is roughly equivalent 
to a page in a hardcopy document.  
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134. Among other things materials received both from the Trustee and other parties, 

including settling Defendant Craft, were a disorganized mess that was pervaded by duplicates 

and information that was only tenuously related to the subject of this litigation. Documents also 

appeared to be missing or withheld.  

135. Another critical component of the discovery efforts directed and overseen by BTL 

was the identification, hiring and use of experts to interpret the evidence collected to unravel 

how the TelexFree Scheme worked and to evaluate the legal culpability of various Defendants 

and potential defendants. A notable achievement was securing the services of Professor Patricia 

McCoy, a leading banking expert who has been invaluable in deciphering the evidence against 

the Defendant banks case and revealing the culpable aiding and abetting activities of the named 

and potential other Defendants. 

136. The Bonsignore attorneys themselves assisted Dr. McCoy as well as managed the 

efforts of other Plaintiffs’ Counsel assisting her and the other retained experts in completing their 

work.  Those efforts included in depth knowledge of the collective evidence and coordination 

with the discovery teams to respond to any inquiries or requests for evidence by Dr. McCoy.  

The end result has been the preparation of initial and updated expert reports that have served 

Plaintiffs’ pursuit of this litigation against existing and potential defendants.  (Dkt. 869, 869-1, 

869-2, 869-3, 1099). Dr. McCoy’s opinions, findings and guidance through the labyrinths and 

mazes of data bits and banking regulations has proven to be indispensable and essential to 

Plaintiffs’ counsel and this Court. 

137. As a result of Plaintiffs’ Counsels’ efforts, nineteen new, viably culpable 

wrongdoers have been proposed as Defendants in the 5th CAC for which leave has been sought 

to file through a motion amend currently pending before the Court: 
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138. Plaintiffs continue to extract documents from Defendants and Defendants 

continue to produce documents following ongoing Rule 37.1 conferences. Plaintiffs have 

received limited document productions from the Current Defendants and no depositions have 

been scheduled.  In satisfaction of Local Rule 37.1’s requirements, Plaintiffs’ Counsel continue 

discussions with certain Defendants whose responses to Plaintiffs’ valid discovery requests are 

lacking in all but minimal detail and who we believe are continuing to employ obstructionist 

tactics to avoid disclosing relevant and probative evidence of their wrongdoing to which 

Plaintiffs are entitled. 

D. LITIGATION STRATEGY 

139. BTL attorneys and staff billed 5,562.60hours to litigation strategy.  I and 

members of my firm, along with the PIEC, determined and carried out the overall strategy for the 

prosecution of this action. This involved extensive research, collaboration and decision-making 

based on decades of experience litigating similar matters. 

140. The Bonsignore Firm made and oversaw work assignments to other Plaintiff 

firms. I also reached out to recruit other law firms to offer assistance, including those who 

originally appeared in the action and sought leadership roles.  

141. As referenced, foremost among those challenges is the nature of the financial 

fraud at issue in this case.  The TelexFree Scheme was a highly complex white-collar crime that 

was accomplished via a labyrinth of multifaceted transactions that were carried out through 

continually changing accounts.  TelexFree’s activities -- and those of its enabling actors -- 

included a wide range of deceptive-by-design account and transaction manipulations, money 

laundering as well as the syphoning off and transferring-out-of-reach components of a massive 
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financial fraud.  Billions of dollars moved through millions of individual transactions in 

constantly changing accounts and funds were laundered and syphoned through them. 

142. Adding to Plaintiffs’ already-challenging prosecution, the sprawling Scheme 

spanned multiple years, was international in scope, and received sophisticated and effective 

assistance from TelexFree’s financial service providers (including banking and pay processing 

insiders and attorneys who knew exactly how to manipulate transactions to disguise their 

nefarious nature and make them appear legitimate) and licensed professionals with well over a 

century of related specialization.   

143. This case more than others has required significant efforts that focus on litigation 

strategy, analysis, and case management. Upon information and belief, this is the first Pyramid 

scheme case to be given MDL status by the JPMDL14. Separately there is a further dearth of 

developed similar cases that have been previously prosecuted. Litigation strategy ran the gambit. 

For example: 

a. the selection of claims to advance and to drop; 

b. the selection of Defendants to advance and to drop; 

c. the selection of experts to consult and retain; 

d. identifying the proof that would best support the elements of the claims 

advanced on a class of defendants by class of defendant basis and then 

developing that proof on a defendant-by-defendant basis; 

e. the facts and law advanced in the briefs submitted; 

f. the selection and approaches taken in furtherance of early settlements; and 

g. the other informal approaches to gain discovery during the stay 

 
14 The Madoff litigation bears little to no likeness to the TelexFree litigation.  
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144. This process was further complicated by several factors which are addressed in 

detail throughout this declaration. In sum, from the MDL’s inception, the progress of Plaintiffs’ 

pursuit of their claims and recovery for their losses has been significantly impacted and slowed 

by deference given to the concurrent Department of Justice criminal prosecutions of TelexFree’s 

founders, James Merrill and Carlos Wanzeler, and TelexFree’s ongoing bankruptcy proceedings.   

145. The fraud was carried out by experienced wrongdoers who were focused and 

intent upon covering their tracks and who were assisted by professionals who stood to profit, 

licensed professionals specifically retained to sustaining the scheme, and financial service 

providers whose staggering profits (made during a low point in the industry) were essentially 

derived by laundering money. Beyond this, on a number of points, Plaintiffs’ Counsel and the 

Court were misdirected and misinformed by counsel for Bank of America, TD Bank and Wells 

Fargo Bank at the motion to dismiss hearings, as referenced above. 

146. In addition to the other factors referenced, every analysis in this case was highly 

complex. For example, the sheer volume of transactions that had to be analyzed, the role of each 

category of wrongdoer and then in turn the role of each individual wrongdoer. In addition, the 

application of fact to law was initially exceptionally complex and the location and establishment 

of base proof required an arduous, painstaking and laborious effort.  

147. I also directed these efforts in consultation with experts such as Prof. McCoy, 

retained document management specialists, and the Hon. Gerald Rosen with whom, as noted 

above, counsel has consulted extensively concerning fee petition issues and other matters related 

to this litigation.  
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148. The Bonsignore Firm effected service of its clients’ complaints on each 

Defendant. We initiated the procedures for international service of process set forth in the Hague 

Convention procedures.  

E. APPEAL-RELATED TASKS  

149. The Bonsignore Firm billed 196 hours to matters related to appeals in this case.   

150. That work primarily included the pursuit of Plaintiffs’ claims against the net 

winners for payments made directly to them by the Net Loser Plaintiffs and the resolution of 

cross-motions for summary judgment made by those Plaintiffs and TelexFree’s bankruptcy 

Trustee, each seeking the right to those proceeds. 

151. Plaintiffs’ Counsel worked with and oversaw Plaintiffs’ bankruptcy counsel in 

researching and drafting the appeal briefs related to the denial of Plaintiffs’ motion and the 

finding in favor of the Trustee. 

152. The Bonsignore Firm further handled the preparation of the record on appeal in-

house and avoided the significantly greater costs associated with the use of an outside service to 

accomplish that task. 

153. Other appeal-related work included researching appellate options after the 

granting of certain motions to dismiss this case in its entirety as to several bank Defendants and 

partially as to others, including the dismissal of the unjust enrichment claims asserted in the 

complaint. 

F. BANKRUPTCY  

154. BTL attorneys and staff billed 183.60 hours to matters related to the parallel 

bankruptcy case proceedings.   
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155. TelexFree’s filing for bankruptcy relief and the eventual establishment of a 

bankruptcy estate presented challenging issues in this case and required research, strategizing 

and drafting attuned to the various unique bankruptcy law issues, including avoidance of any 

actions that could be deemed to violate the automatic stay. 

156. As described above, a central bankruptcy-related issue was the pursuit of the Net 

Loser Plaintiffs’ direct claims against the net winners of the Scheme and the participation in 

bankruptcy court proceedings connected therewith. 

157. The Bonsignore firm lent Brown Rudnick assistance as requested, including many 

attempts to settle the litigation between the MDL and the Trustee, tracked the progress of the 

Bankruptcy proceedings on a limited basis as necessary to coordinate efforts and worked in 

conjunction with the Co Litigation Agreement with the Trustee including obtaining the 2004 

document production and the motion practice necessary to obtain all the related documents 

including those withheld by the Trustee and described in detail elsewhere. 

G. COURT APPEARANCE-RELATED TASKS 

158. BTL attorneys and staff billed 205.70 hours to preparation for and appearances at 

court proceedings. The undersigned appeared before the Court for each hearing in this matter.  

159. In connection with my personal appearances, I argued many of the contested 

matters brought before the Court and the motions related to the settlements reached with all the 

four Defendant groups (Base/Synovus/Craft/Fidelity). 

160. At the court proceedings where I did not present the primary argument, the 

Bonsignore Firm, together with all Plaintiffs’ Counsel, assisted the preparation of the lead 

presenting attorney.  Most recently, such counsel has included Attorney William Sinnott, who 
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has presented oral argument on a number of matters, including Plaintiffs’ further motion to 

amend. 

161. The Bonsignore Firm drafted or contributed to case management conference 

statements and appeared at each case management conferences before the Court. 

162. My firm further drafted materials for use by myself and other Plaintiffs’ Counsel 

at various court appearances, including oral argument outlines and case summaries. 

H. TRIAL-RELATED TASKS 

163. The total number of hours spent on this litigation on trial-related tasks at this firm 

is 5.50 hours.   

164. These hours included meetings related to the preparation of Jury Instructions so 

that all contributing counsel would be aware of guided by the proof needed at trial at all times 

during the litigation; authentication of documents and the identity of proof needed at trial 

including so called hot documentary evidence and the most effective and compelling oral 

testimony.  

H. SETTLEMENT-RELATED TASKS 

165. BTL attorneys and staff billed 1,041.30 hours to settlement-related tasks.   

166. The negotiation and presentation of the class settlements with all the four 

Defendant groups has required the dedication of substantial time and resources by Plaintiffs’ 

Counsel.   

167. Those efforts included participation in direct negotiations and mediated 

negotiations and the preparation of mediation statements, demand letters to Defendants and the 

performance of asset searches. 
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168. With respect to the first set of Craft/Base Commerce/Synovus settlements, 

Plaintiff’s Counsels’ work product included the filing of motions for preliminary and final 

approval of those settlement agreements and all related papers, including those required for 

notice.  Dkt. 762, 1040.   

169. Plaintiffs’ Counsel engaged in exchanges of multiple drafts of the presented 

motions and their supporting documentation with counsel for the settling parties. 

170. The Bonsignore Firm further engaged in the necessary communications with the 

company that would provide notice of the settlements and multiple exchanges of draft notices.   

THE FIDELITY SETTLEMENTS 

171. Over a multi-year period of litigation and negotiations, Plaintiffs’ Counsel were 

able to successful negotiate the settlement agreements at issue with each of the Fidelity 

Defendants.  

172. Fidelity is represented by highly skilled and able counsel. Ian Rothman and 

Michael Pinault both served with distinction at the Department of Justice. Ian Rothman was chief 

trial counsel. Keven Keneally is a legend among the bar and has served as author of the respected 

Massachusetts Bar Association publication –“Traps for the Unwary.” As a result of their 

exceptional lawyering Fidelity Bank and John Merrill avoided being entrapped in the criminal 

proceedings. Moreover, they paid the Secretary of the Commonwealth only $3.5 million in 

related fines. Working with such exceptionally skilled and successful counsel took effort and 

involved a process.  

173. As Lead Counsel, the Bonsignore Firm had the primary role in the settlement 

negotiations and all related efforts. 
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174. The Bonsignore Firm took the lead in all settlement efforts. These efforts 

included, inter alia: 

a) working with counsel for Fidelity; 

b) working with experts; 

c) drafting the mediation statements; 

d) participating and directing efforts during mediation; 

e) working with the mediator between sessions;   

f) drafting the settlement documents;  

g) coordinating the transfer of cooperative evidence.15 

h) drafting the settlement documents; and  

i) coordinating the transfer of cooperative evidence.  

175. Those significant settlements were reached only with the assistance of experts. I 

analyzed, selected and worked closely with each of the experts needed to meet Plaintiffs’ 

specific needs during the process that eventually lead to the favorable settlement with the 

Fidelity Defendants. In addition to Professor McCoy’s thorough and factually supported findings 

and opinions on non-routine banking activities, banking and a related analysis of Fidelities 

financial transactions, I worked to select and weed through additional expert contributions to 

meet specific needs.  

176. As detailed during my oral argument in support of Preliminary Approval, 

additional expert assistance was required to determine how far Fidelity could reasonably be 

 
15 The level of cooperation remains open as cooperative interviews have been delayed by 
circumstances imposed by COVID and third parties.  
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financially pressed. I directed and to a large degree carried out Plaintiffs’ efforts to formally and 

informally obtain the opinions of small to mid-sized bank valuation experts.   

177. The Bonsignore Firm, along with designated members of the Executive 

Committee and others as needed, participated in a series of settlement conferences with Fidelity 

before nationally recognized financial fraud mediator Jed Melnick of JAMS.  

178. At mediation, the undersigned was advised by those chosen to participate, but 

made the eventual decision to settle or not. On multiple occasions, Plaintiffs walked away from 

the mediation. The Bonsignore Firm participated in every negotiation, attended every settlement 

conference, and were the primary authors of every mediation statement. Each mediation 

statement required substantial review and analysis of liability evidence against each Defendant as 

well as additional expert information.  

179. The Saveri Firm was of notable assistance regarding the settlements. 

180. The Bonsignore Firm solicited bids from various settlement administration firms 

and selected AB DATA as settlement administrator. The Bonsignore firm had primary day-to-

day responsibility for overseeing class notice and settlement administration 

THE BONSIGNORE FIRM’S FEES  

181. Attached hereto as Exhibit 4 is my firm’s total hours and lodestar, computed at 

historical rates, for the period of January 1, 2014 through June/September, 2020.  

182. That summary report includes the total time spent by each attorney and paralegal 

of this firm on this case, and the lodestar calculation for that attorney or paralegal based on this 

firm’s historic billing rates.  The rates reflected are the same hourly rates recorded for all matters 

at the firm, and the rates for each attorney have been previously approved by other courts.  None 

of the time included in this declaration represents any work done in connection with the 
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application for fees.  The summary report was prepared from contemporaneous daily time 

records regularly maintained by this firm, which are available at the request of the Court. 

183. The Bonsignore, and Saveri and Shaheen and Gordon Firms have reviewed the 

time records that form the basis of this declaration to identify and correct any billing errors.  

184. My firm together with others have carefully reviewed the time that comprise its 

reported lodestar submitted to this Court.  

185. The total number of hours spent by the Bonsignore Firm during this period of 

time was 12,133.70, with a corresponding lodestar of $7,103,870.  

186. My firm’s lodestar figures are based on the firm’s historical billing rates and do 

not include charges for expense items.  

187. Expense items are billed separately and such charges are not duplicated in my 

firm’s billing rates. 

188. This summary was prepared from contemporaneous, daily time records regularly 

prepared and maintained by my firm.  

189. The lodestar amount reflected in Exhibit 4 is for work performed by professionals 

at my law firm for the benefit of the Class. 
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190. My firm, and all Plaintiff firms have expended unreimbursed costs and expenses 

in connection with the prosecution of this litigation. We continue to voluntarily hold 

unreimbursed costs until the next recovery. The aforementioned carried costs incurred my firm, 

and all Plaintiff firms are advanced on a contingent basis and have not yet been reimbursed.  

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 

Executed on January 4, 2021 in Las Vegas, Nevada 

 

_/s/ Robert James Bonsignore 
      Robert J. Bonsignore, Esq. 
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BONSIGNORE TRIAL LAWYERS, PLLC  
 

www.classactions.us 
 
 
BONSIGNORE TRAL LAWYERS, PLLC (“BTL”) are highly successful and experienced 
trial lawyers who limit their practice to complex litigation, class actions, and cases involving 
significant economic loss or public policy.  BTL attorneys have represented businesses, 
governmental entities, consumers, and unions in federal and state courts across the United States.  
 
We have learned through experience that the best way to achieve the most favorable outcome for 
our clients, whether through the formal litigation process or settlement, is to prepare each case to 
win at trial.  BTL has earned a national and international reputation for its professional integrity, 
competence and an aggressive approach to case prosecution.  BTL is capable of litigating any 
case in any jurisdiction.   
 
The firm concentrates in the practice areas of antitrust, consumer protection, employee rights, 
business-to-business wrongs, catastrophic personal injury, and mass tort litigation.  Over the 
years, BTL has successfully recovered hundreds of millions of dollars for their clients.  In 
actions where BTL has served as Lead Trial Counsel, the firm has been involved in obtaining 
jury verdicts that exceeded $350 million.  
 
The BTL’s appellate briefing team of Lisa Sleboda and Robert Bonsignore has written multiple 
precedent setting and exemplary legal briefs.  Robert Bonsignore co-authored the New 
Hampshire Supreme Court brief in LaChance v Smokeless Tobacco which extended to 
consumers, small businesses, and governmental entities the right to sue antitrust violators.  
Robert Bonsignore and Lisa Sleboda successful persuaded the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals to 
set aside a $577 million-dollar settlement of antitrust price-fixing claims that improperly 
excluded governmental entities, consumers, and small businesses from certain states arbitrarily 
selected  by class counsel from the economic recovery provided for in the settlement agreement.  
The oral argument before the circuit court may be found at 
https://www.ca9.uscourts.gov/media/view_video.php?pk_vid=0000013465.  Other recent 
successes include two additional Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals cases relating to wage and hours 
claims against Wal-Mart and music royalty claims by legacy musicians against EMI Group 
Limited.  Each is referenced below. 
 
For the last six years Bonsignore has devoted significant time and resources to the prosecution of 
a high-risk contingency fee based case involving an international multibillion dollar Pyramid 
scheme case. Robert Bonsignore was appointed and is currently serving as Lead Counsel in 
MDL 2566, In re: TelexFree Securities Litigation, (the largest pyramid scheme in United States 
history) which advances the rights of over 750,000 class members and involves over $4 billion 
dollars of projected loss, has limited its limited its practice, and is accepting limited new matters. 
The litigation is ongoing. 
 
BTL and its principal have been appointed to serve in leadership roles in many complex and 
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multi-district actions.  For example: 
 
1. BTL represents eight of 10 counties in New Hampshire in the Opioid Taxpayer Recoupment 
Litigation and consults with them as existing clients on an as needed basis on other matters.  
BTL also represents additional cities, towns and counties in New Hampshire and Massachusetts; 
 
2. BTL served as a lead appellate counsel in MDL 1811, In re: CRT Antitrust Litigation.  Lisa 
Sleboda and Robert Bonsignore authored the lead appellate brief in MDL 1811, and Robert 
Bonsignore argued the appeal before the Ninth Circuit, Mr. Bonsignore subsequently served as 
Co-Lead mediator for the excluded states as the parties attempted to reach resolution though 
alternative dispute resolution; 
 
3. Robert Bonsignore was Co-Lead Counsel in MDL 1735, the largest certified wage and hour 
case in United States history with over 2.5 million class members.  Lisa Sleboda and Robert 
Bonsignore authored the lead appellate brief in MDL 1735, and Robert Bonsignore argued the 
appeal before the Ninth Circuit and won the leading case on the rights of parties to arbitration to 
further review; 
 
4. Robert Bonsignore was Lead Counsel in MDL 1631, In re: Publication Paper Antitrust 
Litigation which advanced and resolved the claims of all end-use consumers of publication paper 
against international conspirators; and 
 

EXEMPLAR REPRESENTATIVE CASES BY PRACTICE AREA 
 

Exemplar Antitrust - Protection of Businesses 
 
In re: Automotive Parts Antitrust Litigation (MDL 2311) (USDC Eastern District of Michigan 
Southern Division) - BTL filed among the first 4 cases in one of the largest private antitrust 
litigation in United States history on behalf of a domestic wire harness manufacturer 
headquartered in Virginia.  In the originally-filed complaint, Plaintiffs alleged that the Defendant 
foreign suppliers engaged in a conspiracy over a 10-year period to illegally increase the price of 
“Wire Harness Systems Products,” which include wire harnesses, electrical wiring, lead wire 
assemblies, cable bond, wiring connectors, wiring terminals, electronic control units, fuse boxes, 
relay boxes, junction blocks, and power distributors.  Notably, in a separate governmental 
investigation, two of the named Defendants, Furukawa Electric Co., Ltd. and Yazaki 
Corporation, as well as some of their executives, pleaded guilty for their involvement in the 
conspiracy and agreed to pay nearly $700 million in criminal fines and serve prison sentences.  
Other guilty pleas have been entered as to other automotive suppliers.  Since the cases’ filing, the 
number of parts involved in the litigation has increased with an additional 200 plus automotive 
parts anticipated to be added to the list. This litigation has been resolved through settlements.  
 
In re: Lithium Ion Batteries Antitrust Litigation (MDL 2420) (USDC Northern District of 
California) - BTL filed the second case nationally and represents direct purchasers of Lithium 
Ion Batteries.  The complaint alleges that several of the largest lithium-ion battery producers, 
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including LG Chem, Ltd., Panasonic Corporation, Sanyo Corporation, Sony Corp., Samsung 
SDI, Hitachi, Ltd. and Maxell Corporation of America collectively controlled between 60 to 90 
percent of the market for lithium-ion batteries between 2000 and 2011 and unlawfully conspired 
to fix and artificially increase the price of the batteries, inflating the cost of notebooks and other 
portable computers paid by consumers.  The complaint also alleges that battery prices fell by 
nearly 50 percent when several Korean companies entered the market in the early 2000s and that, 
in response, the Japanese companies who had long controlled the market entered into an illegal 
price-fixing agreement, resulting in a stabilization of prices that lasted until 2008.  The lawsuit 
claims that in 2008 the Defendants received notice that they were being investigated for price-
fixing activities by both American and European regulators.  Almost immediately after the 
investigations were disclosed, prices began to fall again, about 10 percent in three months.  This 
litigation has been resolved through settlements. 

In re: After Market Filters Antitrust Litigation (MDL 1957) (USDC Northern District of 
Illinois) – BTL represented direct purchasers of replacement automobile air and oil filters in this 
nationwide, antitrust price fixing case.  This case has been settled.  

In re: Optical Disc Drive Litigation (MDL 2143) (USDC Northern District of California) - 
BTL represents direct purchasers in an antitrust action challenging the price fixing of optical disc 
drives in this international antitrust case.  This case has been resolved through settlements. 
 
In re: Employee Benefit Insurance Brokerage Litigation (MDL 1663) (USDC New Jersey) – 
BTL filed one of the first bid-rigging class actions in the country on behalf of a large upstate 
New York employer and major plastics manufacturer.  The lawsuit alleged that insurance 
companies and brokers conspired with one another to allocate customers and markets and 
initiated kickbacks (“contingent commissions”) with certain insurance companies.  It alleges that 
the kickback agreements were used to obtain inflated or false price quotes that the Defendants 
then used to steer their customers into purchasing higher priced insurance policies issued by the 
insurance companies that paid the brokers the highest kickbacks.  BTL served as Class Counsel 
and was assigned to the Discovery and Class Certification Committees in the multi-district action 
pending in New Jersey.  Robert J. Bonsignore was responsible for taking numerous depositions 
of the Defendants’ corporate officers and other firm members carried out numerous massive 
document review projects.  The Class Plaintiffs have settled with the Zurich, Gallagher and 
Marsh Defendant groups for an aggregate amount in excess of $218 million.  This case has been 
resolved through settlements. 

In re: Cement Antitrust Litigation 1:05 cv 979 (USDC Southern District of Indiana) –  
BTL represented a direct purchaser (business) in an antitrust action challenging the price fixing 
of cement in the mid-west United States.  The firm served as Class Counsel in the multi-district 
litigation that settled in the United States District Court for the District of Indiana. This case was 
resolved through settlements. 

SKYVA International v. ABB (Privately Settled) – This was a complex matter involving 
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arbitration, mediation, litigation and negotiation of multiple disputes revolving around a $600 
million contract and related business relationships and pending relationships with and between 
Microsoft, IBM, Adjenture, ABB and SKYVA.  Choice of law issues involving this product 
technology included Swiss, New York, Delaware and Massachusetts law.  This case has been 
settled. 

 
In re: Polyester Staple Antitrust Litigation (MDL 1516) (USDC North Carolina) – BTL filed 
one of the first direct purchaser (business) cases in the country representing Malden Mills, a 
major textile manufacturing firm.  The firm represented direct purchasers of polyester staple 
alleging a single, nationwide conspiracy among Defendants to fix, raise, maintain and/or 
stabilize the price of, and/or allocate markets and customers for, polyester staple in the United 
States in violation of Section 1 of the Sherman Act, 15 U.S. C. § 1.  The claims brought on 
behalf of Plaintiffs further alleged that, as a result of the unlawful conspiracy, they and other 
purchasers paid more for polyester staple than they would have paid absent the conspiracy.  
Defendants named in the Complaints included Wellman, Inc., Nan Ya Plastics Corporation; Nan 
Ya Plastics Corporation, America; E.I. DuPont de Nemours and Company; DAK Americas LLC; 
DAK Fibers LLC.; Arteva Specialties LLC d/b/a KoSa and now named INVISTA S.ar.l.; Arteva 
Specialties S.ar.l.; and Koch Industries.  This case was resolved through settlements. 

In re: Vehicle Carrier Services Antitrust Litigation (MDL No. 2471) (USDC North Carolina) – 
BTL filed one of the first cases in the country representing indirect purchasers of vehicle carrier 
services.  Vehicle carriers transport large numbers of cars, trucks or other automotive vehicles 
including agriculture and construction equipment across large bodies of water using specialized 
cargo ships known as roll on/roll off vessels.   The litigation alleges a conspiracy among certain 
vehicle carriers, between January 1, 2008 and May 24, 2013, to fix, raise, maintain and/or 
stabilize prices, and allocate the market and customers in the United States for, vehicle carrier 
services in violation of certain state and federal laws. This case has been resolved. 
 
In re: Aluminum Warehousing Antitrust Litigation (MDL No. 2481) (USDC Southern District 
of New York) – BTL filed a claim on behalf of an aluminum and precious metals company 
claiming that they overpaid for aluminum and other precious metals.  Facts alleged in support 
included allegations that Defendants hoarded, stockpiled and manipulated the supply of physical 
aluminum stored in their warehouses in Detroit; Defendants hold 1.5 million tons of raw 
aluminum in 29 industrial warehouses throughout the Detroit-metro area; Defendants made illicit 
payments to potential customers to secure aluminum for storage in Detroit to further their 
scheme; Defendants shuttled 3,000 tons of aluminum per day from one Detroit area warehouse to 
another to further their scheme; and Defendants agreed to charge three times the market rate for 
storage in the Detroit warehouses.  Branch offs of this case are being litigated and in light of the 
above considerations, BTL has limited its role. 
 
In re: Dynamic Random Access Memory 2 Antitrust Litigation (MDL TBD) (USDC Northern 
District of California) -  BTL recently filed among the first class action complaints advanced on 
behalf of all persons and entities in the United States who purchased Dynamic Random Access 
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Memory (“DRAM”) directly from manufacturers between June 1, 2016 through February 1, 
2018.  The complaint alleges that the officers, directors, employees, agents, or other 
representatives entered into a continuing contract, combination, or conspiracy to unreasonably 
restrain trade and commerce in violation of Section 1 of the Sherman Act, 15 U.S.C. § 1. and 
through their unlawful conspiracy, artificially raised, inflated and maintained the market price of 
DRAM.  This litigation is on appeal. 

Exemplar Consumer Protection, Securities Litigation &  
Consumer-Based Antitrust Litigation 

 
In re Apple Securities Litigation (Superior Court of California) – BTL filed on behalf of 
Apple shareholders claims that an exclusive group of tech elites created and/or ratified policies 
and protocols that suppressed innovation for ten years. The case asserted that Apple’s co-founder 
and former CEO, Steve Jobs, and executives entered into illegal non-solicitation agreements with 
executives at other companies, such as Adobe Systems, Google, Inc., and Intel Corporation, with 
whom they had professional and personal relationships.  These agreements provided that Apple 
and other companies would not recruit each other’s employees, thus regulating the competition 
for talent and suppressing job mobility.  “Silicon Valley’s vast wealth and warped sense of 
entitlement led to an audacious conspiracy to suppress salaries,” Bloomberg Businessweek had 
reported.  Those agreements effectively stunted the success of the Bay Area’s innovation which 
was based on the frequent turnover of employees to diffuse information and spur innovation.   
 
Dale Bozzio/Missing Persons v. EMI Group Limited et al (USDC Northern District of 
California Oakland Division and Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals #13-15685) - BTL filed a 
lawsuit in the Northern District of California, that arose from the widespread and systematic 
breach of recording contracts involving legacy musicians.  The complaint was brought on behalf 
of a nationwide class for breach of contract and statutory violations of California law against 
Defendants EMI Group Limited; Capitol Records, LLC; EMI North America, LLC; EMI 
Recorded Music; and EMI Marketing (collectively referred to herein as “EMI”).  The complaint 
alleged that EMI’s failure to properly account for and pay its recording artists and music 
producers for income it received and continues to receive, from the licensees of its recorded 
music catalog for the sale of digital downloads, ringtones and streaming music (collectively, 
“digital content”).  The Standard EMI Recording Agreement typically sets forth payments to 
EMI’s recording artists and producers for licensing of masters at 50% of the receipts of EMI, 
rather than a lesser percentage (typically 12% to 20%) as a royalty paid to the artist or producer 
based on the price of each unit sold. The Ninth Circuit overturned the USDC dismissal of the 
action as to Bozzio on the basis of standing.  BTL was co-author of the successful appellate 
briefing.  This case was been resolved following a successful 9th Circuit appeal. 

In re Contact Lens (MDL 2626) (USDC Middle District of Florida) - BTL co-filed a class 
action lawsuit on behalf its clients in sixteen states, and the District of Columbia. The complaint 
alleges a conspiracy among four manufacturers and the largest distributor of contact lenses in 
the United States (CooperVision, Inc., Alcon Laboratories, Inc., Bausch & Lomb Incorporated, 
and Johnson & Johnson Vision Care, Inc.)  to eliminate discounting among retailers of 
contact lenses and to artificially fix, raise, maintain and/or stabilize the prices charged to 
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consumers.  Plaintiffs allege that they were subject to price floor policies during the period from 
and including June 1, 2013 through such time as the anticompetitive effects of Defendants’ 
unlawful conduct ceases.  As of mid-2014, nearly 40 million Americans wore contact lenses and 
spent $4.2 billion on them annually.  The manufacturer Defendants dominate and collectively 
control over 97% of the contact lens market in the United States.  Plaintiffs allege that the 
Defendants set a minimum price below which no reseller could advertise or sell a particular 
line of contact lenses.  This case has been resolved through settlements. 
 
In re TelexFree Securities Litigation (MDL 2566) (USDC District of Massachusetts) - 
TelexFree was a sprawling international pyramid scheme, the largest in United States history, 
that affected nearly a million victims and resulted in an estimated $4 billion dollars in damages.  
BTL filed against TelexFree, banks, pay processors, financial institutions, licensed professional, 
its owners and founders, insider promoters, and others for violations of state law, including the 
unregistered sale of securities, deceptive trade practices statutes, fraud, aiding and abetting and 
conspiracy. . With the case eventually being given MDL status, Mr. Bonsignore was appointed 
and is acting Lead Counsel.  This case is being actively litigated. 
 
In re: Vehicle Carrier Services Antitrust Litigation (MDL 2471) (USDC District of New 
Jersey) - BTL represented indirect purchasers of vehicle carrier services in eleven states.  
Vehicle carriers transport large numbers of cars, trucks or other automotive vehicles including 
agriculture and construction equipment across large bodies of water using specialized cargo ships 
known as roll on/roll off vessels.  The complaint alleges violations of certain state and federal 
laws as a direct result of a conspiracy among certain vehicle carriers, between January 1, 2008 
and May 24, 2013, to fix, raise, maintain and/or stabilize prices, and allocate the market and 
customers in the United States for, vehicle carrier services.  This case is on appeal. 
 
In re: Hyundai and Kia Fuel Economy Litigation (MDL 2424) (USDC Central District of 
California) - BTL filed a putative class-action lawsuit against Hyundai Motor America, Hyundai 
Motor Company of Korea, Kia Motors America, and Kia Motor Company of Korea as a result of 
their admission that they overstated the fuel economy for many vehicles they sold in the United 
States after independent tests by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) showed a 
discrepancy.  The multi-district class action lawsuit in the District of Central California was 
brought on behalf all consumers who own or lease Hyundai and Kia vehicles whose EPA fuel 
economy ratings were less than the fuel economy rating produced by the applicable federal test 
in that model’s year.  BTL and others (“Non-Settling Parties”) tested the sufficiency of a 
proposed settlement.  BTL was requested to and played a major role in the related litigation 
advanced by the Non-Settling Parties and as a result the original settlement was greatly 
improved.  Bonsignore LLC supports the current settlement that is pending final approval.  
Hyundai will lower fuel-consumption estimates on most Hyundai and Kia models produced in 
2012 and 2013.  This case was resolved through settlements. 
 
In re: (CRT) Antitrust Litigation (MDL 1917) (USDC Northern District of California) - BTL 
filed one of the first indirect purchaser cases in the country and coordinated the filing of 12 other 
cases.  The nationwide action alleges a price-fixing conspiracy in the CRT industry.  Bonsignore 
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waived a fee of over one million dollars to object to the settlement and now represents indirect 
end users from New Hampshire, Massachusetts, and Missouri who were excluded from the 
settlement.  After BTL filed the lead appellate briefs, Mr. Bonsignore was selected to serve as 
lead off counsel at oral argument.  Following oral argument, the Ninth Circuit ordered the parties 
to mediation.  Mr. Bonsignore later served as co-lead negotiator for the appellants.  The Ninth 
Circuit remanded the case to the district court, overturning a settlement of over $500 million. 
This case is back on appeal. 
 
In re: Publication Paper Antitrust Litigation (M.D.L.1631) (USDC Connecticut) - Robert 
Bonsignore served as Lead Counsel in MDL 1631 for all Indirect End Use Purchasers. This 
action focused on alleged national and international price fixing of certain types of publication 
grade paper during certain time periods.  Final approval of a class action settlement against the 
last remaining Defendants was approved. This case was resolved through settlements. 
 
In re: Massachusetts Smokeless Tobacco Litigation (Massachusetts Superior Court Business 
Litigation Session) - Robert Bonsignore was appointed as Co-Lead Counsel by the Chief Justice 
of the Business Litigation Session for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.  This action was 
fiercely litigated for 7 years.  Notably, this was the first contested indirect purchaser class action 
in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts to be certified.  The action sought economic damages 
for consumers and alleged that U.S. Smokeless unlawfully created and maintained an unlawful 
monopoly and artificially inflated prices.  The action was also noteworthy because Mr. 
Bonsignore certified a fifteen-year class period by successfully establishing that fraudulent 
concealment of the bad acts was included in the questioned conduct.  The all-cash settlement 
provided the greatest recovery per consumer (consumer class members were eligible to receive 
up $700 cash) in any price-fixing action brought against the manufacturers of moist smokeless 
tobacco.  This case was resolved through settlements. 
 
In re: New Hampshire Smokeless Tobacco Litigation (New Hampshire Superior Court) - 
Robert Bonsignore served as Lead Counsel.  Notably, this was the first contested indirect 
purchaser class action in the state of New Hampshire.  The cause made its way to the New 
Hampshire Supreme Court who extended its narrow interpretation of consumer protection 
statutes and allowed the Plaintiffs’ claims to proceed.  This successfully created new common 
law right of end-use indirect purchasers to bring an action to recover economic loss was later 
codified.  The action was also noteworthy because Mr. Bonsignore again certified a fifteen-year 
class period by successfully establishing that fraudulent concealment of the bad acts was 
included in the questioned conduct.  This case was eventually resolved through settlements. 
 
In re: California Vitamin Cases (San Francisco Superior Court) – Robert Bonsignore served 
on the Executive Committee in In re: Vitamin Cases which was settled on behalf of California 
indirect purchasers.  This action advanced antitrust claims against an international cartel of 
vitamin manufacturers accused of fixing prices and allocating markets in every level of the chain 
of distribution.  The court granted final approval of a settlement with certain vitamin 
manufacturers in a class action alleging that these and other manufacturers engaged in price 
fixing of particular vitamins.  This case has been settled. 
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In re: Dynamic Random Access Memory Antitrust Litigation (MDL 1486) (USDC Northern 
District of California) – Robert Bonsignore filed one of the first indirect purchaser DRAM cases 
in the country.  Bonsignore was selected to serve as a member of the Executive Committee.  
Subsequent to filing, BTL coordinated the consolidation and coordination of like cases in 48 
states.  The nationwide action alleged a price-fixing conspiracy in the DRAM industry.  Robert 
Bonsignore was appointed by the USDC to serve as interim lead counsel of a related putative 
class, later absorbed into MDL 1486.  This case was resolved through settlements. 
 
In re: Chocolate Antitrust Litigation (MDL 1935) (USDC Middle District of Pennsylvania) - 
BTL represented indirect end use purchasers of chocolate in 14 of 29 states involved in the 
litigation.  The action alleged an international price-fixing conspiracy in the chocolate industry.  
Robert Bonsignore was responsible for taking numerous depositions of the Defendant’s 
corporate officers, engaged in corporate document discovery, and was designated to serve as the 
discovery liaison with the largest purchaser of chocolate in the United States.  Mr. Bonsignore 
also served on the 5-person Plaintiffs’ Settlement Negotiation team and the expert witness and 
class certifications teams.  Other firm members carried out numerous massive document review 
projects. This case was dismissed. An appeal was not taken. 
 

Employment 
 
In re: Wal-Mart Wage and Hour Practices Litigation (MDL 1735) (USDC District of Nevada 
and Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals) - This successfully and finally resolved multi–district class 
action is the largest certified class in a wage and hour case in United States history.  The filing, 
coordination and prosecution of coordinated proceedings in 39 states were found to have been 
the brainchild of Robert Bonsignore.  Bonsignore first successfully argued that the litigation 
should be granted MDL status and coordinated for all pre-trial proceedings.  Mr. Bonsignore was 
then appointed to serve as national Co-Lead Counsel in this multi-district litigation and fully 
litigated the action.  This action focused on allegations that Wal-Mart systematically failed to 
pay its hourly employees for all time worked, including supplemental benefits.  The action 
settled for $85 million dollars plus injunctive relief designed to prevent the alleged violations 
from occurring again.  After the settlement received final approval a law firm that entered the 
case one-month prior to the execution of the Settlement Agreement purchased an interest in the 
attorney fees award (“Objector”).  After allocation of the attorney fees was arbitrated, the 
Objector filed an federal Arbitration Act appeal of the arbitration award. The district court 
rejected that appeal in a lengthy opinion, finding the challenge to be meritless.  The Objector 
appealed to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals.  On December 18, 2013, nearly 10 years after the 
litigation was filed the Ninth Circuit found the appeal to be meritless and affirmed the district 
court’s ruling.  Robert Bonsignore briefed and argued all appeals.  Mr. Bonsignore’s oral 
argument before the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals can be heard at 
http://www.ca9.uscourts.gov/media/view.php?pk_id=0000011351. (Carolyn Burton, et al. v. 
Class Counsel and Party to Arb, et al., No.  11-17718).  This case was resolved through 
settlements. 
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In re: Wal-Mart Massachusetts Wage and Hour Litigation- Bonsignore served as Class 
Counsel in Salvas v. Wal-Mart Stores, Inc., a certified Massachusetts class action of 67,000 
hourly employees alleging wage and hour violations against Wal-Mart occurring in the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts.  This action is the largest certified employment class in 
Massachusetts state history.  Notably, rulings and bodies of evidence obtained in this action have 
been relied upon in other employment litigation around the country. Attorney Robert Bonsignore 
successfully convinced the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court to reverse a trial court 
decision decertifying the class.  The argument, which is the second most watched archived SJC 
argument, set numerous precedents that have been frequently cited in numerous decisions.  This 
case was resolved through settlements. 
 

Exemplar Products Liability & Mass Tort Cases 
 
In re: Zofran (Ondansetron) Products Liability Litigation - (MDL 2657) (Pending) – BTL 
filed the second Zofran-related civil action in the country and has subsequently filed others.  
Zofran is a powerful drug developed by GSK to treat only those patients who were afflicted with 
the most severe nausea, for example nausea associated with cancer treatment such as radiation or 
chemotherapy. The U.S. Food and Drug Administration (“FDA”) approved Zofran in 1991 for 
use in cancer patients who required chemotherapy or radiation therapy.  Although the only FDA 
approval for this drug was for seriously ill, badly suffering cancer patients, GSK marketed 
Zofran “off label” as a safe and effective treatment for the very common side effect of a normal 
pregnancy:  pregnancy-related nausea and vomiting (“Morning Sickness”).  Plaintiffs allege that 
the use of Zofran by women who are pregnant increases the risk of birth defects and that prior to 
marketing Zofran as an off-label treatment for Morning Sickness between 1991 and 2011, GSK 
had the duty at all times to eliminate, minimize or warn of the risk of birth defects. This case is 
being litigated. Bonsignore has taken a limited role in light of the above considerations. 
 
In r: Hernia Mesh (Diverse Jurisdictions) – Hernia mesh is an unnecessary product that was 
created as a profit center by unscrupulous medical device companies who then compounded their 
misconduct through a series of marketing ploys from medically unsound fish oil to bold, yet 
unsupported claims of efficacy.  BTL so successfully litigated a claim on behalf of an individual 
mesh recipient that it was requested to create the consolidated litigation.  The Hernia Mesh 
complaints advance claims that focus on a number of theories, some specific to a particular 
product.  They include defective design, manufacture, production, testing, study, research, 
training, inspection, labeling, marketing, advertising, sales, promotion, and/or distribution of 
the hernia mesh products.  BTL represents approximately 300 mesh clients.  The litigation is 
spread out across the country.  
 
In re Amiodarone - BTL represents victims who were prescribed, purchased, and ingested the 
drug commonly referred to as Amiodarone and subsequently developed amiodarone-induced 
pulmonary fibrosis, a life-threatening and debilitating condition.  Amiodarone-induced 
pulmonary fibrosis victims are diagnosed as suffering from atrial fibrillation (“A-fib”), which is 
a rhythm condition of the atrial chambers of the heart.  At the time Amiodarone was prescribed, 
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the victims received no warning about the potential life-threatening complications. Additionally, 
the victims did not receive the FDA-mandated Medication Guide to be distributed with each 
prescription of Amiodarone that warns the user of the extremely dangerous, potentially life-
threatening complications associated with Amiodarone. 
 
In re: Silicone Gel Breast Implant Product Liability Litigation (MDL 926) (USDC Northern 
District of Alabama and USDC Eastern District of Michigan) – Bonsignore represented over 
400 pre-1991 recipients of saline and silicone breast implants.  During the multi-district 
litigation, Bonsignore served as Co-Counsel and on the Discovery Committee and was part of 
the discovery team.  A $2.35 billion fund was created in one of the largest class action 
settlements in U.S. history.  This case has been settled. Mr. Bonsignore resolved the claims of 
2500 breast implant claimants.  
 
In re: Mercury Vaccine Litigation (multiple jurisdictions) – Bonsignore filed several of the first 
consumer protection class action cases in the country alleging that the toxic levels of mercury 
coupled with the increased number of vaccinations poisoned infants and directly caused their 
learning disabilities and autism.  The action sought medical monitoring, a public release of 
related studies and data that could be used in diagnosis and treatment, and reimbursement of 
families as well as local and federal government for the staggering costs associated with the 
treatment of the affected children.  The firm helped spearhead a collective group of North 
America’s best trial lawyers and significantly contributed to this national litigation.  Bonsignore 
served on the Executive, Science, Expert, Class Certification, State Coordination and Discovery 
Committees.  The related claims gained no traction because the science relied upon were 
compromised when a researcher exaggerated his findings.  The sudden and continuing spike in 
the rate of autism remains stunning and unexplained.  This case was dismissed. 
 
In re: Rezulin Products Liability Litigation (MDL 1348) (USDC Southern District of New 
York) - Bonsignore filed one of the first wrongful death, liver failure and consumer protection 
class action cases in the country.  The action alleged that the makers of the diabetes drug did not 
adequately test its safety and efficacy prior to mass marketing it to consumers.  On March 21, 
2000, per the FDA's request, Warner-Lambert finally issued the Rezulin recall after its 
controversial run on the U.S. market.  Robert Bonsignore’s early aggressive discovery led to the 
key admission that Warner Lambert had health department reviewers of the drug on its payroll at 
the time it was approved.  Bonsignore served on the Science, Expert, Class Certification, State 
Coordination and Discovery Committees in the multi-district action.  In addition, Bonsignore 
was selected to take critical depositions.  Mr. Bonsignore secured the largest single award in an 
individual action, obtaining a $3.75 million-dollar recovery for his client.  This case was 
resolved through settlements. 
 
In re: Sulzer Orthopedics, Inc., Hip Prothesis and Knee Prothesis Product Liability Litigation 
(MDL 1410) (USDC Northern District of Ohio) - Bonsignore filed one of the first hip failure 
consumer protection class actions cases in the country.  Bonsignore took and attended the first 
depositions obtaining key admissions.  The aggressive discovery conducted by Bonsignore 
resulted in key admissions by one of its chief worldwide recall investigators.  The multi-district 
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class action alleged that the makers of hip and knee prostheses negligently coated these medical 
devices with commercial grade motor oil and did not adequately test safety and efficacy prior to 
mass marketing to consumers.  The related products were recalled from the United States market.  
A settlement was reached approximating $1 billion.  This case was resolved through settlements.. 
 
In re: Lead Paint – Bonsignore represented the City of Providence Rhode Island in an action 
seeking to have the manufacturers of lead paint pay for its removal and to pay for the costs 
absorbed by the city for the health care and special education of children who suffered from lead 
paint poisoning.  

PRINCIPAL 
 
ROBERT J. BONSIGNORE.  Mr. Bonsignore began his career in the Office of the District 
Attorney for Middlesex County, Massachusetts.  Since 1990 when he began his own law firm 
specializing in complex litigation and trial work, he has been lead trial counsel in cases with jury 
verdicts totaling in excess of $350 million dollars.  Mr. Bonsignore is AV rated by Martindale 
Hubbell and was awarded Diplomat status by the National College of Advocacy.  Mr. 
Bonsignore is frequently requested to speak at Continuing Legal Education seminars across the 
country.  He has lectured on topics ranging from antitrust to consumer advocacy and from trial 
techniques to ethics.  He has co-authored a trial technique treatise on Direct Examination for 
Lexus/Nexus.  
 
Mr. Bonsignore has extensive experience in antitrust, consumer protection, complex litigation, 
class actions, multi-district litigation, Judicial Panel on Multi-District Litigation proceedings, and 
commercial cases.  He also has received significant jury verdicts in wrongful death and 
catastrophic injury cases.   
 
Between 2001 and 2004, Mr. Bonsignore was appointed Lead Counsel in five separate certified 
class actions by the Chief Justice of the Business Litigation Session for the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts advancing claims raised pursuant to the Massachusetts Consumer Protection 
statute - Massachusetts General Law 93A.  All were finally approved without appeal.  Mr. 
Bonsignore was also appointed Lead or Co-Lead counsel in four other certified and class actions 
that were finally approved.  Mr. Bonsignore successfully argued the re-certification of the largest 
employment class action in Massachusetts’ history at the Supreme Judicial Court level.  At the 
trial court level, Mr. Bonsignore presented the oral argument at the first contested end use 
consumer indirect purchaser monopolization class action to be certified pursuant to Mass. 
General Laws Chapter 93A.   
 
Mr. Bonsignore is frequently called upon to serve as counsel in team approach litigation because 
of his decades-long experience and proven track record in multi-district litigation.  After 
establishing himself as a trial lawyer and working cooperatively in the Silicon Breast Implant 
Litigation in 2000, Mr. Bonsignore was selected as the firm representative of Robinson, 
Calcagnie & Robinson to the “megafirm” of Herman, Middleton, Casey, Kitchens & Robinson 
(“HMCKR”).  HMCKR formally brought together nationally top-ranked law firms to jointly 
prosecute MDL actions (multi-district class actions) and other complex litigation involving 
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antitrust, unfair competition, and pharmaceutical matters.  Other mega-firm members selected 
Mr. Bonsignore based on his skill, experience, work ethic accomplishment, and demonstrated 
ability to work cooperatively with co-counsel and opposing counsel on a multitude of projects.  
 
Mr. Bonsignore was extensively involved in trial preparation in cases against tobacco 
manufacturers brought by public entities as well as private attorneys general and was counsel of 
record for the former Governor of California as well as Orange and Los Angeles counties. He is 
presently retained by the majority of counties in New Hampshire to represent them in the Opioid 
Litigation.  He also advises them on antitrust litigation.  Mr. Bonsignore first drafted the State of 
Rhode Island’s indirect end use purchaser antitrust laws and advised the City of Providence, 
Rhode Island throughout the legislative process. 
 
In cases pending in United States federal courts, Mr. Bonsignore has been appointed lead counsel 
in 3 cases assigned Multi-District Litigation status by the Judicial Panel on Multi-District 
Litigation.  MDL 1631 consolidated all indirect purchaser anti-trust actions filed nationwide 
addressing price fixing in the publication paper industry. MDL 1735 consolidated cases 
nationwide addressing wage and our violations by Wal-Mart Inc.  Both actions in which Mr. 
Bonsignore was appointed Lead Counsel were settled after being aggressively litigated and 
received final approval.  Mr. Bonsignore presently serves as Lead Counsel in MDL 2566, In re 
TelexFree Securities Litigation.  
 
Mr. Bonsignore has served as a member of the American Antitrust Institute’s Board of Directors 
since 2009.  The American Trial Lawyers Association has selected him as a peer reviewed “Top 
Trial Lawyer” each year since 2007.  In 2010, he received the Outstanding Public Service Award 
from the Ipswich River Foundation.  He is a 2010 graduate of the Trial Lawyers College.  Mr. 
Bonsignore served as antitrust advisor to the Chief Counsel for the City of Providence, Rhode 
Island.  Legislation Mr. Bonsignore initially drafted that provided for municipalities and school 
districts to bring an indirect purchaser antitrust case was eventually signed into law in 2013. In 
2020 he made a substantial donation to the Medford Public Library and a conference room was 
named in his family’s honor in the new Bloomberg Public Library.  
 
Mr. Bonsignore has successfully tried to verdict several high-profile cases including cases 
selected by the Association of Trial Lawyers of America (ATLA) as the most outstanding jury 
verdicts of the year.  Legal publications have featured Mr. Bonsignore’s success in first obtaining 
admissions of payoffs to medical reviewers in the Rezulin litigation.  Mr. Bonsignore’s finding 
of Sulzer’s document destruction in the hip replacement litigation was publicized in the United 
States and Europe.  His work on Sulzer hip litigation also merited a feature story in the European 
news magazine FACTS, where he was headlined as the “American Killer Lawyer.”   
 
Mr. Bonsignore is a past recipient of the F. Scott Baldwin Most Outstanding Young Trial 
Lawyer in America Award that he received in 1997.  He also is a seven-time recipient of the 
prestigious Wiedemann-Wysocki Citation of Excellence Award that is awarded by the trial bar to 
the most outstanding members of its ranks.  In 1994, he received the Massachusetts Junior 
Chamber of Commerce Most Outstanding Young Leader Award, and in 1997 he was honored by 
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the Massachusetts Bar Association with the Most Outstanding Young Lawyer Award.  In 2005, 
Mr. Bonsignore was presented with the Joseph Tonihill award that is recognized as the most 
prestigious award presented by the Association of Trial Lawyers of America for consumer 
advocacy. 
 
As a past Chair of the Association of Trial Lawyers of America, Young Lawyers Division, Mr. 
Bonsignore was credited with creating the practice of appointing one man and one woman 
representative wherever possible in each representative member state, province or country for the 
purpose of representing the interests of young lawyers to the bar.  He created and instituted a 
program promoting local public service by young lawyers.  In recognition of the nature and 
scope of this undertaking and before its demise, the Association of Trial Lawyers of America 
Young Lawyers Division, presented the Robert J. Bonsignore Public Service Award to a 
representative bar group that performs the most outstanding acts of public service. 
   
Mr. Bonsignore previously served on the Boards of the non-profit Trial Lawyers for Public 
Justice and was a national officer for the Civil Justice Foundation.  Mr. Bonsignore is a Life 
Member of the National Conference of Bar Presidents of the American Bar Association and has 
served on the Articles and Bylaws Committee since 1999.  Mr. Bonsignore has previously served 
as a Consumer Advisory Commissioner for the Office of the Attorney General for the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts and as an Assistant District Attorney for Middlesex County.  
Forbes Sky Radio selected Mr. Bonsignore as one of America’s Best Lawyers. Mr. Bonsignore is 
an Assistant Scout Master for Scout Troop 143, St Viator School, Black Mountain District, Las 
Vegas Area Counsel and the proud father of two Eagle Scouts and a pending Congressional 
Medal of Honor winner. His youngest daughter was the first female Scout in her District. 
 
During 2018 and 2019 Mr. Bonsignore was requested to give about 10 Continuing Legal 
Education (CLE”) programs on behalf of “for pay” CLE companies on complex litigation, 
discovery, class actions, and e discovery. He is the author of Westlaw’s Litigating Tort Cases; 
Chapter 39. Direct Examination of Lay Witnesses. He most recent request to offer a course on 
CLE on MDL practice, class actions, and complex litigation have been put on hold in light of the 
above considerations. 
 
The Curriculum Vitae of each lawyer in the firm is available upon request. All inquiries 
should be directed to: 
 
Robert J. Bonsignore 
Bonsignore Trial Lawyers, PLLC 
3771 Meadowcrest Drive 
Las Vegas, NV 89121 
Telephone:  (781) 856-7650 
Office: (781) 350-0000 
Fax: (702) 852-5726 
E-mail:  rbonsignore@classactions.us 
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