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I, RYAN W. MARTM. declare as follows:

1. I am an attorney in the law finn of Robins Kaplan I.I.P. counsel for tlie Rule 23(b)(3)

Class Plaintifls in the abovc-captioncd action.

2. I submit this Declaration in Support of Rule 23(b)(3) Class Plaintiffs' Reply

Memorandum of Law in Further Support of Settlement Final Approval.

3. Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 is a true and correct copy of a letter from Jertrey Shinder

to Judge Gleeson dated November 17, 2005, In re Visa Check/Ma.sierMoney AniiirusI Lilig.,No.

96 CV 5238(JG). ECF No. 1220.

4. Attached hereto as Exhibit 2 is a true and correct copy of an order dated

December 20, 2005. filed January 19, 2006 from Judge Gleeson, In re Visa Check/MaslerMoney

Aniilrusi Litig., No. 96 CV 5238(JG), ECF No. 1244.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Dated: August 30. 2019 Respectfully submitted,

ROBE n.AN LLP

RYAN W. MARTH

800 LaSalle Avenue

Suite 2800

Minneapolis, MN 55402
RMarth@RobinsKaplan.com
Tel: 612-349-8500

Fax: 612-339-4181
SWS.tSOf).!
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As indicated in Lead Counsel’s letter, instances in which Class Members assert that the purchase1

volumes estimated based on the Visa Transactional Database are lower than the purchase volumes actually received

“clearly fall within the category of challenges that the Plan of Allocation ... was designed to accommodate.”  (Nov.

17, 2005 letter from Lead Counsel).  Disputes of this nature are properly directed to the Claims Administrator under

the Plan of Allocation § 7.  

Class members who disagree with the Claims Administrator’s calculations must dispute the2

accuracy of the calculation in writing.  They must also state affirmatively, and provide supporting documentation for,

what they believe their claims should be.  (Id. at § 7.1).  When such a challenge is made, the Claims Administrator

will review the challenge and issue a determination letter.  (Id. at § 7.2).  This letter will include, in addition to the

Claims Administrator’s findings, a notice of the right to appeal the determination, first by petitioning lead counsel

and then by petitioning the Court.  (Id. at § 7.2-7.4).

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK
------------------------------------------------------X
IN RE VISA CHECK/MASTERMONEY
ANTITRUST LITIGATION ORDER
------------------------------------------------------X      CV-96-5238 (JG)

JOHN GLEESON, United States District Judge:

In a letter dated November 17, 2005, Lead Counsel Constantine Cannon requested

guidance from the Court on how to proceed with claims that do not fit within the category of

challenges contemplated by the Settlement Agreement and Plan of Allocation (“Plan”).   The1

Plan governs the distribution of settlement funds in this case, and it sets forth a mechanism for

the resolution of disputes by class members about the calculations of their claims by the Claims

Administrator.   2

According to Lead Counsel, two types of challenges have arisen that do not fit

within the Plan’s dispute-resolution mechanism: (1) situations in which Class Members have

sold or purchased stores, divisions, or business and are contesting the allocation of Class funds

between the purchaser and seller; and (2) disputes between franchisors and franchisees regarding

the allocation of Class funds between them.

My intent is to have Special Master Robin Wilcox resolve such disputes, as well

as other disputes that may arise outside the rubric of the Plan’s dispute-settlement mechanism, in
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the first instance.  Thereafter, to the extent that disputes of the same nature arise again, Special

Master Wilcox’s decisions will be applied as precedent by Lead Counsel and the Claims

Administrator.  This approach will be refined as made necessary by the number and type of

disputes that arise as the claims process continues.  Lead Counsel’s input as to the necessity and

appropriateness of any such refinements will be welcome.  

Lead Counsel is directed to select one or more disputes that are representative of

the two categories of disputes described in the second paragraph of this Order and present them

to Special Master Wilcox on or before January 6, 2006 for a report and recommendation.  

So Ordered. 

JOHN GLEESON, U.S.D.J.

Dated: December 20, 2005
Brooklyn, New York
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