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TO THE COURT AND ALL PARTIES AND THEIR COUNSEL OF RECORD:  

 PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on June 30, 2022, at 2:00 p.m., or as soon thereafter as counsel 

may be heard by the above-captioned Court, located at 400 McAllister Street, San Francisco, California 

94102, Department 613, Plaintiffs Susan Wang and Rene’ Lee will and hereby does move for an order:  

1. Of final approval of the class action settlement set forth in the Settlement Agreement 

attached as Exhibit 1 to the Declaration of Annick M. Persinger in Support of Plaintiffs’ Motion for 

Final Approval of Class Action Settlement;  

2. Of certification, for settlement purposes, of a Settlement Class defined as:  

All persons, who, during the Class Period of September 1, 2015 to 
September 1, 2019, (1) while in California, (2) purchased at least one 
ticket from StubHub, (3) using the Stubhub website or mobile 
website.1 

 
3. Appointing Plaintiffs Susan Wang and Rene’ Lee as Class Representatives;  

4. Appointing as Class Counsel Annick M. Persinger and Hassan A. Zavareei of Tycko & 

Zavareei LLP as Class Counsel;  

5. Overruling both objections; and  

6. Entering Judgment with continuing jurisdiction as provided in the [Proposed] Final 

Approval Order and Judgment.  

 This Motion is based on this Notice of Motion and Motion, the Memorandum of Points and 

Authorities filed herewith; the concurrently filed Declaration of Annick M. Persinger along with its 

exhibits; the concurrently filed Declaration of Lacey Rose along with its exhibits; the papers and 

pleadings on file with the Court; and upon such other evidence, information, or material as may be 

presented to the Court.  

 
1 Excluded from the Class are the Judge presiding over this Action and members of the Court’s staff; 
StubHub, including StubHub’s subsidiaries, parent companies, successors, predecessors, and any entity 
in which StubHub or its parents have a controlling interest and their current or former officers, and 
employees; and Defense Counsel. 
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 A copy of the [Proposed] Final Approval Order and Judgment is being filed concurrently with 

this Motion. 

 

Dated:  June 8, 2022 /s/Annick M. Persinger  
Annick M. Persinger (CA Bar No. 272996) 
 
Settlement Class Counsel 
Counsel for Plaintiffs  
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On _________, 2022, this Court heard Plaintiffs Susan Wang and Rene’ Lee (“Plaintiffs”) unopposed 

motion for final approval of the class action settlement, as well as Plaintiffs’ unopposed motion for 

attorney’s fees, out-of-pocket costs, and Service Awards. This Court reviewed (a) the motions and the 

supporting papers, including, the Settlement Agreement and Release (“Agreement” or “Settlement”); (b) 

the two objections presented to the Court; (c) Plaintiffs’ and defendant StubHub Inc.’s (“Defendant”) 

(collectively, “the Parties”) responses to those objections; and (d) counsels’ arguments. Based on this 

review and the findings below, the Court found good cause to grant the motion.

FINDINGS:

1. Unless otherwise specified, defined terms in Agreement have the same definition as used 

in this Final Approval Order and Judgment. . 

2. The Settlement is fair, reasonable, and adequate such that final approval is 

warranted. The Court finds the Settlement was entered into in good faith, that it is fair, reasonable and 

adequate, and that it satisfies the standards and applicable requirements for final approval of this class 

action settlement under California law, including the provisions of California Code of Civil Procedure 

section 382 and California Rules of Court, Rule 3.769. Accordingly, the Court grants final approval of 

the Settlement Agreement.  

3. The Court certifies the Settlement Class for purposes of the Settlement. For 

Settlement purposes, the Class Members are defined as: all persons who, during the Class Period, (1) 

while in California, (2) purchased at least one ticket from StubHub, (3) using the StubHub website or 

mobile website. Excluded from the Class are the Judge presiding over this Action and members of the 

Court’s staff; StubHub, including StubHub’s subsidiaries, parent companies, successors, predecessors, 

and any entity in which StubHub or its parents have a controlling interest and their current or former 

officers, directors, and employees; and Defense Counsel. 

4. Appointment of Settlement Class Representatives. The Court appoints Plaintiff 

Rene’ Lee and Plaintiff Susan Wang as Settlement Class Representatives. 

5. Appointment of Settlement Class Counsel. The Court appoints Annick M. Persinger 

and Hassan A. Zavareei of Tycko & Zavareei LLP as Settlement Class Counsel.  
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6. The Court finds that Notice was sufficiently given pursuant to the plan for notice 

that this Court approved at preliminary approval. The Settlement Administrator provided notice to 

Class Members in compliance with the Agreement, California Code of Civil Procedure section 382, 

California Rules of Court, Rules 3.766 and 3.769, the California and United States Constitutions, and any 

other applicable law. The notice: (a) fully and accurately informed Class Members about the lawsuit and 

Settlement; (b) provided sufficient information so that Class Members were able to decide whether to 

accept the benefits offered, opt-out and pursue their own remedies, or object to the proposed Settlement; 

(c) provided procedures for Class Members to file written objections to the proposed Settlement, to 

appear at the Fairness Hearing, and to state objections to the proposed Settlement; and (d) provided the 

time, date and place of the final Fairness Hearing. 

7. Payments to Settlement Class Members who submitted valid claims. The 

Settlement Administrator will issue a payment to each Authorized Claimant in accordance with 

paragraphs 3.2.3.2 and 3.2.4.2 of the Settlement Agreement within fifteen business days upon receipt of 

the final reports described therein or within thirty days after the Effective Date, whichever occurs later. 

8. Release. Upon the Effective Date, and in consideration of the promises and covenants 

set forth in the Settlement Agreement, the Class Representatives and each Settlement Class Member 

release any and all claims Plaintiffs and the Settlement Class has or may have against StubHub, and each 

of its present, former, and future parents, predecessors, successors, assigns, assignees, affiliates, 

conservators, divisions, departments, subdivisions, owners, partners, principals, trustees, creditors, 

shareholders, joint ventures, co-venturers, officers, and directors (whether acting in such capacity or 

individually), attorneys, vendors, accountants, nominees, agents (alleged, apparent, or actual), 

representatives, employees, managers, administrators, and each person or entity acting or purporting to 

act for them or on their behalf, including, but not limited to, all of its subsidiaries and affiliates 

(collectively, “Releases”) with respect to any claim or issue, whether known or unknown, relating to or 

arising out of any of the claims that were asserted in the Action, and any allegations, acts, transactions, 

facts, events, matters, occurrences, representations, statements, or omissions that were or could have 

been set forth, alleged, referred to, or asserted in the Action, and whether assertable in the form of a 
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cause of action or as a private motion, petition for relief or claim for contempt, or otherwise, and in any 

court, tribunal, arbitration panel, commission, agency, or before any governmental and/or administrative 

body, or any other adjudicatory body, or any other federal, state, local, statutory or common law or any 

other law, rule, regulation, ordinance, code, contract, common law, or any other source, including the 

law of any jurisdiction outside the United States (including both direct and derivative claims), including 

any and all claims for damages, injunctive relief, interest, attorney fees, and litigation expenses.

The Parties hereby waive any and all rights and benefits arising out of the facts alleged in the 

Action by virtue of the provisions of Civil Code § 1542, or any other provision in the law of the United

States, or any state or territory of the United States, or principle of common law or equity that is similar, 

comparable or equivalent to Civil Code § 1542, with respect to this release. The Parties are aware that 

Civil Code § 1542 provides as follows: General release; extent. A general release does not extend to claims 

that the creditor or releasing party does not know or suspect to exist in his or her favor at the time of 

executing the release and that, if known by him or her, would have materially affected his or her 

settlement with the debtor or released party. 

Although the releases granted under this Agreement are not general releases, Plaintiffs, on behalf 

of themselves and of all Class Members, nonetheless expressly acknowledge that Plaintiffs and the Class 

Members are waiving the protections of Cal. Civ. Code § 1542 as to the Class Members’ Release only. 

The Parties expressly acknowledge that they may hereafter discover facts in addition to or different from 

those which they now know or believe to be true with respect to the subject matter of the released claims 

described above, but the Plaintiffs and the Settlement Class Members, upon the Effective Date, shall be 

deemed to have, and by operation of law shall have, fully, finally and forever settled, released, and 

discharged any and all Released Claims known or unknown, suspected or unsuspected, whether or not 

concealed or hidden, that now exist or heretofore have existed upon any theory of law or equity, 

including, but not limited to, Released Claims based on conduct that is negligent, reckless, intentional, 

with or without malice, or a breach of any duty, law or rule, without regard to the subsequent discovery 

or existence of such different or additional facts. The Parties agree that the Released Claims constitute a 

specific and not a general release. The Parties shall be deemed to have agreed that the release set forth 
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above will be and may be raised as a complete defense to and will preclude any action or proceeding 

based on the Released Claims. The Parties agree that all Settlement Class Members are barred from 

bringing a future claim against StubHub on the same or similar facts and theories alleged in the operative 

complaint in this Action.

As of the Effective Date, by operation of entry of the Final Order and Judgment, the Released 

Parties shall be deemed to have fully released and forever discharged Plaintiffs, all other Class Members 

and Class Counsel from any and all claims of abuse of process, malicious prosecution, or any other claims 

arising out of the initiation, prosecution or resolution of the Action, including, but not limited to, claims 

for attorneys’ fees, costs of suit or sanctions of any kind, or any claims arising out of the allocation or 

distribution of any of the consideration distributed pursuant to this Agreement. Settlement Agreement 

¶¶ 3.3.1.  

9. Service Awards. Services Awards to Plaintiffs in the amount of $10,000.00 (each) is fair 

and reasonable in light of Plaintiffs’ risks (including financial, professional, and emotional) in 

commencing this Action as the Class Representatives, and Plaintiffs’ public interest service. 

10. Award of Attorney’s Fees. The Court awards attorney’s fees in the amount of 

$2,723,928.45, which is fair and reasonable in light of Settlement Class Counsel’s lodestar and the results 

obtained. 

11. Cost Award. The Court awards costs in the amount of $166,275.90 to reimburse 

Settlement Class Counsel for their out-of-pocket costs in this case. 

12. Costs of Settlement Administration. The Court also awards at least $339,795.65 in 

costs to Angeion based on their current estimate. Any further payment to Angeion will be paid as 

described in the Settlement Agreement at paragraph 3.1.4(a). 

13. Binding Effect of Order. This Order applies to all claims or causes of action settled 

under the Settlement Agreement, and binds all Settlement Class Members, including those who did not 

properly request exclusion under paragraph 14 of the Order Granting Unopposed Motion for Preliminary 

Approval of Class Action Settlement. This Order does not bind persons who filed timely and valid 
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requests for exclusion. Attached as Exhibit A is a list of persons who properly requested to be excluded 

from the Settlement.

14. Judgment. The Court finds that there is no reason to delay and directs the Clerk to enter 

judgment in accordance with the terms of this Order as of the date of this Order.

15. Court’s Jurisdiction. Pursuant to the Parties’ request, California Code of Civil Procedure 

section 664.6, and California Rule of Court, Rule 3.769(h), the Court retains jurisdiction over this Action 

and the Parties until final performance of the Agreement.

16. Compliance Hearing. On ___________, 2022, at _______ a.m., the Court will hold a 

compliance hearing so as to allow this Final Approval Order and Judgment to be amended and provided 

to the Judicial Council, pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure § 384.5. No later than five court days before 

the compliance hearing, the Parties shall submit a report to the Court specifying the total amount paid 

to Authorized Claimants along with a proposed amended Final Approval Order and Judgment. No later 

than five court days after receipt of notice of entry of the amended Final Approval Order and Judgment, 

the Parties shall submit the amended this Final Approval Order and Judgment to the Judicial Council, 

pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure § 384.5, and shall file a proof of service with this Court confirming 

this. 

 

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Date: _____________________ ____________________________
Hon. Andrew Y.S. Cheng
Judge of the Superior Court
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I. INTRODUCTION 

After nearly four years of vigorous litigation, and extensive arms’ length negotiations with Judge 

Massullo serving as a neutral mediator, Plaintiffs Susan Wang and Rene’ Lee seek final approval of the 

Settlement Agreement (“Settlement” or “Agreement”) that will resolve Plaintiffs’ claims against 

Defendant StubHub, Inc. (“StubHub”). See Decl. of Annick M. Persinger in Support of Final Approval 

(“Persinger Decl. Re: Final Approval”), Ex. 1 (Settlement Agreement).  

With this action, Plaintiffs sought a refund of StubHub’s fees that it charged to users in 

California in connection with ticket sales on its website. Plaintiffs sought this refund of fees for 

themselves and putative class members who made their purchases in California and who encountered 

an allegedly deceptive online purchasing process that hid the amount of fees until the very last stage of 

the transaction.1  

The Settlement provides a significant portion of the full relief that Plaintiffs sought in this 

action. In that regard, if approved, the Settlement will provide substantial relief to over one hundred 

thousand StubHub users who made ticket purchases in California. The terms of the Settlement provide 

Class Members with a choice between the option of $20 in cash, or the option of credit in much higher 

amounts. Accordingly, because of the Settlement, at least 102,659 Class Members who have submitted 

valid claims as of the date of this filing will receive one of these two benefits under the Settlement.2  

Already, 69,202 Class Members have submitted valid claims for cash. These Class Members will 

receive a payment of $20. The $20 in cash represents 55% of the median $36.50 in fees paid by the 

Class, or, in other words, 55% of putative class members’ potential individual damages if Plaintiffs had 

prevailed at trial.3 Especially given the risks to Plaintiffs in this complex case, this 55% of the individual 

relief that putative class members could have obtained if Plaintiff won at trial is an exceptional result 

 
1 Plaintiff does not seek injunctive relief because StubHub changed the relevant purchase flow after this 
action was filed. See S.A. § 6.4, Persinger Decl. Re: Final Approval, Ex. 1 (describing changes to the “fee 
toggle” that made it easier for users to see applicable fees earlier in the transaction) 
2 While the objection and exclusion deadline were on May 17, 2022, the claims deadline is not until 
June 25, 2022. Thus, additional valid claims will be submitted before the hearing.  
3 See Feb. 11, 2022 Am. Decl. of Vamsidhar Chennagouni in Support of Unopposed Motion for 
Preliminary Approval of Settlement, ¶ 6 (discussing median). 
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for the Settlement Class Members.  

The Class Members who chose credit will receive a currently estimated $500 in credit to use on 

StubHub’s ticket selling platform. With the $500 amount, Class Members will be able to purchase full 

tickets on StubHub inclusive of fees—even though, with this action, Plaintiffs sought only the amounts 

paid by California purchasers in fees, and not the amount paid for the underlying ticket.4 As such, the 

$500 credit amount is remarkable because it is likely a far higher amount than individual class members 

could have received if Plaintiff had prevailed at trial—as Plaintiffs only sought a refund in the amount 

of fees paid, and not a refund in the amount of the full ticket prices inclusive of fees.   

If, on the other hand, the Settlement is not approved, the Parties will return to the status quo 

where the Class could receive nothing if Plaintiffs are unsuccessful in proving at trial that StubHub’s 

placement of the fees in their purchase flow during the relevant time period was a substantial factor 

causing them to pay StubHub’s fees. StubHub intended to argue that causation could not be shown 

because a study that was published and conducted directly on StubHub users established that between 

85-95% of ticket transactions would have occurred anyway, even if fees had been displayed earlier in 

process. While Plaintiffs had amassed significant evidence supporting their claims that StubHub’s 

placement of the fees was a substantial factor in Plaintiff and Class Members’ purchasing decisions, 

proving the substantial factor test to the jury would have been risky in the face of StubHub’s evidence. 

Presenting yet more risk to obtaining damages in the amount of the fees paid by Plaintiffs and 

the putative class, StubHub’s business, which provides a third-party platform to sell tickets for live 

events, was dramatically affected and reduced in the wake of COVID-19—rendering any possible 

judgment likely uncollectable. See generally Apr. 4, 2021 Decl. of Marjorie Mira (describing StubHub’s 

financial position). 

Given the significant risks that Plaintiffs faced, the Settlement is an excellent result for the Class. 

 
4 Compare July 14, 2021 Decl. of Justin Friedman in Support of Prelim. Approval ¶ 4 (explaining that 
credits in amounts between $80 and $130 would be enough to buy full tickets on StubHub); with June 
8, 2022 Decl. of Lacey Rose Re: Notice Administration ¶ 24 (stating that there were 33,457 valid claims 
for the Credit Option as of June 6, 2022, in advance of the June 25, 2022 deadline to submit claims); 
with Settlement Agreement § 3.2.3, Persinger Decl. Re: Final Approval, Ex. 1 (setting Credit Fund at 
$20,000,000). 
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Accordingly, given the relative risks and benefits, and the fact that negotiations were conducted at arm’s 

length, the Settlement is fair, adequate, and reasonable such that it warrants final approval.  

Indeed, the reaction of the Class has been positive as Settlement Class Members have already 

submitted 102,659 valid claims. Rose Decl. ¶ 23. While there are over one hundred thousand valid 

claims, there are only two objections. One objection, lodged by serial objector and disbarred attorney—

Steven Helfand—should be overruled, as none of his arguments raise legitimate issues as to the fairness, 

reasonableness, or adequacy of the Settlement. Persinger Decl. Re: Final Approval, Ex. 2 (Helfand 

objection). The other, a pro se objection, while purporting to object, provides no substance and is thus 

the type of objection that courts routinely overrule. See Rose Decl., Ex. F (pro se objection).  

In addition, Angeion, the appointed Settlement Administrator, administered the plan for Class 

Notice ordered by the Court. At Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s direction, Angeion also went further by emailing 

reminder notices and creating and effecting a digital media notice on social media. Rose Decl. ¶¶ 13-15 

(describing reminder email), ¶¶ 18-20 (describing digital notice), ¶ 27 (estimating 98.84% reach). While 

directing Angeion to send this reminder notice reduced the amount that Plaintiffs can seek in attorney’s 

fees from the separate fund set aside under the Settlement for payment of fees, costs, administration 

costs, and service awards, Plaintiffs’ Counsel determined that a reminder notice was in the interest of 

the Settlement Class Members. And the reminder notice worked—creating so many more claims that 

Plaintiffs again reduced the amount requested in attorney’s fees to account for claims administration 

costs stemming from the significant increase in claimants who filed claims after receiving the reminder 

notice. See Notice of Am. Appl. for Fees, Costs, and Service Awards. Thus, the Court can easily find 

that the notice in this case was more than sufficient.     

Finally, nothing should disturb the Court’s preliminary conclusion to conditionally certify the 

Settlement Class for purposes of the Settlement. Thus, Plaintiffs respectfully request that the Court (1) 

grant Final Approval; (2) make final the certification of the Settlement Class for settlement purposes; 

(3) appoint Plaintiffs as Class Representatives; (4) appoint Plaintiffs’ Counsel as Settlement Class 

Counsel; (5) overrule the objections; and (6) enter Judgment with continuing jurisdiction.   

II. BACKGROUND OF LITIGATION AND SETTLEMENT HISTORY 

Plaintiff Susan Wang initiated this lawsuit against StubHub on February 5, 2018, alleging that 
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StubHub violated California consumer law when it operated a deceptive bait-and-switch scheme, where 

a consumer relies on “deceptive advertising to decide to buy merchandise” such that “when the 

deception is revealed, the consumer, now invested in the decision to buy and swept up in the 

momentum of events, nonetheless buys at the inflated price, despite his or her better judgment.” Veera 

v. Banana Republic, LLC (2016) 6 Cal.App.5th 907, 921. After Plaintiff Wang survived StubHub’s 

Demurrer and Motion to Compel Arbitration, in January 2019, Plaintiff Lee joined the lawsuit.  

The Parties engaged in substantial discovery in this case. StubHub served several rounds of 

written discovery on Plaintiffs and took both Plaintiffs’ depositions. Based on its discovery, StubHub 

filed a Motion for Summary Judgment, which Plaintiffs defeated in November 2019. On December 23, 

2019, the Court of Appeal denied StubHub’s petition for a writ of mandate.  

Subsequently, Plaintiffs took numerous depositions, reviewed tens of thousands of pages of 

documents, conducted extensive written discovery, and obtained verified declarations from StubHub 

to avoid some depositions.   

Based on this discovery, Plaintiffs filed their Motion for Class Certification on March 3, 2021. 

On April 9, 2021, StubHub filed its Opposition. As Plaintiffs worked on their Reply in Support of 

Certification, the Parties met for two settlement conferences before the Honorable Anne-Christine 

Massullo, Superior Court judge for San Francisco County on April 16, 2021, and April 23, 2021.  

During the April 23, 2021 settlement conference, the Parties reached an agreement in principle 

to settle the claims Plaintiffs brought on behalf of the putative Class. Plaintiffs’ Counsel obtained bids 

from respected claims administrators and the Parties drafted the formal Settlement Agreement with 

attachments, including the details of the notice and administration process. The Parties executed the 

Settlement Agreement on July 12, 2021.  

The Court then granted preliminary approval on January 27, 2022. In addition, for Settlement 

purposes, the Court conditionally certified the agreed Class definition on a preliminary basis:  

All persons, who, during the Class Period of September 1, 2015 to September 1, 2019, 
(1) while in California, (2) purchased at least one ticket from StubHub, (3) using the 
StubHub website or mobile website.5 

 
5 Excluded from the Class are the Judge presiding over this Action and members of the Court’s staff; 
StubHub, including StubHub’s subsidiaries, parent companies, successors, predecessors, and any entity 
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See Jan. 27, 2022 Prelim. Approval Order. Since that time, Plaintiffs’ Counsel has coordinated with 

Angeion, the appointed Settlement Administrator, to ensure that notice went out according to the 

Agreement, as well as to create a social media notice campaign and to send additional reminder notices.  

III. SUMMARY OF SETTLEMENT BENEFIT AND RELEASE 

If approved, the benefit available to Class Members includes a $20,000,000 Credit Settlement 

fund and a $2,500,000 Cash Claims-Made Settlement fund, plus an additional $3,250,000 available for 

attorneys’ fees, costs, administrative costs, and Service Awards.  

Credit Settlement. The $20,000,000 Credit Settlement will be allocated pro rata to Settlement 

Class Members who make valid claims for Credit on a future online ticket purchase. The Credit is 

unrestricted and valid for three years after the date of distribution. S.A. § 3.2.3, Persinger Decl. Re: Final 

Approval, Ex. 1. A Credit Claimant is likely to receive a Credit amount in the range of hundreds of 

dollars (i.e. $500) per Class Member who submits a valid claim for Credit. See Rose Decl. ¶ 24 (stating 

current number of valid credit claimants). This amount is enough to cover the full price of tickets 

inclusive of fees—even though the action itself only sought recovery of fees and not the amount paid 

for the underlying ticket. See July 14, 2021 Friedman Decl. ¶ 4 (explaining that credits in amounts 

between $80 and $130 would be enough to buy full tickets on StubHub).    

 Cash Claims-Made Settlement. Settlement Class Members may submit valid claims for cash 

relief for up to $20 from the up to $2,500,000 made available for cash claims. S.A. § 3.2.4, Persinger 

Decl. Re: Final Approval, Ex. 1. As it currently stands, Settlement Class Members who submitted valid 

claims for cash will receive the full $20—meaning that there will be no pro rata reduction due to an 

excess of claims. Id. § 3.2.4.1; see also Rose Decl. ¶ 24 (stating current number of valid credit claimants). 

This $20 amount represents 55% of the median fee paid by the Class. See Feb. 11, 2022 Am. 

Chennagouni Decl., ¶ 6 

 Service Awards, Settlement Administrator costs, out-of-pocket costs, and Attorney’s 

Fees. As set forth in detail in Plaintiffs’ June 8, 2022 Amended Memorandum in Support of Unopposed 

 
in which StubHub or its parents have a controlling interest and their current or former officers, and 
employees; and Defense Counsel. 
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Application for Fees, Costs, and Service Awards, Plaintiffs seek $2,723,928.45 in attorneys’ fees, 

$166,275.90 in out-of-pocket costs, and a Service Award for each Plaintiff in the amount of $10,000 

that will come from a separate fund set aside for fees, costs, settlement administration costs, and Service 

Awards. See June 8, 2022 Am. Mem. in Support of Unopposed Appl. for Fees, Costs, and Service 

Awards; see also June 8, 2022 Notice of Filing Am. Unopposed Appl. for Fees, Costs, and Service Awards 

(noticing a further reduction in the amount sought in attorney’s fees from the amount of fees stated in 

the Notice and the amount initially sought in the fee application dated May 2022 to allocate additional 

monies to Angeion related to administering claims following the added reminder notices and digital 

campaign); see also Rose Decl. ¶ 28 (estimating that the total cost to administer will be $339,795.65). The 

fact that fees, costs, claims administration costs, and Service Awards come from a separate fund means 

that the amount in fees, costs, claims administration costs, and Service Awards that the Court awards, 

while considered a benefit to the Class, will not have any impact on the direct credit or cash benefits to 

the Settlement Class Members. The amount Plaintiffs seek in fees and costs is less than the amount 

included in the Class Notice because Plaintiffs’ Counsel elected to allot more of the money in the 

separate fund than originally planned for claims administration to give additional notice to the Class. 

The additional notice, which included a digital campaign and two reminder notices, increased Angeion’s 

claims administration costs by a total of $91,325.15. The fact that the attorney’s fees request is based 

on the remainder left in this separate fund after Service Awards, claims administration costs, and 

reimbursable costs are subtracted, means that the amount requested in attorney’s fees must be reduced 

from the amount in fees estimated in the Notice to the Class to account for the additional $91,325.15 

owed to Angeion related to administration of the additional notice Angeion conducted at Plaintiffs’ 

Counsel’s direction. Notably, any amount not awarded to TZ, Plaintiffs, or Angeion from this separate 

fund will revert to StubHub. 

Settlement Release. The Settlement includes a release of claims that directly or indirectly 

arising out of the claims that were asserted in this action and any allegations, acts, transactions, facts, 

events, matters, occurrences, representations, statements, or omissions that could have been set forth 

in this action. S.A. § 3.3.1, Persinger Decl. Re: Final Approval, Ex. 1. This Release is binding on 

Settlement Class Members and the claims are released as of the Effective Date. Id.   
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IV. CLASS NOTICE  

The Court approved the manner, form, and content of the Class Notice pursuant to Cal. R. of 

Ct. 3.769(f). As ordered by the Court, Angeion caused notice to be disseminated directly to Class 

Members via email and by mail, and through the Settlement Website. Compare Rose Decl. ¶¶ 7-17, 27 

(describing compliance with Class Notice program and reach calculation of 98.84%) with S.A. § 4, 

Persinger Decl. Re: Final Approval, Ex. 1 (describing Notice program); see also Jan. 27, 2022 Order on 

Prel. Approval (approving Notice program).  

The Settlement Website also includes a “Contact Us” page whereby Class Members can direct 

additional questions to Angeion at info@StubHubSettlement.com. Rose Decl. ¶ 16. As of June 7, 2022, 

the Settlement Website has received 290,467 website visits by 242,895 unique visitors totaling 565,499 

page views. Further, per the Notice plan, on February 11, 2022, Angeion established a toll-free number 

devoted to this Settlement. Id. ¶ 17. The toll-free line utilizes an interactive voice response system to 

provide responses to frequently asked questions and important information regarding the Settlement. 

Id. As of June 7, 2022, the toll-free line has received 852 calls totaling 2,939 minutes of use. Id.   

In addition, at the request of Plaintiffs’ Counsel and with the consent of StubHub, Angeion also 

caused additional notice to be disseminated by sending reminder notices to Class Members who had 

yet to submit claims, and by creating a digital media notice campaign to publicize the Settlement on 

social media. As of June 7, 2022, the Facebook and Instagram advertisements have resulted in serving 

3,751,128 impressions, leading to 1,673 visitors to the Settlement Website. Id. ¶ 20. Especially given that 

Plaintiffs and Angeion caused even more notice to be distributed than ordered by the Court, nothing 

should disturb the Court’s preliminary conclusion approving the notice plan in this case.  

V. LEGAL STANDARD FOR FINAL APPROVAL 

A class action may not be settled or compromised without “the approval of the court after 

hearing.” Cal. Rule of Court 3.769. “To prevent collusion or unfairness to the Class, the settlement or 

disapproval of a class action requires court approval.” Malibu Outrigger Bd. of Governors v. Superior Ct. 

(1980) 103 Cal.App.3d 572, 578-79. The standard for final approval is whether the proposed class action 

settlement, as a whole, is fair, adequate, and reasonable. See Dunk v. Ford Motor Co. (1996) 48 Cal.App.4th 

1794, 1801; see also Wershba v. Apple Comput., Inc. (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 224, 234; 7-Eleven Owners for Fair 
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Franchising v. Southland Corp. (2000) (“7-Eleven”) 85 Cal.App.4th 1135, 1145.  

There is a “strong judicial policy that favors settlement,” particularly, like here, “where complex 

class action litigation is concerned.” Class Plaintiffs v. City of Seattle (9th Cir. 1992) 955 F.2d 1268, 2176; 

Herbert B. Newberg & Alba Conte, Newberg on Class Actions (4th ed. 2002) (“Newberg”) § 11:41 (citations 

omitted). Indeed, this Court has broad discretion in determining whether a proposed class action 

settlement is fair. See Rebney v. Wells Fargo Bank (1990) 220 Cal.App.3d 1117, 1138. In exercising this 

discretion, the Court must generally give “[d]ue regard…to what is otherwise a private consensual 

agreement between the parties.” Dunk, 48 Cal.App.4th at 1801. The Court’s inquiry “must be limited 

to the extent necessary to reach a reasonable judgment that the agreement is not the product of fraud 

or overreaching by, or collusion between, the negotiating parties, and that the settlement, taken as a 

whole, is fair, reasonable, and adequate to all concerned.” Id. (citations omitted.). Stated otherwise, the 

Court is not tasked with determining whether a different settlement would be “better,” “fairer,” or 

“more reasonable.” See, e.g., 7-Eleven, 85 Cal.App.4th at 1145.  

The Court must “explore[] all the relevant factors” bearing on approval of a class action 

settlement. See Hanlon v. Chrysler Corp. (9th. Cir. 1998) 150 F.3d 1011, 1026. Those “relevant factors” 

include the strength of plaintiff’s case; the risk, expense, complexity, and likely duration of further 

litigation; the risk of maintaining class action status through trial; the amount offered in settlement; the 

extent of discovery completed and the state of the proceedings; the experience and view of counsel; the 

presence of a governmental participant; and the reaction of the class members to the proposed 

settlement. See Wershba, 91 Cal.App.4th at 244-45.6 This list of factors is not exclusive. The trial court is 

free to engage in a balancing and weighing of factors, depending on the circumstances of each case. Id.  

VI. ALL OF THE RELEVANT FACTORS FAVOR FINAL APPROVAL 

By preliminarily approving the Settlement, this Court determined the Settlement was within in 

range of a final finding that the Settlement is fair, reasonable, adequate, and approvable. The Court’s 

preliminary approval of the Settlement was based on a careful study of the Settlement’s terms, three 

rounds of briefing in support of preliminary approval, and several declarations providing information 

 
6 There is no government participant. 
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related to the risks of litigation and the fairness of the Settlement—including information specifically 

requested by the Court in two tentative rulings. Nothing in the record suggests that the Court should 

deviate from its preliminary finding that Plaintiffs have established that the Settlement is a fair and 

reasonable compromise for the release of claims in this action.  

Importantly, here, there is a presumption that the proposed Settlement is fair and reasonable 

because (1) it was the result of arms’ length negotiations with the assistance of Judge Massullo, (2) there 

has been investigation and discovery that are sufficient to permit counsel and the Court to act 

intelligently, and (3) counsel are experienced in similar litigation. See Dunk 48 Cal.App.4th at 1800-02; 

7-Eleven, 85 Cal.App.4th at 1146; Newberg §11.41 at 11-88.7 Given this presumption, the burden shifts 

to any objectors to the Settlement to show that it should not be approved. See id. But, as previewed 

below, the two flawed objections submitted so far do not rebut the presumption.8 Accordingly, when 

due weight is given to this presumption of fairness, it is plain that the Settlement warrants final approval.  

In addition to the established presumption of fairness, California courts consider several 

additional factors in deciding whether to grant final approval to a class action settlement, including 

without limitation: (a) the amount offered in the settlement; (b) the risks inherent in continued litigation; 

(c) the complexity and stage of the proceedings when settlement was reached; (d) the experience and 

views of counsel; and (e) the reaction of the class. See Dunk, 48 Cal.App.4th at 1801. Again, this “list of 

factors is not exhaustive and should be tailored to each case.” Id. In considering these factors, “it must 

not be overlooked that voluntary conciliation and settlement are the preferred means of dispute 

resolution. This is especially true in complex class action litigation . . . .” Officers for Just. v. Civil Serv. 

Comm’n of City and County of S.F. (9th Cir. 1982) 688 F.2d 615, 625; 7-Eleven, 85 Cal.App.4th at 1151. The 

presumption of fairness established here cannot be rebutted because the Settlement provides immediate 

and substantial relief, without the attendant risks of future litigation. As a result, final approval is 

 
7 Evidence describing the arms’ length negotiations, the investigation and discovery to date, and the 
experience of Class Counsel can all be found in the June 8, 2022 Amended Persinger Decl. in Support 
of Unopposed Application for Fees, Costs, and Service Awards.  
8 Plaintiffs’ deadline to file a full response to objections to the Settlement is June 23, 2022. See S.A. § 
5.2.6, Persinger Decl. Re: Final Approval, Ex. 1. 
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warranted. 

A. The Settlement consideration is exceptional—especially when weighed against 
the complexity, expense, and risk associated with continued litigation.  

Here, the benefits to the Class Members are clear, demonstrable, and immediate. Settlement of 

the Class Members’ claims now assures that they will receive immediate payment of $20 if Class 

Members submitted a valid Cash Claim, or a currently estimated $500 in Credit if Class Member 

submitted a valid Credit Claim. Based on the valid claims already submitted, over 100,000 Settlement 

Class Members will receive one of these two benefits under the Settlement.  

As set forth at preliminary approval, the maximum potential liability for the fees charged by 

StubHub is $202,454,064 (when California consumers subject to an arbitration clause imposed as of 

10/1/2018 are included), or $151,551,799 (when California consumers subject to an arbitration clause 

imposed as of 10/1/2018 are excluded). See Sept. 10, 2021 Pls.’ Supp. Submission in Support of Pls.’ 

Mot. for Prelim. Approval, at 7-8; see also Feb. 11, 2022 Am. Chennagouni Decl. in Support of Prelim. 

Approval, ¶¶ 3-5. Obtaining this maximum potential liability, however, was by no means guaranteed 

for several reasons.  

Importantly, following the COVID-19 pandemic, StubHub’s business was drastically affected 

as live events were suspended for close to two years. See generally Apr. 4, 2021 Mira Decl. (describing 

StubHub’s financial position). This means that even if they had obtained a judgment at trial, Plaintiffs 

risked becoming unsecured creditors unable to collect.  

In addition, Plaintiffs faced risk at class certification, which StubHub vigorously opposed. To 

give just one example, StubHub pointed to its added arbitration clause as creating differing defenses 

among putative class members. Thus, certification was not guaranteed. Furthermore, as mentioned, 

Plaintiffs faced significant risk proving at trial that StubHub’s previous purchase flow that was in effect 

during the Class Period was a substantial factor in Class Members’ purchasing decision because 

StubHub planned to point to evidence of a study done directly on StubHub users which showed that 

between 85-95% of ticket transactions would have occurred anyway even if fees had been displayed 

earlier in process. 

Despite these risks, the Settlement provides a $20 cash benefit, which represents 55% of the 
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median fee paid by California StubHub users, or in other words, 55% of the median amount of 

individual damages. Settlements representing much smaller percentages of the amount of individual 

damages are routinely approved. See e.g., In re Linkedin User Priv. Litig. (N.D. Cal. 2015) 309 F.R.D. 573, 

582 (approving class action settlement where consumers would receive around $14.81 per claim which 

represented 30% of the amount that each claimant might have been entitled to at trial); see also 

Bellinghausen v. Tractor Supply Co. (N.D. Cal. 2015) 306 F.R.D. 245, 256 (stating that it is “well-settled law 

that a proposed settlement may be acceptable even though it amounts to only a fraction of the potential 

recovery that might be available to class members at trial,” and approving settlement representing 

between 11% and 27% of potential recovery) .  

Class Members who submit a valid Credit Claim will receive much more in credit than they ever 

would have been entitled to if Plaintiffs were successful in obtaining a judgment after trial for full 

refunds of the fees paid by California StubHub users during the applicable period. Thus, the Credit 

Settlement too weighs favorably against StubHub’s potential liability and, like the Cash Settlement, 

warrants a finding of fairness. See In re Toys R Us-Delaware, Inc.—Fair and Accurate Credit Transactions ACT 

(FACTA) Litig. (C.D. Cal. Jan. 17, 2014) 295 F.R.D. 438 (approving settlement that provided class 

members with vouchers of $5 or $30); see also Hendricks v. Starkist Co. (N.D. Cal. Sept. 29, 2016) 2016 

WL 5462423, at *10 n.3 (valuing $4 million vouchers “at 100 cents on the dollar”), aff’d sub nom. Hendricks 

v. Ference (9th Cir. 2018) 754 F. App’x 510.  

Here, while the certain outcome of additional litigation is the expenditure of more time by the 

Parties and the Court, as well as the expenditure of more money by the Parties, the Settlement eliminates 

risk while providing a significant benefit to the Settlement Class Members now.  As such, the additional 

factors of the amount offered in the settlement, the risks inherent in continued litigation, and the 

complexity and stage of the proceedings all weigh in favor of a finding of final approval and do not 

rebut the presumption that the Settlement negotiated at arm’s length is fair, reasonable, and adequate.  

B. The Settlement Class supports the Settlement.   

The fact that over 100,000 purchasers in California submitted valid claims shows that the 

Settlement Class supported the Settlement. See Rose Decl. ¶ 23. This rate of claims submission is plainly 
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acceptable.9 On the other hand, only two Settlement Class Members submitted objections. See Rose 

Decl., Ex. F (Objection of Daniel Krall); see also Persinger Decl. Re: Final Approval, Ex. 2 (Objection 

of Steven Helfand).  

Much less than 1% (0.02%) of the Class validly requested exclusion. See Rose Decl. ¶¶ 6, 25 

(stating that there were 1,013 opt outs from a list of 3,741,613 Class Members); see also 7-Eleven, 85 

Cal.App.4th 1135, 1152–1153 (response of absent class members was “overwhelmingly positive” where 

only 1.5 percent elected to opt out); Churchill Vill., L.L.C. v. Gen. Elec. (9th Cir. 2004) 361 F.3d 566, 577 

(affirming final approval where approximately 0.61% of class members either opted out or objected). 

Indeed, the amount of requests for exclusion pales in comparison to the 102,659 Class Members who 

submitted valid claims—with exclusions representing only 1% of the total number of valid claims 

submitted.  Compare Rose Decl. ¶ 25 (valid requests for exclusion) with ¶ 23 (valid claims). Accordingly, 

the factor that considers the reaction of the Class weighs in favor of Final Approval.  

C. Neither objection rebuts the presumption of fairness or weighs final approval.  

Neither of the two objections submitted10 rebut the presumption that this non-collusive 

Settlement reached after significant discovery and litigation is fair, reasonable, and adequate.  In that 

regard, “the settlement of a class action requires court approval to prevent fraud, collusion, or unfairness 

to the class.” Cellphone Termination Fee Cases (2009) 180 Cal.App.4th 1110, 1117. Objectors may 

participate to assist in determining if there is any indication of collusion and in determining the 

reasonableness of the overall fee award, but, “[u]ltimately, the key consideration for the trial court is the 

substantive fairness of the settlement terms, as well as the reasonableness of the fee award and any 

 
9 See, e.g., Schneider v. Chipotle Mexican Grill, Inc. (N.D. Cal. 2020) 336 F.R.D. 588, 599 (“Here, the 0.83% 
claims rate . . . is on par with other consumer cases, and does not otherwise weigh against approval.”); 
Broomfield v. Craft Brew Alliance, Inc. (N.D. Cal. Feb. 5, 2020) 2020 WL 1972505, at *7 (granting final 
approval with approximate claims rate of 2%); Bostick v. Herbalife Int’l of Am., Inc. (C.D. Cal. May 14, 
2015) 2015 WL 12731932, at *27, 34 (granting final approval where less than 1% of the class filed 
claims); Touhey v. United States (C.D. Cal. July 25, 2011) 2011 WL 3179036, at *7, 12 (granting final 
approval where approximately 2% of the class filed claims).   
10 Plaintiffs will submit a full response to objections by the June 23, 2022 deadline but provides this 
preview here to the extent it relates to the final approval analysis directly in connection with the factor 
that considers the reaction of the class.  
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evidence of collusion.” Id. 

The pro se objection submitted by Settlement Class Member Daniel Krall and the objection 

submitted by serial objector Steven Helfand should be overruled. Neither objector presents evidence 

of collusion that would rebut the strong presumption that the Settlement, which was negotiated at arm’s 

length, is fair, reasonable, and adequate. Nor could they. Similarly, neither objector asserts that Class 

Counsel’s investigation or discovery prevented them from acting intelligently in favor of the Class. See 

Noll v. eBay, Inc. (N.D. Cal. 2015) 309 F.R.D. 593, 611 (“The objectors have not satisfied this burden . . 

. none raises any substantive concerns about the fairness, reasonableness, or adequacy of the 

settlement.”); 7-Eleven (2000), 85 Cal.App.4th 1135, 1153 (rejecting challenges to the amount in 

settlement where only 9 of 5,454 class members objected, finding the “objectors ha[d] failed to 

overcome” presumption that settlement was fair based on the four Dunk factors). 

Mr. Krall, the pro se objector, submits that the “case be dismissed with prejudice in its entirety” 

and that Class Counsel should not be awarded any fees “of any sort.” See Rose Decl. Ex. F (attaching 

objection). Mr. Krall’s request that the “case be dismissed with prejudice in its entirety” would afford 

no benefit to the class. Thus, Mr. Krall’s suggestion is unhelpful to the Court’s analysis, here, which 

evaluates whether the Settlement is a fair, reasonable, and adequate compromise for Settlement Class 

Members’ release of claims.  

Mr. Krall’s complaint about attorney’s fees also provides no meaningful assistance to the Court 

in evaluating the reasonableness of Class Counsel’s fee. He does not consider Counsel’s lodestar, 

Counsel’s expenses, or the risk that Counsel undertook in bringing this case and vigorously seeking 

relief for the Class during the four years this case has been pending. Thus, his objection should be 

overruled. See e.g., Russell v. EF Int’l Language Sch. Inc. (Cal. Ct. App. 2d. 2016) 2016 WL 6304628 at *9 

(unpublished); Roos v. Honeywell Int’l., Inc. (2015), 241 Cal.App.4th 1472, 1494-95 (holding that objectors 

“did not sustain their burden by simply complaining that the amount requested was excessive”).  

The objection submitted by Steven Helfand should likewise be overruled. By way of 

background, Mr. Helfand is a disbarred former attorney who has made a regular practice of filing 

frivolous objections to class action settlements not for any proper purpose, but to extract payments 

from class counsel. See, e.g., Chambers v. Whirlpool Corp. (C.D. Cal. 2016) 214 F. Supp. 3d 877, 890; Brown 
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v. Hain Celestial Grp., Inc. (N.D. Cal. Feb. 17, 2016) No. 3:11-CV-03082-LB, 2016 WL 631880, at *10. 

Courts around the country have condemned Mr. Helfand as a “well-known serial objector.” Gay v. Tom’s 

of Maine, Inc. (S.D. Fla. Mar. 11, 2016) No. 0:14-cv-60604-KMM, Dkt. 43 at 4. Mr. Helfand has 

personally objected to at least a dozen settlements, including, in the span of one week, objections to 

three settlements in which TZ is Class Counsel. See Persinger Decl. Re: Final Approval ¶ 3.  

The Court should find that Mr. Helfand’s objections are without merit. Mr. Helfand objects to 

the Settlement because it does not provide injunctive relief to prevent future harm. This argument, 

however, misapprehends the facts. Prior to reaching the Settlement in this action, but after the lawsuit 

was filed, StubHub changed its practices to make the “fee-toggle” that consumers can turn on to see 

fees more transparent than it used to be on StubHub’s website so it is now easier for California 

consumers to see any applicable fees earlier in the transaction process. The Parties noted this material 

change in practices in the Settlement Agreement itself. S.A. § 6.4, Persinger Decl. Re: Final Approval, 

Ex. 1. Plaintiffs have not asserted any claims related to this new purchase flow which improves the 

transparency of fees in the transaction by making it easier to see the price with fees early in the 

transaction. Since Mr. Helfand’s injunctive relief argument ignores this significant practice change after 

this action had been filed, his argument should be afforded little weight.   

Mr. Helfand also contends that the release is overbroad because it contains a Civil Code 1542 

waiver that applies to the entire Class, and not just the Class Representatives. at 4. Mr. Helfand suggests 

that “the named representatives have procured a better release for themselves, while the class is stuck 

with a § 1542 waiver.” Helfand Objection at 5, Persinger Decl. Re: Final Approval, Ex. 2. But this is 

not the case. The Release applies to the entire Class, which includes the Class Representatives. S.A. § 

3.3.1, Persinger Decl. Re: Final Approval, Ex. 1. Further, standard Civil Code 1542 releases are regularly 

approved in class action settlements. See, e.g., Campbell v. AirTouch Cellular (Cal. Ct. App. 4th 2006) 2006 

WL 754005, at *6 (unpublished); Carter v. City of L.A. (2014) 224 Cal.App.4th 808, 820; Villacres v. ABM 

Indus. Inc. (2010) 189 Cal.App.4th 562, 588. The case to which Mr. Helfand cites—Duran v. Obesity Rsch 

Inst., LLC (2016) 1 Cal.App.5th 635—does not compel a different result. Duran mentions that the court 

in that case previously did not approve of a Civil Code 1542 waiver at preliminary approval—but the 
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case says nothing about the propriety of including such waivers in class settlements as a general matter. 

As such, this Court should reject Mr. Helfand’s baseless argument.  

Mr. Helfand’s final argument is that a fundamental intra-party conflict exists between Class 

Members and third parties, not included in this suit, who use StubHub’s platform to re-sell their tickets.  

This argument is a red herring. This action concerns only the purchase of StubHub tickets and does not 

implicate re-sellers in any way that could create a class conflict. Mr. Helfand’s intra-class arguments 

assumes, without any reason, that Class Members who purchased tickets were not, at other times, re-

sellers on StubHub. If a Class Member meets the criteria, they are entitled to relief, whether or not they 

were at some other time a re-seller of tickets on StubHub’s third-party ticket sales platform. Mr. 

Helfand’s concerns as to conflicts among the Class are therefore unfounded and should be rejected.  

VII. THE COURT SHOULD CERTIFY THE SETTLEMENT CLASS  

The Parties agreed to certification of the Settlement Class (Settlement Agreement § 6.1), the 

Court conditionally certified it, and the Court should now certify it at final approval. The Settlement 

Class is numerous—a list from StubHub’s records indicates there are 3,741,613 Class Members. 

Additionally, the community of interest requirements are met. Class-wide issues predominate over any 

individual concerns, including whether StubHub’s past purchase flow constituted an unlawful bait and 

switch scheme; whether such deception violated California law; and, if so, and how Settlement Class 

members were damaged. The Class Representatives were subject to the same allegedly unlawful 

practices when they followed StubHub’s purchase flow and paid fees and have no conflicts of interest. 

Class Counsel have significant experience in class action. Finally, class treatment is superior because the 

claims of all Settlement Class members are identical and are based on the same common core of facts 

but involve a modest amount of damages; adjudicating this matter as a class action will achieve 

economies of time, effort, and expense, and promote uniformity of results. 

VIII. CONCLUSION 

Plaintiffs respectfully request that the Court enter the Final Approval Order and Judgment.  
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Dated: June 8, 2022 /s/Annick M. Persinger  
Annick M. Persinger (CA Bar No. 272996) 
 
Settlement Class Counsel 
Counsel for Plaintiffs  
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TYCKO & ZAVAREEI LLP 
Annick M. Persinger (CA Bar No. 272996) 
1970 Broadway, Suite 1070 
Oakland CA, 94612 
Telephone: (510) 254-6808 
Facsimile: (202) 973-0950  
apersinger@tzlegal.com 
 
TYCKO & ZAVAREEI LLP 
Hassan A. Zavareei (CA Bar No. 181547) 
1828 L St NW, Suite 1000 
Washington, DC 20036 
Telephone: (202) 973-0900 
Facsimile: (202) 973-0950 
hzavareei@tzlegal.com 
 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs  
SUSAN WANG and RENE’ LEE 
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I, Annick M. Persinger, declare and state that:  

1. I am an attorney licensed to practice law in the State of California and in this Court, and 

I am counsel of record for Plaintiffs and the proposed Settlement Class in the above captioned matter. 

I submit this declaration in support of Plaintiffs’ Unopposed Motion for Final Approval of Class Action 

Settlement. Unless otherwise noted, I have personal knowledge of the facts set forth in this declaration 

and could and would testify competently to them if called upon to do so. 

2. A true and correct copy of the Settlement Agreement is attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

3. A true and correct copy of Steven Helfand’s objection is attached hereto as Exhibit 2. 

Mr. Helfand has personally objected to at least a dozen settlements, including, in the span of one week, 

objections to three settlements in which Tycko & Zavareei LLP is Class Counsel.    

I. Background of Litigation and Settlement History 

4. Plaintiff Susan Wang initiated this lawsuit against StubHub on February 5, 2018, alleging 

that StubHub violated California consumer law when it operated a deceptive bait-and-switch scheme, 

where a consumer relies on “deceptive advertising to decide to buy merchandise” such that “when the 

deception is revealed, the consumer, now invested in the decision to buy and swept up in the 

momentum of events, nonetheless buys at the inflated price, despite his or her better judgment.” Veera 

v. Banana Republic, LLC (2016) 6 Cal.App.5th 907, 921. After Plaintiff Wang survived StubHub’s 

Demurrer and Motion to Compel Arbitration, in January 2019, Plaintiff Lee joined the lawsuit.  

5. The Parties engaged in substantial discovery in this case. StubHub served several rounds 

of written discovery on Plaintiffs and took both Plaintiffs’ depositions. Based on its discovery, StubHub 

filed a Motion for Summary Judgment, which Plaintiffs defeated in November 2019. On December 23, 

2019, the Court of Appeal denied StubHub’s petition for a writ of mandate.  

6. Subsequently, Plaintiffs took numerous depositions, reviewed tens of thousands of 

pages of documents, conducted extensive written discovery, and obtained verified declarations from 

StubHub to avoid some depositions.   

7. Based on this discovery, Plaintiffs filed their Motion for Class Certification on March 3, 

2021. On April 9, 2021, StubHub filed its Opposition. As Plaintiffs worked on their Reply in Support 

of Certification, the parties met for two settlement conferences before the Honorable Anne-Christine 
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Massullo, Superior Court judge for San Francisco County on April 16, 2021, and April 23, 2021.  

8. During the April 23, 2021 settlement conference, the parties reached an agreement in 

principle to settle the claims Plaintiffs brought on behalf of the putative Class. Plaintiffs’ Counsel 

obtained bids from respected claims administrators and the parties drafted the formal Settlement 

Agreement with attachments, including the details of the notice and administration process. The parties 

executed the Settlement Agreement on July 12, 2021.  

II. Notice 

9. Since the time that the Court granted preliminary approval on January 27, 2022, 

Plaintiffs’ Counsel has coordinated with Angeion, the appointed Settlement Administrator, to ensure 

that notice went out according to the Settlement Agreement 

10. At Plaintiffs’ Counsel’s direction, Angeion also went further by emailing reminder 

notices and creating and effecting a digital media notice on social media. While directing Angeion to 

send this reminder notice reduced the amount that Plaintiffs can seek in attorney’s fees from the 

separate fund set aside under the Settlement for payment of fees, costs, administration costs, and service 

awards by a total of approximately $91,000, Plaintiffs’ Counsel determined that a reminder notice was 

in the interest of the Settlement Class Members. And the reminder notice worked—creating so many 

more claims that Plaintiffs amended the attorney’s fee application to reduce the fee request to account 

for claims administration costs stemming from the significant increase in claimants who filed claims 

after receiving the reminder notice. 

III. A Presumption of Reasonableness Applies  

11. The Settlement was the result of arms’ length negotiations with the assistance of Judge 

Massullo, there has been investigation and discovery that are sufficient to permit counsel and the court 

to act intelligently, and counsel are experienced in similar litigation. The investigation conducted in the 

case and counsel’s qualifications are detailed at length in the June 8, 2022 Amended Persinger 

Declaration in Support of Application for Fees, Costs, and Service Awards.  

IV. Other Factors Related to Final Approval 

12. I am confident in Plaintiffs’ claims, but I am also pragmatic about the risks of continued 

litigation, including an adverse ruling at class certification or a finding in favor of StubHub at trial. 
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Moreover, even in Plaintiffs prevailed at trial, any recovery could be significantly delayed by an appeal. 

Continuing to litigate this matter is likely to be protracted and costly. In this context, the amount of the 

Credit Settlement fund and Cash Claims-Made Settlement fund to be distributed to Class Members is 

an outstanding recovery that provides substantial relief to the Class without further delay.  

13. Plaintiffs faced significant risk at trial because they would have to prove to a jury that 

StubHub’s placement of the fees in their purchase flow during the relevant time period was a substantial 

factor causing them to pay StubHub’s fees. StubHub intended to argue that causation could not be 

shown because a study that was published and conducted directly on StubHub users established that 

between 85-95% of ticket transactions would have occurred anyway, even if fees had been displayed 

earlier in process. While Plaintiffs had amassed significant evidence supporting their claims that 

StubHub’s placement of the fees was a substantial factor in Plaintiff and Class Member’s purchasing 

decisions, proving the substantial factor test to the jury would have been risky in the face of StubHub’s 

evidence. 

14. Presenting yet more risk to obtaining damages in the amount of the fees paid by 

Plaintiffs and the putative class, StubHub’s business, which provides a third-party platform to sell tickets 

for live events, was dramatically affected and reduced in the wake of COVID-19—rendering any 

possible judgment likely uncollectable. 

15. Especially given these risks, I consider the 55% of individual damages that the $20 in 

cash represents, and the much higher amount in credits available if Settlement Class Members choose 

that option a remarkable result for the Class and a fair and reasonable exchange for their release of 

claims in this action. Class Members who submit a valid Credit Claim will receive much more in credit 

than they ever would have been entitled to if Plaintiffs were successful in obtaining a judgment after 

trial for full refunds of the fees paid by California StubHub users during the applicable period. 

16. Further supporting the settlement in this matter and the release of future claims related 

to this conduct is the fact that after this action was filed, StubHub altered the purchase experience by 

adding a “fee toggle” to the purchase flow on its website, which makes it easier for users to see the 

amount of StubHub’s fees earlier in the process of the transaction. Such changes are of great enough 

significance that I do not think that Plaintiffs could represent purchasers who have experienced this 
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new purchase flow that is more transparent and that is materially different from the one that Plaintiffs 

experienced. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 

true of my own personal knowledge. 

 

Executed at Washington, District of Columbia, this 8th day of June, 2022.  

 

 

___________________________ 

Annick M. Persinger, Esq. 



EXHIBIT 1 
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SUSAN WANG AND RENE’ LEE V. STUBHUB, INC 
SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND RELEASE 

 

 This Settlement Agreement and Release is entered into by and between Plaintiffs 

Susan Wang and Rene’ Lee (“Plaintiffs”), for themselves and on behalf of the members 

of the Class as defined herein, on the one hand, and defendant StubHub, Inc. 

(“StubHub”) on the other hand (referred to collectively as “the Parties”). 

1. RECITALS 

1.1. On February 25, 2019, Plaintiffs filed an amended class action complaint against 

StubHub in the Superior Court of the State of California, County of San Francisco, Case 

No. CGC18564120 (the “Action”) on behalf of a California class of purchasers who 

paid fees to StubHub. The complaint in the Action alleges that StubHub’s method of 

displaying ticket fees charged to purchasers constituted a bait-and-switch scheme and 

that StubHub made material omissions about the nature of the fees in violation of 

California consumer protection laws. The causes of action asserted in the complaint are 

for violations of California Business and Professions Code section 17500, violations of 

California Business and Professions Code section 17200, and violations of the California 

Consumers Legal Remedies Act, Civil Code section 1750. 

1.2. StubHub denies the allegations asserted in the Action. Specifically, StubHub 

denies any wrongdoing or liability. Nevertheless, given the risks, uncertainties, burden 

and expense of continued litigation, StubHub has agreed to settle this litigation on the 

terms set forth in this Agreement, subject to Court approval. 
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1.3. Plaintiffs’ Counsel have fully analyzed and evaluated the merits of all Parties’ 

contentions and this Settlement as it impacts all Parties, including the individual 

members of the Settlement Class. After taking into account the substantial risks of 

continued litigation and the likelihood that the Action, if not settled now, will be 

protracted and expensive, Plaintiffs’ Counsel are satisfied that the terms and conditions 

of this Settlement Agreement are fair, reasonable, adequate, and equitable, and that a 

settlement of the Action is in the best interests of the Settlement Class. 

1.4. The Parties agree that this Settlement Agreement shall not be construed to be an 

admission or evidence of any violation of any federal or state statute, rule or regulation, 

or principle of common law or equity, or of any liability of wrongdoing whatsoever, or 

of the truth of any of the claims asserted in the Action, or of the infirmity of any of the 

defenses that have been or could be raised by StubHub. 

1.5. The Settlement contemplated by this Settlement Agreement resulted from good 

faith, arm’s-length settlement negotiations and is subject to preliminary approval and 

final approval by the Court, as set forth herein. This Settlement Agreement is intended 

by the Parties to fully, finally, and forever resolve, discharge, and settle the Released 

Claims, as defined herein, upon the Court’s approval of the terms and conditions of the 

Settlement. 

2. DEFINED TERMS 

As used in this Settlement Agreement, the following terms have the meanings set 
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forth below: 

2.1. “Action” means the putative class action lawsuit entitled Susan Wang and Rene’ Lee 

v. StubHub, Inc., Case No. CGC18564120, pending in the Superior  Court of the State of 

California, County of San Francisco. 

2.2. “Agreement,” “Settlement,” or “Settlement Agreement” mean this 

Settlement Agreement and Release and the settlement embodied in this Settlement 

Agreement and Release, including all attached Exhibits. 

2.3. “Authorized Cash Claimant” means a Settlement Class Member who 

submitted a valid claim for cash as part of the Cash Claims-Made Settlement. 

2.4. “Authorized Credit Claimant” means a Settlement Class Member who 

submitted a valid claim for credit as part of the Credit Settlement.  

2.5. “Cash Claim” means a claim for monetary reimbursement as described in 

Section 3.2.4 of this Agreement. 

2.6. “Cash Claims-Made Settlement” means the commitment by StubHub, as 

described in Section 3.2.4 below, to pay up to $2.5 million ($2,500,000.00) in cash to be 

allocated pro rata to Settlement Class Members who make valid Cash Claims. 

2.7. “Claim Deadline” means the date by which a Class Member must submit a 

Claim Form, in accordance with the procedures set forth herein. 

2.8. “Claim Form” means the document to be submitted by Settlement Class 
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Members seeking a cash payment or credit pursuant to this Agreement. The Claim Form 

will be available online at the Settlement Website (defined below) and the contents of 

the Claim Form will be approved by the Court. The Parties shall request the Court 

approve the Claim Form substantially in the form attached hereto and made a part 

hereof as Exhibit A. 

2.9. “Claimant” means a Settlement Class Member who submits a claim for cash or 

credit as described in Section 3.2 of this Agreement. 

2.10. “Class” or “Class Members” means all persons who, during the Class Period, 

(1) while in California, (2) purchased at least one ticket from StubHub, (3) using the 

StubHub website or mobile website. Excluded from the Class are the Judge presiding 

over this Action and members of the Court’s staff; StubHub, including StubHub’s 

subsidiaries, parent companies, successors, predecessors, and any entity in which 

StubHub or its parents have a controlling interest and their current or former officers, 

directors, and employees; and Defense Counsel. 

2.11. “Class List” or “Class Members List” mean the list of Class Members as 

reflected in StubHub’s records.  

2.12. “Class Notice” means the Short Form Notice (email and post-card) to be sent 

to Class Members by the Settlement Administrator and the Detailed Notice to be 

published on the Settlement Website and sent upon request that discloses the terms of 

this Settlement substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibits B, C and D. 
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2.13. “Class Period” means September 1, 2015 to September 1, 2019. 

2.14. “Class Representatives” or “Plaintiffs” mean Susan Wang and Rene’ Lee. 

2.15. “Court” means the Superior Court of the State of California, County of San 

Francisco. 

2.16. “Credit” or “StubHub Credit” means a credit valued in U.S. Dollars, to be 

issued by StubHub and valid for the purchase of any and all tickets (including all related 

fees) from StubHub. These credits will be completely unrestricted and will be valid for 

no less than three years.  

2.17. “Credit Claim” means a claim for StubHub credit as described in Section 3.2.3 

of this Agreement. 

2.18. “Credit Settlement” means the commitment by StubHub, as described in 

Section 3.2.3 below, to issue $20 million ($20,000,000.00) in credits to be allocated pro 

rata to Settlement Class Members who make valid Credit Claims. 

2.19. “Defense Counsel” means O’Melveny & Myers LLP. 

2.20. “Detailed Notice” means the notice to be published on the Settlement Website 

and mailed or emailed to Class Members upon request that discloses the terms of this 

Settlement Agreement, substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibit D. Detailed 

Notice will be available in Spanish and English on the Settlement Website. 

2.21. “Effective Date” means five (5) business days after the following have occurred: 
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(i) the Court has entered a Final Approval Order and judgment approving the Settlement 

of the Action in a manner consistent with the terms of this Agreement, and (ii) either 

the time period to appeal the Final Approval Order and judgment has expired without 

any appeal having been filed, or an appeal that has been filed has been finally resolved 

in the appellate court of last resort without any right to appeal or seek further review 

from another appellate court. 

2.22. “Email Notice” means the Short Form Notice to be emailed to Class Members 

by the Settlement Administrator, as described in Section 2.12 above, and substantially in 

the form attached hereto as Exhibit B. 

2.23. “Fee, Expenses, and Settlement Administration” means the commitment of 

StubHub, as described in Section 3.1.3 below, to pay up to $3.25 million ($3,250,000) to 

be allocated towards Plaintiffs’ attorneys’ fees, costs and expenses, notice and 

administration fees and expenses, and class representative service awards (if approved 

by the court). 

2.24. “Fee and Expense Award” means such funds as may be awarded by the Court 

to Settlement Class Counsel as compensation for the time, efforts and other costs and 

expenses accrued by Settlement Class Counsel in litigating this Action. 

2.25. “Fee and Expense Award Application” means Settlement Class Counsel’s 

application for a fee and expense award. 

2.26. “Final Approval Hearing” means the hearing at or after which the Court will 
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determine whether to finally approve the Settlement. 

2.27. “Final Approval Date” means the date that the Court enters the Final Approval 

Order and Judgment. 

2.28. “Final Approval Order and Judgment” means the proposed final order and 

final judgment to be submitted to and entered by the Court in connection with the Final 

Approval Hearing. 

2.29. “Opt-Out Form” means a paper or online form by which Class Members may 

request exclusion from the Class, in substantially the same form as Exhibit E. 

2.30. “Parties” means StubHub, the Plaintiffs/Class Representatives, and the Class 

Members. 

2.31. “Postcard Notice” means the Short Form Notice to be mailed to Class 

Members by the Settlement Administrator as described in Section 2.12 above, and 

substantially in the form of Exhibit C. 

2.32. “Preliminary Approval Hearing” means the hearing at or after which the Court 

will determine whether to preliminarily approve the Settlement and authorize 

dissemination of the Class Notice. 

2.33. “Preliminary Approval Order” means the order to be submitted to and entered 

by the Court in connection with the Preliminary Approval Hearing. 

2.34. “Released Claims” means the claims released in Section 3.3 of this Settlement 
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Agreement. 

2.35. “Released Parties” means the individuals and entities released in Section 3.3.1 

of this Settlement Agreement. 

2.36. “Response Deadline” means the date that is one-hundred and ten (110) days 

after entry of the Preliminary Approval Order, or any other date set by the Court, by 

which a Class Member must opt-out of the Settlement or make any objection to the 

proposed Settlement, in accordance with the procedures set forth herein and/or in any 

order of the Court. 

2.37. “Service Award” means such funds as may be awarded by the Court to the 

Plaintiffs in recognition of their time and effort expended in pursuing the Action and in 

fulfilling their obligations and responsibilities as the Class Representatives. 

2.38. “Service Award Application” means Settlement Class Counsel’s application for 

a service award to the Plaintiffs. 

2.39. “Settlement Administrator” means Angeion Group or such other third-party 

administrator as may be agreed to by the Parties and approved by the Court to administer 

the Settlement, including providing the Class Notice pursuant to the terms and 

conditions of this Agreement. 

2.40. “Settlement Class” or “Settlement Class Members” means persons who are 

members of the Class defined in Section 2.10 above who do not opt out and are not 

excluded from the Settlement pursuant to the procedures set forth in this Agreement. 
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2.41. “Settlement Class Counsel” or “Plaintiff’s Counsel” means Annick M. 

Persinger and Hassan A. Zavareei of Tycko & Zavareei LLP. 

2.42. “Settlement Website” means the website to be established and maintained by 

the Settlement Administrator where copies of the complaint, Settlement Agreement, 

Preliminary Approval Order, Detailed Notice, Fee and Expense Award Application, 

Service Award Application and Final Approval Order and Judgment will be posted. The 

Settlement Website shall be taken down or removed by the Settlement Administrator 

within 30 days after the Settlement Administrator has completed its obligations under 

this Agreement and issued its final invoice to the Parties, as set forth in Section 3.1.4.(a) 

below. 

2.43. “Short Form Notice” means the notice provided by email or by postcard, 

substantially in the form of Exhibits B and C attached hereto.  

2.44. “StubHub” refers to StubHub, Inc., the named defendant in this Action.  

3. SETTLEMENT CONSIDERATION (BENEFITS AND RELEASE OF 
CLAIMS) 

 

3.1. Settlement Class Member Benefits. Settlement Class Members shall be eligible 

to receive benefits in accordance with the Claims Process Plan provided in Section 3.2. 

Settlement Class Members will have the option to claim from the Credit Settlement or 

the Cash Claims-Made Settlement. 

3.1.1. Credit Settlement: StubHub will issue $20 million ($20,000,000.00) in 
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credits to be allocated pro rata to Settlement Class members who make valid claims. 

3.1.2. Cash Claims-Made Settlement: StubHub will pay up to $2.5 million 

($2,500,000.00) in cash to Settlement Class Members who submit valid claims for cash 

relief. Each Settlement Class Member who submits a valid claim for cash relief will be 

entitled to up to $20, with the Cash Claims Made Settlement benefit amount being 

adjusted downward on a pro rata basis should Settlement Class Members’ valid claims 

for cash relief exceed $2,500,000. StubHub shall retain any unused funds in the event 

that the total amount of valid claims, at $20 per claim, is less than $2,500,000. Notice to 

class members will indicate the anticipated range of the cash payment per valid claim. 

3.1.3. Fees, Expenses and Settlement Administration: StubHub will also pay 

up to $3,250,000 for Plaintiffs’ attorneys’ fees (including any fee claim based on a catalyst 

theory), costs, and expenses, notice and administration fees and expenses, and class 

representative service awards, subject to approval by the Court. The portions of this 

amount to be allocated to notice and administrative fees and expenses, and class 

representative service awards, shall be left to Settlement Class Counsel’s discretion, 

subject to Court approval and the terms of this Settlement Agreement, except that 

Plaintiffs’ Counsel must seek three bids for class notice and administration before 

Plaintiffs’ Counsel selects a settlement administrator with due regard for cost. Under no 

circumstances will StubHub be required to pay funds exceeding $3,250,000 in total for 

the Fees and Expenses Award, Service Awards and Notice and Other Administrative 
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Costs described in Section 3. 

3.1.4. Schedule of Payments: StubHub shall make payments in accordance with 

the following schedule: 

a. Notice and Other Administrative Costs. Settlement Administrator, Angeion 

Group, has agreed to a capped fee of $199,500 for the costs of 

disseminating and posting the Class Notice and all other administrative 

costs anticipated in connection with this Settlement, as described 

herein, exclusive of any additional hard costs associated with the 

mailing of postcard notices or the printing and mailing of physical 

checks that may exceed the Settlement Administrator’s initial estimates. 

In no circumstances shall StubHub be required to exceed $3,250,000 in 

the aggregate for the Fees and Expense Award, Service Awards, and 

Notice and Other Administrative Costs. StubHub shall make the  

payments to Angeion from the aggregate $3,250,000 “Fee, Expenses, 

and Settlement Administration,” as defined in 2.23, up to $199,500. Any 

additional hard costs incurred by the Settlement Administrator that may 

exceed $199,500, shall be paid to Angeion by Settlement Class Counsel 

from the aggregate $3,250,000 “Fee, Expenses, and Settlement 

Administration” as defined in 2.23.  Based on preliminary estimates 

provided by the Settlement Administrator, StubHub shall make an 
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initial payment of $137,500 to the Settlement Administrator for the 

estimated cost of disseminating and posting the Class Notice and 

related administrative costs anticipated in connection with notice for 

this Settlement, which shall be paid by StubHub within thirty (30) days 

of entry of the Preliminary Approval Order.  Additional invoices for 

other Administrative Costs expended beyond the initial estimated cost 

of disseminating and posting notice will be issued by the Settlement 

Administrator on a monthly basis thereafter.  Such invoices shall be 

paid by StubHub within thirty (30) days of receipt until the total 

payments reach $199,500, as set forth above. All payments made by 

StubHub to the Settlement Administrator under this Section 3.1.4 shall 

be paid from the $3,250,000 in total funds that StubHub has agreed to 

pay for all Fees, Expenses and Settlement Administration, as set forth 

in Section 3.1.3 above. Likewise, all payments made by Settlement Class 

Counsel to the Settlement Administrator under this Section 3.1.4 shall 

be credited against (and thus reduce) the $3,250,000 in total funds that 

StubHub has agreed to pay for all Fees, Expenses and Settlement 

Administration, as set forth in Section 3.1.3 above. Because payments 

made by StubHub to the Settlement Administrator under this Section 

3.1.4 are intended to reduce the total amount of $3,250,000 that 

StubHub has agreed to pay for all Fees, Expenses and Settlement 
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Administration in the aggregate, Settlement Class Counsel must 

account for all such payments and any outstanding invoices issued by 

Settlement Administrator when submitting its final Fee and Expense 

Award application, as set forth in Section 3.1.4(c) below.  In the event 

the Settlement Administrator seeks payment of additional 

Administrative Costs after the submission of Settlement Class 

Counsel’s final Fee and Expense Award Application and Service Award 

Application, which if paid by StubHub would cause StubHub to exceed 

either the maximum amount of $3,250,000 that it has agreed to pay for 

all Fees, Expenses and Settlement Administration in the aggregate, or 

the maximum amount of $199,500 it has agreed to pay for Notice and 

Other Administrative Costs, such additional amounts shall be 

considered costs and will be paid from Settlement Class Counsel’s final 

Fee and Expense Award and shall be paid directly to the Settlement 

Administrator by Settlement Class Counsel. 

b. Service Award. An amount equal to any Service Award, not to exceed 

$10,000 each (or $20,000 in total for both Named Plaintiffs), as may be 

ordered by the Court and as described at Section 3.1.5 below is to be 

paid within thirty (30) days of the Effective Date. 

c. Fee and Expense Award. Subject to the Court’s final approval of any 
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award of attorney’s fees and costs to Settlement Class Counsel, an 

amount up to $3,250,000, less the sum of (i) all payments made by 

StubHub in satisfaction of the Notice and Other Administrative Costs 

outlined above, and (ii) any Service Award as approved by the Court, is 

to be paid by StubHub within 30 days of the Effective Date, consistent 

with the terms of Section 3.1.6 below. Settlement Class Counsel’s final 

Fee and Expense Award Application to the Court shall be limited to an 

amount equal to $3,250,000 less the sum of the prior the total payments 

made to the Settlement Administrator under Section 3.1.4(a) by 

StubHub and any requested Service Awards to ensure that under no 

circumstances do the total payments made by StubHub under Section 

3.1.4 exceed $3,250,000 in the aggregate for the Fees and Expense 

Award, Service Awards and Notice and Other Administrative Costs. 

3.1.5. Service Awards.. On or before 21 days prior to the Response Deadline, 

Plaintiffs’ Counsel may apply to the Court for a Service Award from the Fees, Expenses 

and Settlement Administration amount for each Class Representative not to exceed ten 

thousand dollars ($10,000.00) per Class Representative, in recognition of their service to 

the Class, in addition to any other relief to which they are entitled as Class members. 

StubHub shall not oppose such application. If the Court approves Service Awards for 

the Class Representatives, StubHub shall pay any such awards by issuing checks to each 
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Class Representative in the amount approved by the Court and delivering them to 

Plaintiffs’ care of Annick M. Persinger, 1970 Broadway, Suite 1070, Oakland, CA 94612, 

within thirty (30) days of the Effective Date, provided that the Class Representatives 

have promptly provided StubHub with a signed Form W-9 upon request. This 

Settlement is not conditioned upon the Court awarding the amounts sought by the Class 

Representatives as a Service Award. If the amounts awarded by the Court are less than 

what was sought by the Class Representatives or no amounts are awarded, the remaining 

provisions of this Settlement Agreement shall be binding and effective. 

3.1.6. Fee and Expense Award. On or before the deadline for Class Counsel 

to file their motion for final approval of settlement, Class Counsel may apply to the 

Court for an award of attorney’s fees and expenses incurred on behalf of Plaintiffs and 

the Class. Any Fee and Expense Award approved by the Court shall be limited to 

$3,250,000, less the sum of (i) payments made in satisfaction of the Notice and Other 

Administrative Costs, as described above in Section 3.1.4(a), and (ii) any Service Award 

as may be approved by the Court, as described in Section 3.1.4(b) above. The Fee and 

Expense Award shall otherwise be paid directly to Settlement Class Counsel within thirty 

(30) days of the Effective Date, subject to Class Counsel’s prompt delivery of all 

payment routing information and tax I.D. numbers as may be required. For avoidance 

of doubt, and as described in Section 3.1.4(a) above, the Parties agree that any additional 

or outstanding invoices (or portions of invoices) issued by the Settlement Administrator 
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for Notice and Other Administrative Costs, which if paid by StubHub would cause 

StubHub to exceed the maximum amount of $3,250,000 that it has agreed to pay for all 

Fees, Expenses and Settlement Administration in the aggregate, shall be the sole 

financial responsibility of Settlement Class Counsel and shall be paid directly to the 

Settlement Administrator by Settlement Class Counsel from the Fee and Expense 

Award.  

3.2. Claims Process Plan. Each Settlement Class Member shall be required to 

submit a valid Claim Form to receive either cash or credit, consistent with this Section 

3.2. The Settlement Administrator shall only approve claims for Class Members whose 

StubHub purchase can be verified using the Class List provided by StubHub. 

3.2.1. Claim Form.  Claimants (whether requesting cash or credit) shall have the 

option of (i) completing and submitting a Claim Form entirely online (without the need 

to print and scan or upload a Claim Form), (ii) printing a Claim Form online which they 

may complete and submit by mail, or (iii) requesting that a Claim Form be mailed to 

them by the Settlement Administrator, which they may complete and submit through 

the mail. The Claim Form shall require each claimant to sign under penalty of perjury 

that he or she purchased a ticket from StubHub via its website or mobile website during 

the Class Period and otherwise meets the definition for Class Members. All claims shall 

be subject to reasonable verification by the Settlement Administrator based on the Class 

List provided by StubHub and any other data needed to verify individual class 
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membership or eligibility, as may be requested by the Settlement Administrator. The 

Claim Form shall be substantially in the form attached hereto as Exhibit A, subject to 

Court approval. 

3.2.2. Claim Deadline. To be valid, all Claim Forms must be submitted to the 

Settlement Administrator (or postmarked, if submitting via mail) by no later than one-

hundred twenty (120) days after the initial distribution of Email Notice as set forth in 

Section 4.2.1 below.  

3.2.3. Credit Claim. Each Settlement Class Member may submit a claim, either 

electronically through the Settlement Website or by mail, for Credit to be applied to a 

future online ticket purchase at StubHub from the Credit Settlement amount of 

$20,000,000. This Credit is unrestricted and valid for three years after the date it is issued. 

A Settlement Class Member’s claim for reimbursement pursuant to this paragraph shall 

be considered a “Credit Claim.” The amount payable to each Settlement Class Member 

making a valid Credit Claim shall be determined by the Settlement Administrator once 

all timely submitted claims have been received and validated. Individual values for Credit 

Claims shall be reduced or increased at a pro rata basis as described in Section 3.2.3.1 

below.  

3.2.3.1. Credit Claim Pro Rata Distribution. The Credit Settlement 

amount of $20,000,000 in credits shall be issued to all Settlement Class Members who 

timely submit a valid Credit Claim to the Settlement Administrator on a pro rata basis.  
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The Class Notice will indicate the anticipated range of the credit per valid claim, but the 

final credit amount per valid claim will be determined by the total number of valid Credit 

Claims submitted.  The final credit amount per valid claim will be adjusted such that 

$20,000,000 in total credits are fully issued to Settlement Class Members who submit a 

valid Credit Claim.  

3.2.3.2. Credit Claims Payment. Credit Claims will be credited to a 

Credit Claimant’s StubHub account within fifteen (15) business days of receipt of the 

final report from the Settlement Administrator detailing the credits to be deposited for 

Credit Claimants, or thirty (30) days after the Effective Date, whichever occurs later. 

Claimants will be able to redeem Credit by signing into their account and applying the 

Credit at checkout. If a Claimant does not have an account, they will receive instructions 

to create an account and redeem the Credit. 

3.2.4. Cash Claim. Each Settlement Class Member may submit a claim, either 

electronically through a settlement website or by mail, for up to $20 in cash from the 

Cash Claims-Made Settlement amount of $2,500,000. A Settlement Class Member’s 

claim for reimbursement pursuant to this paragraph shall be considered a “Cash Claim.” 

The amount payable to each Settlement Class Member making a valid Cash Claim shall 

be determined by the Settlement Administrator but will not exceed $20. Individual 

values for Cash Claims may be reduced on a pro rata basis as described in Section 3.2.4.1 

below. 
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3.2.4.1. Cash Claim Pro Rata Distribution. Receipt of total valid Cash 

Claims that would exceed the Cash Claims-Made Settlement amount if paid at $20 per 

claim will result in the cash payout for each class member being reduced on a pro rata 

basis. StubHub shall retain any unused funds in the event that the total amount of valid 

Cash Claims, at $20 per claim, is less than $2,500,000. 

3.2.4.2. Cash Claims Payment.  The amount payable to each Settlement 

Class Member making a valid Cash Claim shall be determined by the Settlement 

Administrator once all timely submitted claims have been received and validated, at 

which time the Settlement Administrator will promptly provide the Parties with a final 

report detailing the number and amount of all Cash Claims to be made. Within fifteen 

(15) business days of receipt of the final report from the Settlement Administrator 

detailing the payments to be made to Cash Claimants, or thirty (30) days after the 

Effective Date, whichever occurs later, StubHub shall cause to be transferred to the 

Settlement Administrator the full amount required to satisfy all valid Cash Claims up to, 

but not to exceed, $2,500,000. Cash Claims will then be paid directly to Settlement Class 

Members who submitted valid Cash Claims by the Settlement Administrator, from the 

funds transferred by StubHub. Claimants will receive a Cash Claim payment 

electronically (in an electronic payment format recommended by the Settlement 

Administrator such as Automated Clearing House (“ACH,” a/k/a direct deposit), 

PayPal, Venmo, Square Cash, or Google Wallet, and agreed-upon by the Parties). If the 



20 
 

Settlement Administrator is unable to issue electronic payment, then Claimants will 

automatically receive a Cash Claim by check from the Settlement Administrator. 

3.2.4.3. Settlement Checks. Checks issued under this Settlement shall be 

valid for one-hundred and eighty (180) days after the date of issuance. After one-

hundred and eighty (180) days checks that have not been cashed shall be void.  Any 

unused funds resulting from voided checks shall be returned to StubHub by the 

Settlement Administrator within thirty (30) days following the expiration date of the last 

uncashed check that issued.  

3.2.5. Deceased Authorized Claimant. If a Class Member is deceased and a 

death certificate is provided to the Settlement Administrator prior to the Effective Date, 

and a valid Cash Claim is submitted on behalf of the Class Member, the Settlement 

Administrator shall pay the applicable Cash Claim payment to the deceased Class 

Member’s estate. 

3.2.6. Review of Claims. The Settlement Administrator shall be responsible for 

reviewing all claims to determine their validity. The Settlement Administrator shall reject 

any claim that does not comply in any material respect with the instructions on the Claim 

Form or is submitted after the close of the Claim Deadline approved by the Court. 

3.2.7. Deficient Claims. Prior to rejection of a Claim Form, the Settlement 

Administrator shall communicate with the Claimant in an effort to remedy curable 

deficiencies in the Claim Form submitted, except in instances where the Claim is 
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untimely, clearly fraudulent (e.g., a Claim submitted by “John Doe”), or clearly uncurable 

(e.g., the Claim Form relates to something other than StubHub ticket purchases during 

the Class Period). Untimely and clearly fraudulent or uncurable Claims shall be rejected 

without cure attempt. 

3.2.8. Manner of Communicating Deficiency. Within thirty (30) days after the 

Claim Deadline, the Settlement Administrator shall email all Class Members whose 

Claims were denied stating the reason for the denial, at the email address (if any) 

provided by the Class Member on the Claim Form. If no email address is provided by 

the Class Member on the Claim Form, the Settlement Administrator shall not have an 

obligation to provide the Class Member with any notification of the reasons for denial 

of the Claim. The Settlement Administrator’s determination of whether a Claim is a 

Valid Claim, if not disputed by the Parties, shall be final and not subject to further 

review. In resolving such disputes, StubHub’s records shall be presumed to be accurate, 

and shall be final and binding, unless the information provided by the Claimant proves 

otherwise. 

3.3. Releases. 

3.3.1. Class Representatives and the Class Members Provide the Following 

Releases: Upon the Effective Date, and in consideration of the promises and covenants 

set forth in this Settlement Agreement, the Class Representatives and each Settlement 

Class Member release any and all claims Plaintiffs and the Settlement Class has or may 
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have against StubHub, and each of its present, former, and future parents, predecessors, 

successors, assigns, assignees, affiliates, conservators, divisions, departments, 

subdivisions, owners, partners, principals, trustees, creditors, shareholders, joint 

ventures, co-venturers, officers, and directors (whether acting in such capacity or 

individually), attorneys, vendors, accountants, nominees, agents (alleged, apparent, or 

actual), representatives, employees, managers, administrators, and each person or entity 

acting or purporting to act for them or on their behalf, including, but not limited to, all 

of its subsidiaries and affiliates (collectively, “Releasees”) with respect to any claim or 

issue, whether known or unknown, relating to or arising out of any of the claims that 

were asserted in the Action, and any allegations, acts, transactions, facts, events, matters, 

occurrences, representations, statements, or omissions that were or could have been set 

forth, alleged, referred to, or asserted in the Action, and whether assertable in the form 

of a cause of action or as a private motion, petition for relief or claim for contempt, or 

otherwise, and in any court, tribunal, arbitration panel, commission, agency, or before 

any governmental and/or administrative body, or any other adjudicatory body, or any 

other federal, state, local, statutory or common law or any other law, rule, regulation, 

ordinance, code, contract, common law, or any other source, including the law of any 

jurisdiction outside the United States (including both direct and derivative claims), 

including any and all claims for damages, injunctive relief, interest, attorney fees, and 

litigation expenses.   
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The Parties hereby waive any and all rights and benefits arising out of the facts 

alleged in the Action by virtue of the provisions of Civil Code § 1542, or any other 

provision in the law of the United States, or any state or territory of the United States, 

or principle of common law or equity that is similar, comparable or equivalent to Civil 

Code § 1542, with respect to this release. The Parties are aware that Civil Code § 1542 

provides as follows: 

General release; extent. A general release does not extend to claims that the 

creditor or releasing party does not know or suspect to exist in his or her favor at 

the time of executing the release and that, if known by him or her, would have 

materially affected his or her settlement with the debtor or released party.  

Although the releases granted under this Agreement are not general releases, 

Plaintiffs, on behalf of themselves and of all Class Members, nonetheless expressly 

acknowledge that Plaintiffs and the Class Members are waiving the protections of Cal. 

Civ. Code § 1542 as to the Class Members’ Release only. The Parties expressly 

acknowledge that they may hereafter discover facts in addition to or different from those 

which they now know or believe to be true with respect to the subject matter of the 

released claims described above, but the Plaintiffs and the Settlement Class Members, 

upon the Effective Date, shall be deemed to have, and by operation of law shall have, 

fully, finally and forever settled, released, and discharged any and all Released Claims 

known or unknown, suspected or unsuspected, whether or not concealed or hidden, 
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that now exist or heretofore have existed upon any theory of law or equity, including, 

but not limited to, Released Claims based on conduct that is negligent, reckless, 

intentional, with or without malice, or a breach of any duty, law or rule, without regard 

to the subsequent discovery or existence of such different or additional facts. The Parties 

agree that the Released Claims constitute a specific and not a general release. 

The Parties shall be deemed to have agreed that the release set forth above will 

be and may be raised as a complete defense to and will preclude any action or proceeding 

based on the Released Claims. The Parties agree that all Settlement Class Members are 

barred from bringing a future claim against StubHub on the same or similar facts and 

theories alleged in the operative complaint in this Action. 

As of the Effective Date, by operation of entry of the Final Order and Judgment, 

the Released Parties shall be deemed to have fully released and forever discharged 

Plaintiffs, all other Class Members and Class Counsel from any and all claims of abuse 

of process, malicious prosecution, or any other claims arising out of the initiation, 

prosecution or resolution of the Action, including, but not limited to, claims for 

attorneys’ fees, costs of suit or sanctions of any kind, or any claims arising out of the 

allocation or distribution of any of the consideration distributed pursuant to this 

Agreement. 

3.3.2. Covenant Not to Sue. Class Representatives agree and covenant, and 

each Settlement Class member will be deemed to have agreed and covenanted, not to 
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sue any of the Released Parties with respect to any of the Released Claims, and agree to 

be forever barred from doing so in any court of law or equity, arbitration proceeding, or 

any other forum. 

4. CLASS NOTIFICATION PROCEDURES 

4.1. Provision of Information to the Settlement Administrator. As soon as 

practicable but starting no later than fourteen (14) days after entry of the Preliminary 

Approval Order, StubHub shall provide the Settlement Administrator the Class Member 

List in an electronic format. In preparing the Class Member List, StubHub may rely on 

its reasonably available electronic records and is only obligated to provide the last known 

mailing address and email address as they presently exist in its business records. 

4.2. Notice Plan 

4.2.1. Email Notice. As soon as practicable but starting no later than thirty (30) 

days after entry of the Preliminary Approval Order, the Settlement Administrator shall 

send the Email Notice to all Class Members for whom StubHub has provided the 

Settlement Administrator with an email address. It will be conclusively presumed that 

the intended recipients received the Email Notice if the Settlement Administrator did 

not receive a hard-bounce-back message. 

4.2.2. Postcard Notice. As soon as practicable but starting no later than forty-

five (45) days after entry of the Preliminary Approval Order, the Settlement 

Administrator shall send the Postcard Notice by mail to all Class Members for whom 
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StubHub has not provided an email address and to all Class Members to whom the 

Settlement Administrator sent the Email Notice but for whom the Settlement 

Administrator receives an uncured hard-bounce-back message. Before mailing the 

Postcard Notice, the Settlement Administrator shall update the address provided by 

StubHub with the National Change of Address database. It will be conclusively 

presumed that the intended recipients received the Postcard Notice. 

4.2.3. Settlement Website Notice. As soon as practicable but starting no later 

than fifteen (15) days after entry of the Preliminary Approval Order, the Settlement 

Administrator shall establish the Settlement Website and post the Detailed Notice, this 

Settlement Agreement, and the Preliminary Approval Order, as well as the additional 

information set forth in Section 4.3 below.   

4.3. Additional Information for the Class. 

4.3.1. Settlement Website. Prior to the date on which the Settlement 

Administrator initiates sending Short-Form Notice, the Settlement Administrator shall 

also establish the Settlement Website, which shall contain: 

(a) the Complaint in downloadable PDF format; 

(b) the Detailed Notice in English and Spanish in downloadable PDF 

format; 

(c) the Detailed Notice in HTML formal with a clickable table of 

contents, described on the Settlement Website as answers to 
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frequently asked questions; 

(d) a contact information page that includes the address for the 

Settlement Administrator and address and telephone numbers for 

Settlement Class Counsel and Defense Counsel; 

(e) the Settlement Agreement 

(f) the signed Preliminary Approval Order and publicly filed motion 

papers and declarations in support thereof; 

(g) downloadable and online versions of the Claim Form and Opt-Out 

Form; and 

(h) (when they become available) the publicly filed motion for final 

approval, Fee and Expense Award Application, Service Award 

Application, and any motions papers and declarations in support 

thereof. 

The Settlement Website shall remain accessible until thirty (30) days after the Settlement 

Administrator has completed its obligations under this Settlement Agreement and issued 

its final invoice to the Parties, as set forth in Section 3.1.4.(a) above. 

4.3.2. Detailed Notice. The Settlement Administrator shall mail or email the 

Detailed Notice to any Class Member who requests a copy. 

4.3.3. Toll Free Number. Prior to the date on which the Settlement 
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Administrator initiates the Class Notice, the Settlement Administrator shall establish a 

toll-free number to call to obtain recorded information about the Settlement and request 

a mailed or emailed version of the Detailed Notice. 

5. OBJECTIONS AND REQUESTS FOR EXCLUSION 

5.1. Request for Exclusion. As set forth below, Class Members shall have the right 

to opt out of the Class and this Settlement. 

5.1.1. Notification on Right to Request Exclusion. The Detailed Notice, as 

well as the Short-Form Notice, shall advise Class Members of their rights to forego the 

benefits of this Settlement and/or pursue an individual claim, in compliance with the 

requirements set forth in this Settlement Agreement. The Detailed Notice will also 

provide that any Class Member wishing to exclude themselves who fail to properly or 

timely file or serve the requested information and/or documents will be precluded from 

doing so. 

5.1.2. Request for Exclusion Requirements. In the event a Class Member 

wishes to be excluded from the Settlement and not be bound by this Settlement 

Agreement, that person must, prior to the Response Deadline, complete the Opt-Out 

Form online or sign and mail a notice of intention to opt-out of the Settlement to the 

Settlement Administrator. Class Members who wish to be excluded and would like to 

complete an Opt-Out Form may submit the Form online or may print and complete the 

form and submit it through the mail to the Settlement Administrator, consistent with 
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the instructions located therein.  Any Opt-Out Forms must be submitted online or 

postmarked (if sent by mail) on or before the Response Deadline. Any notice of 

intention to opt-out submitted in lieu of a completed Opt-Out Form must: 

(a)  be postmarked on or before the Response Deadline; 

(b)  include the Class Member’s name, address, and telephone number; 

(c) be personally signed and dated by the Class Member; and 

(d) contain a clear request that the individual would like to “opt out” or 

be excluded by use of those or other words clearly indicating a desire not to participate 

in the Settlement. Any Class Member who timely and properly requests exclusion in 

compliance with these requirements will not be entitled to receive payment from the 

Settlement Amount and will not be bound by this Settlement Agreement or the Final 

Approval Order and Judgment. 

5.1.3. Submission of Claim Form and Request for Exclusion. If a Class 

Member submits both a Claim Form and an exclusion request, the Claim Form shall 

take precedence and be considered valid and binding, and the exclusion request shall be 

deemed to have been sent by mistake and rejected. 

5.2. Objections to the Settlement. As set forth below, any Class Member who has 

not submitted a timely request for exclusion may object to this Settlement, the Fee 

Application, the Fee and Expense Award, the Service Award Application, or the Service 

Awards. 
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5.2.1. Notification of the Right to Object. The Detailed Notice, as well as the 

Email Notice and Postcard Notice, shall advise Class Members of their right to object 

to this Settlement, the Fee Application, the Fee and Expense Award, the Service Award 

Application, or the Service Awards. The Detailed Notice will also provide that any Class 

Members wishing to object who fail to properly do so will be precluded from objecting. 

5.2.2. Objection Requirements. Any Class Member who has not submitted a 

timely request for exclusion and who wishes to object to the fairness, reasonableness, or 

adequacy of the Settlement must sign and mail a letter to the Settlement Administrator, 

stating their intention to object to the Settlement. For a written objection to be 

considered, the written objection must: 

(a) be postmarked on or before the Response Deadline; 

(b) include the objecting Class Member’s name, address, and telephone 

number; 

(c) be personally signed and dated by the objecting Class Member; 

and 

(d) state each objection and the specific legal and factual bases for each. 

5.2.3. Appearance at Final Approval Hearing. Any Class Member who has 

not submitted a timely request for exclusion may appear at the Final Approval Hearing 

either in person or through an attorney. However, if the Class Member intends to appear 
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at the Final Approval Hearing through counsel, the Class Member must have submitted 

a written objection pursuant to this paragraph that also identified the attorney(s) 

representing him or her who will appear at the Fairness Hearing and include the 

attorney(s) name, address, phone number, e-mail address, and the state bar(s) to which 

counsel is admitted.  

5.2.4. Failure to Object. Any Class Member who does not provide a timely 

written objection or who does not make a record of his or her objection at the Final 

Approval Hearing shall be deemed to have waived any objection and shall forever be 

foreclosed from making any objection to the fairness, reasonableness, or adequacy of 

the proposed Settlement, the Fee Application, the Fee and Expense Award, the Service 

Award Application, or the Service Awards. 

5.2.5. Submission of Claim Form and Objection. A Class Member who 

objects to the Settlement may also submit a Claim Form on or before the Claim 

Deadline, which shall be processed in the same manner as all other Claim Forms. A 

Class Member shall not be entitled to an extension of the Claim Deadline merely because 

that Class Member has also submitted an objection. 

5.2.6. Responding to Objections. The Class Representatives, Settlement Class 

Counsel, and/or StubHub may file responses to any timely written objections no later 

than seven (7) days prior to the Final Approval Hearing. 
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6. COURT APPROVAL PROCEDURES 

6.1. Class Certification. Solely for the purposes of settlement and the proceedings 

contemplated herein, the Parties stipulate and agree that a class shall be certified in the 

Action in accordance with the definition of the “Class” set forth above, and that 

Plaintiffs’ Counsel shall be appointed as counsel for the Settlement Class. The 

certification of the Class shall be binding only with respect to the settlement set forth in 

this Agreement. In the event this Agreement shall terminate pursuant to its terms for 

any reason, the Order certifying the Class shall be vacated by its terms and this Action 

shall revert to its status as existed prior to the execution of this Agreement. In that event, 

this Agreement shall not be admissible to establish any fact relevant to class certification 

or any alleged liability, or for any other purpose, and the Parties’ agreement to resolve 

the Action shall be inadmissible pursuant to Evidence Code § 1152. 

6.2. Preliminary Approval. The Class Representatives, through Plaintiffs’ Counsel, 

shall file a motion for Preliminary Approval. The motion shall request entry of the 

Preliminary Approval Order for the purposes of, among other things:  

(a) conditionally certifying the Class in the Action for settlement purposes only; 

(b) appointing Plaintiffs as Class Representatives of the Class;  

(c) appointing Plaintiffs’ Counsel as counsel for the Class;  

(d) appointing the Settlement Administrator;  

(e) scheduling a Final Approval Hearing;  
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(f) approving Class Notice (substantially in the forms of Exhibits B, C, and D 

attached hereto);  

(g) approving the Claims Process Plan and claims procedures for Class Members, 

including the Claim Form (substantially in the form of Exhibit A); and  

(h) approving the objection and exclusion procedures for Class Members, 

including the Opt-Out Form (substantially in the form of Exhibit E). 

StubHub and Defense Counsel shall not oppose the motion and may file a statement of 

non-opposition to the request for preliminary approval. 

6.3. Final Approval. 

6.3.1. Motion for Final Settlement Approval. Plaintiffs will submit for the 

Court’s consideration, by the deadline set by the Court, the Final Approval and 

Judgment Order, which does all of the following: 

(a) finds that the Court has personal and subject matter jurisdiction 

over the Action; 

(b) certifies the Class for settlement purposes; 

(c) approves the Settlement; 

(d) finds that the notice to the Class given in the manner described 

herein constitutes the best notice practicable an in full compliance with requirements of 

California Rules of Court and due process of law; 
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(e) confirms that the Class Representatives and Settlement Class 

Members have released all Released Claims against the Released Parties; 

(f) identifies those who have timely opted out of the Settlement; 

(g) requires the Parties to report the amounts paid to Authorized 

Claimants once all payments have been made and administration of the Settlement has 

been completed; and 

(h) retains the Court’s jurisdiction relating to the administration, 

consummation, validity, enforcement, and interpretation of this Agreement, the Final 

Approval Order, any final order approving the Fee and Expense Award and Service 

Awards, and for any other necessary purpose. 

StubHub and Defense Counsel shall not oppose the motion and may file a 

statement of non-opposition to the request for entry of the Final Approval Order and 

Judgment, contingent on Defense Counsel’s ability to review and approve the final form 

of the Final Approval Order and Judgment before it is submitted to the Court.  Such 

approval shall not be unreasonably withheld by Defense Counsel.  

6.4. Modifications Suggested by the Court. If the Court suggests any modifications 

to the Agreement or conditions for entry of the Preliminary Approval Order, Final 

Approval Order and Judgment on modifications to the Agreement, the Parties shall, 

working in good faith and consistent with the Agreement, endeavor to cure any such 

deficiencies identified by the Court. However, the Parties shall not be obligated to make 
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any additions or modifications to the Agreement that would affect the benefits provided 

to Settlement Class Members, or the cost to or burden on StubHub, the content or 

extent of notices required to Class Members, or the scope of any of the releases 

contemplated in this Agreement. Specifically, both parties acknowledge that StubHub 

has made significant changes to its purchase flow since the start of this litigation, 

including (among other things) making a “fee toggle” feature more prominent. StubHub 

has no present intention of changing the prominence of the fee disclosures on its website 

and StubHub shall not be required to make additional changes to its website or purchase 

flow as part of this Settlement, and reserves the right to make changes in the future. If 

the Court orders or proposes such additions or modifications, generally, the Parties will 

have the right to terminate the Settlement Agreement within twenty-one (21) days from 

the date of the Court’s order or proposal, unless otherwise agreed by the Parties. If the 

Court specifically orders or proposes changes to StubHub’s purchase flow, StubHub, 

but not Plaintiffs, shall have the right to terminate the Settlement Agreement within 

twenty-one (21) days from the dates of the Court’s order or proposal, unless otherwise 

waived. If either Party elects to terminate the Settlement Agreement pursuant to this 

section, the Agreement will be deemed null and void ab initio and the provisions of 

Section 8.3 will apply. Upon termination of the Settlement Agreement, any unused 

portions of the initial payment(s) made to the Settlement Administrator under Section 

3.1.4 shall be returned to StubHub within five (5) business days.  
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7. OBLIGATIONS OF THE SETTLEMENT ADMINISTRATOR 

7.1. Notice and Settlement Administration Duties. As discussed in more detail 

elsewhere in the Agreement, the Settlement Administrator shall perform the duties, 

tasks, and responsibilities associated with providing notice and administering the 

Settlement including the following: 

7.1.1. Preparing and disseminating notice to the Settlement Class; 

7.1.2. Maintaining the Settlement Website; 

7.1.3. Keeping track of requests for exclusion and objections to the Settlement, 

including maintaining the original envelope in which they were mailed (or an electronic 

copy thereof); 

7.1.4. According to the timeline set forth in Section 7.3.3, deliver to Settlement 

Class Counsel and Defense Counsel copies of any requests for exclusion, objections, or 

upon request of Settlement Class Counsel and Defense Counsel, other written or 

electronic communications from the Settlement Class; 

7.1.5. Resolving disputes during the administration process in the manner 

provided below; 

7.1.6. Making distributions to Authorized Claimants; 

7.1.7. Performing any tax reporting duties required by this Agreement and 

federal, state, or local law; 
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7.1.8. Maintaining adequate records of all its activities including the dates of 

transmission of the Postcard and Email Notices, returned mail, and other 

communications and attempted written or electronic communications with the Class; 

7.1.9. Confirming in writing its completion of the administration of the 

Settlement; and 

7.1.10.  Such other tasks as Settlement Class Counsel and Defense Counsel 

mutually agree. 

7.2. Preserving Confidentiality of Customer Information. The Parties agree and 

understand that the Settlement Administrator will be provided with certain personal 

identifying information related to StubHub customers who are Class Members; 

accordingly, the Parties will require the Settlement Administrator to agree to keep this 

information secure, not to disclose or disseminate this information and such information 

will be used solely for the purposes of effectuating this Settlement Agreement. 

7.3. Settlement Administrator Reporting. 

7.3.1. Settlement Administrator Interim Reporting. Starting one week after 

the deadline to start providing notice to the Class under Section 4.2, the Settlement 

Administrator shall provide weekly reports to Defense Counsel and Settlement Class 

Counsel concerning the Claim Forms received during the prior week and the amount 

claimed to date. The report shall also identify the number of valid requests for exclusion 

received (see Section 5.1, supra) and transmit any received objections (see Section 5.2, 
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supra) to counsel. 

7.3.2. Final Claims Accounting. No later than fourteen (14) days before the 

filing date for Class Representative’s motion in support of the Final Approval Order and 

Judgment, the Settlement Administrator will serve upon Settlement Class Counsel and 

Defense Counsel a report indicating, among other things, the number of timely and valid 

Claim Forms that were submitted. 

7.3.3. Final Exclusion and Objection Accounting. No later than fourteen 

(14) days after the Response Deadline, the Settlement Administrator will serve upon 

Settlement Class Counsel and Defense Counsel a declaration indicating the total number 

of valid requests for exclusion and copies of any objections received, as well as a report 

containing the information regarding requests for exclusion and objections that is 

required under Section 7.1.4 and confirming which requests for exclusion and objections 

are timely and untimely. 

7.3.4. Post Distribution Accounting. The Settlement Administrator shall 

provide the Parties with a reconciliation and accounting of the Credit Settlement amount 

and the Cash Claims-Made Settlement amount at each of the following times: (i) no later 

than ten (10) days after the payments are made pursuant to Section 3.2.4.2, and (ii) no 

later than ten (10) days after the expiration of the 180-day period for negotiation checks 

issued under this Settlement Agreement. 
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8. TERMINATION 

8.1. Court Approval Contingencies. This Settlement Agreement is being entered 

into for settlement purposes only. If the Court conditions its approval of either the 

Preliminary Approval Order or the Final Order and Judgment on any modifications of 

this Settlement Agreement that are not acceptable to all Parties, as set forth in Section 

6.4 above, or if the Court does not approve the Settlement Agreement or enter the Final 

Order and Judgment, or if the Effective Date does not occur for any other reason, 

including if the Final Approval Order and Judgment is reversed in whole or in part on 

appeal, then this Settlement Agreement will be deemed terminated, null and void ab initio. 

8.2. Decertification of the Class if Settlement is Not Approved. If this Agreement 

is not finally approved and/or does not go into effect for any reason set forth in the 

preceding Section 8.1, certification of the Settlement Class will be vacated, and the 

Parties will be returned to their positions status quo ante as if the Settlement had not been 

entered into. In the event that the Settlement Class is vacated, (a) any court orders 

preliminarily or finally approving the certification of any Class contemplated by the 

Settlement and any other orders entered pursuant to the Agreement shall be null, void, 

and vacated, and shall not be used or cited thereafter by any person or entity in support 

of claims or defenses or in support or in opposition to a class certification motion; and 

(b) this Agreement will become null and void, and the fact of this Settlement, that 

StubHub did not oppose the certification of any Class under the Settlement, that Class 
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Representatives acknowledged any risks associated with the litigation, or that the Court 

approved the certification of a Class, shall not be used or cited thereafter by any person 

or entity, including but not limited to in any contested proceeding relating to the 

certification of any class or relating to enforcement of arbitration agreements and class-

action waivers. 

8.3. Effect of Termination. In the event that this Agreement is voided, terminated, 

or cancelled, or fails to become effective for any reason whatsoever, then the Parties 

shall be deemed to have reverted to their respective statuses as of the date and time 

immediately prior to the execution of this Agreement, and they shall proceed in all 

respects as if this Agreement, its Exhibits, and any related agreements or orders, had 

never been executed or entered. Without limiting the foregoing of the other agreements 

between the Parties in this Agreement, but rather for clarity’s sake, the Parties expressly 

agree that this Agreement, the settlement and mediation discussions leading to this 

Agreement, and any proceeding related to this Agreement (a) shall not be construed as 

a waiver, acknowledgment, or concession of risk by the Parties of any claim, defense, or 

argument, and the Parties’ agreement to resolve the Action shall be inadmissible 

pursuant to Evidence Code section 1152, and (b) shall not be used in any other 

proceeding for any purpose. No Party shall be deemed to have waived any claims, 

objections, rights, or defenses, or legal arguments or positions, including but not limited 

to claims or objections to class certification, or claims or defenses on the merits. Each 
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Party reserves the right to prosecute or defend this Action in the event that this 

Settlement Agreement does not become final and binding. 

9. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

9.1. No Admission of Liability. Neither this Agreement nor the Final Approval 

Order and Judgment to be entered pursuant to this Agreement is an admission or 

concession by any person or entity of any fault, omission, liability, or wrongdoing. 

9.2. Termination of Discovery and Motion Practice. By signing this Settlement 

Agreement, the Parties agree not to serve any discovery or proceed with any motion 

after the date of execution of the Settlement Agreement, except for motions related to 

the approval of the Settlement, unless the Parties are ordered to do so by the Court or 

the Final Approval Order and Judgment is not entered and this Settlement Agreement 

becomes void. 

9.3. Taxes and Tax Reporting. The Parties shall have no liability or responsibility 

for any taxes owed by Class Members as a result of amounts paid to such Class Members 

under this Agreement. The Parties hereto agree to cooperate with the Settlement 

Administrator, each other, and their tax attorneys and accountants to the extent 

reasonably necessary to carry out the provisions set forth in this Section. 

9.4. Date of Submission of Documents to Settlement Administrator. If 

submitted by postal mail, the date of the postmark on the envelope containing the Claim 

Form, request for exclusion or objection shall be the exclusive means used to determine 
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whether a Claim Form has been timely submitted. In the event a postmark is illegible, 

the date of mailing shall be deemed to be three (3) days prior to the date that the 

Settlement Administrator received a copy of the Claim Form, request for exclusion or 

objection. 

9.5. No Claim Related to Distribution or Claims Processing. No person shall 

have any claim against Plaintiffs, StubHub, Plaintiffs’ Counsel, Defense Counsel, or the 

Settlement Administrator based on any determination of a Valid Claim, distributions, or 

awards made in accordance with this Settlement Agreement and the Exhibits thereto. 

9.6. Best Efforts. The Class Representatives and StubHub agree that the terms of the 

Agreement reflect a good-faith settlement of disputed claims. They consider the 

Settlement effected by this Settlement Agreement to be fair and reasonable and will use 

their best efforts to seek preliminary approval, and if granted, final approval of the 

Agreement by the Court, including in responding to any objectors, intervenors or other 

persons or entities seeking to preclude entry of the Final Approval Order and Judgment 

and, if the Settlement is granted final approval, to effectuate the Agreement’s terms. 

Neither the Parties nor any person acting on their behalf shall seek to solicit or encourage 

anyone to object to the Settlement or appeal from any order of the Court that is 

consistent with the terms of this Settlement. 

9.7. Each Party is Represented by Counsel. Plaintiffs, on the one hand, and 

StubHub, on the other, acknowledge to each other that each has been advised and is 
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represented by legal counsel of his or her own choosing throughout the negotiations 

which preceded the execution of this Settlement Agreement, and that they have executed 

this Settlement Agreement after being so advised and without reliance upon any promise 

or representation of any person or persons acting for or on behalf of the other, except 

as expressly set forth in this Settlement Agreement. Plaintiffs, on the one hand, and 

StubHub, on the other, further acknowledge that they and their counsel have had an 

adequate opportunity to make whatever investigation or inquiry they may deem 

necessary or desirable in connection with the subject matter of this Settlement 

Agreement prior to the execution of this Settlement Agreement. Plaintiffs have each 

read and approved the language of this Settlement Agreement, with the assistance of 

counsel. StubHub has also read and approved the language of this Settlement 

Agreement, with the assistance of counsel. This Settlement Agreement is a product of 

negotiation and preparation by Plaintiffs on the one hand with their attorneys, and 

StubHub and its attorneys on the other. Therefore, Plaintiffs and StubHub each 

expressly waive the provisions of Civil Code section 1654 and acknowledge and agree 

that this Settlement Agreement should not be deemed prepared or drafted by one Party 

or the other and shall be construed accordingly. 

9.8. Entire Agreement. This Settlement Agreement embodies the entire agreement 

and understanding between the Parties hereto and supersedes all prior agreements and 

understandings relating to the subject matter hereof. 
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9.9. Construction and Interpretation. No course of prior dealing between the 

Parties, no usage of the trade, and no extrinsic evidence of any nature shall be used or 

be relevant to supplement, explain, or modify any term used herein. The Parties each 

represent and warrant to the other Party that they are not relying on any other Party for 

advice. 

9.10. Counterpart Originals and Electronic Signatures. This Settlement 

Agreement may be executed in any number of counterparts, all of which taken together 

shall constitute one agreement. It is further agreed that scanned and emailed and/or 

facsimile copies of executed signature pages may be assembled and that each and every 

one of the same shall be given the force and effect of an original signature. It is further 

agreed that electronic signatures (e.g., through DocuSign) shall be given the force and 

effect of an original signature. 

9.11. Execution Date. This Settlement Agreement shall be deemed executed upon the 

last date of execution by all of the undersigned. 

9.12. Modification Only in Writing. Neither this Settlement Agreement nor any 

provision hereof may be changed, waived, discharged, or terminated, save and except by 

an instrument in writing signed by the Party against whom enforcement of the change, 

waiver, discharge, or termination is sought. 

9.13. Headings.  Captions, section headings, and numbers have been set forth in this 

Settlement Agreement for convenience only and are not to be used in construing this 
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Settlement Agreement. 

9.14. Time Periods. The time periods and dates described in this Agreement with 

respect to the giving of notices and hearings are subject to Court approval and 

modification by the Court or by written stipulation of Plaintiffs’ Counsel and Defense 

Counsel 

9.15. Governing Law. This Agreement shall be governed and interpreted under 

California law, without regard to its choice of law principles. 

 

IN WITNESS HEREOF the undersigned, being duly authorized, have caused this 

Agreement to be executed on the dates shown below.  

DATED: ___________     Plaintiff Susan Wang 

        ___________________ 

DATED: ___________     Plaintiff Rene’ Lee 

        ____________________ 

DATED:____________     Defendant StubHub Inc. 

        Name:______________ 

        Title:_______________ 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM AND CONTENT: 

 

DATED:___________     TYCKO & ZAVAREEI LLP 

        By:___________________ 

        Annick M. Persinger 
        Attorney for Plaintiffs 
 

DATED:___________     O’MELVENY & MYERS LLP 

        By:___________________ 

        Matthew Powers 
        Attorney for Defendant 
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Settlement Agreement. 

9.14. Time Periods. The time periods and dates described in this Agreement with 

respect to the giving of notices and hearings are subject to Court approval and 

modification by the Court or by written stipulation of Plaintiffs’ Counsel and Defense 

Counsel 

9.15. Governing Law. This Agreement shall be governed and interpreted under 

California law, without regard to its choice of law principles. 

IN WITNESS HEREOF the undersigned, being duly authorized, have caused this 

Agreement to be executed on the dates shown below.  

DATED: ___________ 

DATED: ___________ 

DATED:____________ 

Plaintiff Susan Wang 

___________________ 

Plaintiff Rene’ Lee 

____________________ 

Defendant StubHub Inc. 

Name:______________

Title:_______________ 
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1 Objection and Notice to Appear at Virtual Fairness Hearing 
 

STEVEN HELFAND, in pro se 
410 Southeast 16th Court, Apartment 730 
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33316 
786-676-1018   
Steven.Helfand1400@outlook.com 
 
 
SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA FOR THE COUNTY 

OF SAN FRANCISCO 

DEPT. 613 

SUSAN WANG, individually and 

on behalf of all  

others similarly situated,  

Plaintiffs,  

v.  

STUBHUB, INC.,  

Defendant.       Case No. CGC-18-564120 

 

 

OBJECTION AND NOTICE TO 
APPEAR AT VIRTUAL FAIRNESS 
HEARING 

  

mailto:Steven.Helfand1400@outlook.com


2 Objection and Notice to Appear at Virtual Fairness Hearing 
 

INTRODUCTION 

This objection is not meant to be a spoiler.  There are some good 

aspects of this proposed settlement.  I generally favor resolution.  The class 

attorneys are outstanding individuals who are known to fight hard for their 

clients.  I compliment Class counsel for allowing class members to make an 

election between the cash relief and the credit.  That is a great idea.  It is 

disappointing there are serious and substantial shortcomings with the 

release and lack of structural safeguards for the class.  I take no position on 

the attorneys’ fees sought.1 

I am a Settlement Class member.  My Submitted Claim ID: 

SHS5021597.  My confirmation code is: 6R2666G56441. I filed a claim to 

get a credit to my StubHub account.2  I have at least four qualifying 

purchases that are relevant and part of the settlement: 

503415736 
Date of Purchase: 1/20/2017 

2000035509 
Date of Purchase: 8/8/2016 

 
1 If my objections are overruled, I hereby reserve the right file a 

motion pursuant to 663 to obtain appellate standing. See, Hernandez v. 
Restoration Hardware, Inc., 4 Cal. 5th 260. 
 

2  Defendant’s customer service is familiar with the settlement and 
when I inquired, the agent indicated they are receiving numerous calls from 
class members seeking information.  This is not surprising because a call to 
the Settlement Administrator yields little meaningful information.  
Defendant’s customer service indicated to me that they are instructing class 
members that they should do nothing and that accounts are automatically 
credited.  This is at odds with the claim procedure.   
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Amt: $3,202.97 
Email: sh4078@gmail.com 

Amt: $2,335.09 
Email: sh4078@gmail.com 
 

 

Note, I have used StubHub extensively, and had another email 

account but cannot remember it.3  There should be at least one other 

purchase with a different email, for two tickets to see Cher purchased in 

September, 2015.  Those tickets cost me in excess $5,000.00.  My 

purchases from Defendant exceeded $10,000.00.  As to my aggrieved 

status, all tickets were ultimately more expensive than I was initially led to 

believe.    

I specify I have never sold tickets through Defendant.  I enjoy using 

Defendant and generally like the user experience.  I intend to make future 

purchases from Defendant, including for an event shortly after the fairness 

hearing.  It is for this reason I elected credit.  I intend to continue 

purchasing tickets through Defendant moving forward.  The release makes 

this problematic. 

Assuming the fairness hearing is virtual, this provides notice that I 

shall appear.  

 
3 When I contacted Defendant to get the purchase number for the tickets, it 
indicated without the email address, Defendant could not track them.  There 
was also a local event that I purchased from Defendant and attended at a 
venue on Filmore Street in late September, 2015.  The cost was less than 
$100. 

mailto:sh4078@gmail.com
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OBJECTIONS 

THE RELEASE IS OVERBROAD 

The release includes a § 1542 waiver for members of the class 
and has a serious drafting error.   

The release of claims by the class is limited by the “factual predicate 

rule.” (Hesse v. Sprint Corp. (9th Cir. 2010) 598 F.3d 581, 590.) (See also 

Hendricks v. Starkist Co (N.D. Cal. 2016) 2016 WL 692739 at * 2-4 

[Denying motion for final approval of class settlement because scope of 

release overbroad].)  

The Civil Code 1542 waiver should only apply to the named plaintiffs in 

their individual capacities. The scope of the release for the absent class 

members cannot include a Civil Code 1542 release or an equivalent release. 

(Duran v. Obesity Research Institute, LLC (2016) 1 Cal.App.5th 635, 640, 

645 [trial court would not approve a Civil Code 1542 release in class 

settlement].) This is because the named plaintiffs could not adequately 

represent the absent class members on the wide scope of unknown potential 

claims.  But that is precisely what the instant release does.  

“Although the releases granted under this Agreement are not general 

releases, Plaintiffs, on behalf of themselves and of all Class Members, 

nonetheless expressly acknowledge that Plaintiffs and the Class Members are 

waiving the protections of Cal. Civ. Code § 1542 as to the Class Members’ 

Release only.”  Settlement Agreement, § 3.3.1, p. 23.   
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I believe there is a drafting error in the Settlement Agreement that can 

be fixed by an amendment between the parties and confirmed by the Court.4  

At page 23, supra, the last four words should say, “named Plaintiffs’ only.”  

If what it presently written is correct, an absurd result occurs.  To wit, the 

named representatives have procured a better release for themselves, while 

the class is stuck with a § 1542 waiver.  This can’t be right. 

 The entire release provision is, at best, unclear because the exact 

same release applies to the named representative as class members.  There 

are not, in fact, two separate releases.  There is no definition for “Class 

Members Release” because their release is the same as the one for the 

named Plaintiffs – save what should have been provision for the § 1542 

waiver, supra.   

Putting the drafting error aside, the release strides even 
further into unfair territory by releasing future conduct. 

The release states, “The Parties agree that all Settlement Class 

Members are barred from bringing a future claim against StubHub on the 

same or similar facts and theories alleged in the operative complaint in this 

Action.”  Settlement Agreement, p. 24.  The named Plaintiff could not 

 
4 This is not the first make I caught.  On April 5, 2022, I alerted the parties 
there was an error on the website and notice.  The case number was wrong.  
This prevented class members from easily accessing the online docket.  The 
parties promptly fixed this error without acknowledging my correspondence 
to them or a “thank you.”  While I do not object to botched notice, these 
mistakes should not have occurred in the first place.    
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possibly be adequate when they release claims for future conduct that has 

not yet occurred for claims not accrued.   

The Settlement Agreement contains no injunctive relief.  This means 

class members are releasing future claims based on unfair conduct that 

accrues after the class period.   

Defendant has obtained a “get out of jail free card” for it to do 

precisely what it has done in the past in the future, without any recourse for 

class members whatsoever.  This includes engaging in myriad unfair conduct 

relating to very broad allegations: “Defendant StubHub lures consumers into 

purchasing tickets for concerts, sporting events, and other live 

entertainment from StubHub’s website by advertising artificially low ticket 

prices while hiding the amount of added fees that Defendant charges for 

each sale. Specifically, StubHub advertises misleading ticket prices that do 

not include added fees.”  See, Second Amended Complaint, ¶ 1.  While the 

release disclaims it is not a “general release,” reference to the allegations  

makes the release wider than Route 280. 

Due to the ongoing nature of Defendant’s unfair business practices, 

Plaintiffs sought “an order or orders enjoining Defendant from continuing to 

employ unfair methods of competition and commit unfair and deceptive acts 

and practices alleged in this complaint and any other such acts and practices 

proven at trial.”  Id., ¶¶ 117, 122.  In other words, this not a “one of” 
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mistake.  It was an ongoing pattern and practice of business for Defendant.  

It still is.  Post-approval of this settlement, Defendant is free to mislead class 

members forever with impunity as to ticket prices.  This is fundamentally 

unfair and contrary to public policy, not to mention due process.  Class 

members release far more than they get. 

Additionally, since future conduct has not occurred, the preliminary 

approval motion cannot and failed to make an adequate analysis as required 

by Kullar v. Foot Locker Retail, Inc. (2008) 168 Cal.App.4th 116.  The extent 

of the release simply has not been squared with the value of future class 

claims and proposed settlement consideration.    

INTRA-PARTY CONFLICTS REQUIRE THE FORMATION OF 
SUBCLASSES 

In addition to an intra-party conflict between current and future 

claimants, there is an even bigger one between class members who sell 

tickets through StubHub and those who purchase tickets from StubHub.  

This presents a fundamental conflict of interest that goes to the heart of the 

release and compensation.  Class members who participated in the scheme 

to enrich themselves at the expense of purchaser class members have a 

different relationship with Defendant and each other.  Some class members 

are agents or affiliates of Defendant and profiting from the release.  

Meanwhile, some class members are true purchasers; namely, they do not 
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and have not sold any tickets.  The class definition ignores this crucial 

distinction as to the relationship of class members with Defendant.   

Subclasses with separate counsel was required because: 

• Some class members have a different type of relationship with 

Defendant. See, e.g., In re Photochormic Lens Antitrust Litig., 

2014 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 46107 (M.D. Fla. Apr. 3, 2014) [some 

commercial purchasers of product had exclusivity agreements].  

• Different classes of customers. See, e.g., Valley Drug Co. v. 

Geneva Pharmaceuticals, Inc., 350 F.3d 1181, 1194 (11th Cir. 

2003) (finding conflict between national and regional wholesalers 

in antitrust action). 

• Some class members are situated in fundamentally different 

ways from others. Gonzales v. City of Albuquerque, 2010 U.S. 

Dist. LEXIS 98271 (D.N.M. Aug. 21, 2010).  

• The named plaintiffs are seeking a different type of relief for 

some members of the same class. Ellis v. Costco Wholesale 

Corp., 657 F.3d 970 (9th Cir. 2011); Wilson v. Conair Corp., 

2016 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 72837 (E.D. Cal. June 3, 2016).  Here, 

class members who sell tickets are benefiting from the 

overbroad release, including the release of future conduct.  

Those who do not sell are not the beneficiaries of a broad 

release. 
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A minimum of two subclasses was required; one for customers of 

Defendant who made ticket purchases but also participated in selling tickets 

at unfair or misleading prices; and the other for customers who simply 

purchased tickets at unfair or misleading prices.  Further subclasses may 

have been required based on the quantity and value of tickets purchased 

and future versus current claims. 

Rule 23(a)(4) requires the representative party in a class action will 

“fairly and adequately protect the interests of the class.” This requirement 

encompasses whether: (1) any conflicts of interest exist between the class 

representatives and the class as whole; and (2) whether the representatives 

will adequately prosecute the action. 

In Amchem Products, Inc. v. Windsor, the Supreme Court reversed 

certification of the settlement class because it failed to meet the adequacy 

and predominance requirements of Rule 23. Amchem Products, Inc. v. 

Windsor, 521 U.S. 591 (1997). 

In discussing the deficiency of representation, the Court several times 

alluded to the lack of subclasses, suggesting that, in the Court’s view, Rule 

23(c)(4)(B) could have helped the class overcome its divergences to satisfy 

Rule 23(a)(4). In Amchem, class certification was sought to achieve a global 

settlement for both current and future asbestos-related claims, both for 

claimants who were currently injured, and those who may face future 

injuries. The Court noted the divergent interests of the class: those currently 
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injured have the goal of “generous immediate payments,” and the exposure-

only plaintiffs seek “an ample, inflation-protected fund for the future.” The 

Court noted the significance of these differences, as the settlement included 

no adjustment for inflation, and only a few claimants per year could opt out. 

The Court concluded there was “no structural assurance of fair and adequate 

representation for the diverse groups.”  Here, there is an Amchem problem 

based on current and future claims.  This requires a subclass for future 

claims and one for existing claims.  This problem is solved by simply striking 

the release of future claims based on the underlying conduct.  Class 

members who intend to use the credit and make further purchases through 

Defendant have misaligned interests from those who opt for the cash and no 

longer wish to do business with Defendant.  This disparity is particularly 

striking because those who do not wish to make further purchases and do 

any business with Defendant’s lose nothing with the release of future claims 

based on alleged present unfair conduct.  The disparity of interests is 

monumental. 

The Supreme Court reaffirmed Amchem in Ortiz v. Fibreboard 

Corporation, 527 U.S. 815 (1999). In Ortiz, the Court again recognized “that 

a class divided between holders of present and future claims … requires 

division into homogeneous subclasses under Rule 23(c)(4)(B), with separate 

representation to eliminate conflicting interests of counsel.” 
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In In re National Football League Players Concussion Injury 

Litigation, 821 F.3d 410 (3d. Cir. 2016), the Third Circuit affirmed the 

district’s court certification of a class of retired football players consisting of 

two subclasses: (1) those “who have no currently known injuries that would 

be compensated under the settlement;” and (2) those “who are currently 

injured and will receive an immediate monetary award under the 

settlement.” In addition, Class Counsel appointed lawyers from the Steering 

Committee to serve as subClass Counsel. Thus, while the court 

acknowledged that the divide between present and future injury plaintiffs is 

a “recurring fundamental conflict,” structural protections such as the 

creation of subclasses with their own separate counsel, can be put in place 

to “assure that differently situated plaintiffs negotiate for their own unique 

interests.” Therefore, the Third Circuit concluded that the adequacy 

requirement was satisfied since the subclasses were represented in the 

settlement negotiations by separate representatives and separate counsel, 

which was reflected in the terms of the settlement. The same protections are 

missing here. Subclasses or even informal groups were not separately 

represented at the mediation by their own, independent counsel. The terms 

of the settlement agreement do not reflect any such safeguards.   

In In Re Payment Card Interchange Fee and Merchant Discount 

Antitrust Litigation, on June 30, 2016, the Second Circuit Court of Appeals 

issued an opinion in a case involving twelve million class member merchants 
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who sued Visa, Mastercard and various issuing and acquiring banks, alleging 

a conspiracy in violation of Section 1 of the Sherman Act (governing 

unlawful monopolization). The Court overturned the district court’s approval 

of a class settlement on the grounds that the class representatives’ counsel 

was conflicted in that they did not adequately represent the diverging 

interests of the members of the two settlement classes at issue. The 

settlement would have provided $7.5 billion to at least some members of the 

class.  

The Plaintiffs’ antitrust claims alleged that the defendants adopted 

rules that allowed the banks issuing credit cards to impose an artificially 

inflated interchange fee that merchants had little choice but to accept. The 

settlement divided the plaintiffs into two classes. The first class was certified 

pursuant to Rule 23(b)(3) and included merchants who accepted Visa or 

Mastercard from a date in 2004 to a date in 2012 who were entitled to $7.25 

billion in monetary relief. The second class was certified pursuant to Rule 

23(b)(2) and covered merchants that accepted Visa and Mastercard from the 

date in 2012 onwards forever, who would receive only injunctive relief in the 

form of rule changes. Based on the provisions of the rules, members of the 

first class were permitted to opt out of the settlement, whereas members of 

the second class had no opt out rights. In addition, only members of the 

second class were required to forfeit certain rights to challenge Visa and 

MasterCard in the future. 



13 Objection and Notice to Appear at Virtual Fairness Hearing 
 

The Second Circuit overturned the approval of the settlement based on 

its conclusion that members of the second class were not adequately 

represented by counsel, which had acted on behalf of both subclasses. The 

Court concluded that counsel’s conflict violated both Rule 23(b)(4) and the 

United States Constitution’s Due Process Clause. That conclusion was based 

on analysis of the traditional factors examined under Rule 23(a)(4) to 

determine the adequacy of representation; namely, that the class 

representative have an interest in vigorously pursuing the claims of the class 

and have no interests antagonistic to the interests of other class members. 

The Court reviewed Supreme Court guidance as to adequate representation 

in the settlement class context. In many circumstances, it is necessary to 

create subclasses and have different counsel act for each such subclass. In 

this case, however, the two classes were represented by the same counsel 

despite the conflicting interests of the class members. Members of the class 

who sought only monetary relief would want to maximize cash compensation 

for past harm, while the members who were obtaining only injunctive relief 

would focus on maximizing the restraints on the network rules to prevent 

future harm. The Court relied on the Supreme Court’s guidance, Amchem 

Prods., Inc. v. Windsor, 521 U.S. 591 (1997), and Ortiz v. Fibreboard Corp., 

527 U.S. 815 (1999), to conclude that such divergent interests require 

separate counsel in view of the impact on the essential allocation decisions 

concerning plaintiffs’ compensation and defendants’ liability, particularly 
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because members of the second class could not opt out. Meanwhile, the 

Court pointed out that Class Counsel had an enormous incentive to conclude 

this deal, which represented the largest ever cash settlement in an antitrust 

class action and which was to net counsel $544.8 million in fees. That 

incentive suggested that counsel may have been motivated by a desire to 

consummate the deal, with less concern for the interests of the clients in the 

second class.  This case is similar. 

The Eleventh Circuit took a similar approach in Juris v. Inamed 

Corporation, 685 F.3d 1294 (11th Cir. 2012), when faced with similar facts 

of certifying a class consisting of members with current injuries, as well as 

potential future injuries. A class member objected to the settlement on the 

grounds that Amchem requires subclasses to address the two diverging 

interests. The court clarified, however, that Amchem and Ortiz held that Rule 

23(a)(4) calls for some type of adequate structural protection, which 

includes but does not necessarily require formal subclasses. In fact, plaintiffs 

with potential future injuries were represented by separate counsel during 

negotiations. The Eleventh Circuit held that having separate counsel 

adequately addressed the divergent interests within the class, and “served 

as the functional equivalents of formally-subclassed groups.”   

Here, there were not structural protections put in place to protect 

against divergent interests between buyers and sellers; future and present 

buyers, and those with differences based on quantity and price.  The class 
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lumps everyone together and this provided insufficient procedural 

protections. 

 

Respectfully submitted on April 16, 2022 

 

 
_______________________ 
 
STEVEN FRANKLYN HELFAND 
410 Southeast 16th Court, Apartment 730 
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33316 
786-676-1018   
Steven.Helfand1400@outlook.com 
 

PROOF OF ELECTRONIC SERVICE 
 

This pleading was distributed electronically to the following relevant 

persons  

Class counsel: hzavareei@tzlegal.com; apersinger@tzlegal.com; 

mmorales@tzlegal.com; and 

Defendants counsel:  mpowers@omm.com; klarson@omm.com; 

joconnor@omm.com  

Additionally, I caused to be mailed, via first class, postage prepaid, a 

copy of this objection to: Wang v StubHub Settlement Attn: Objections P.O. 

Box 58220 Philadelphia, PA 19102 on April 16, 2022. 

 
 
___________________________________ 
STEVEN FRANKLYN HELFAND 

mailto:Steven.Helfand1400@outlook.com
mailto:mpowers@omm.com
mailto:klarson@omm.com
mailto:joconnor@omm.com
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

DEPARTMENT 613 
    
SUSAN WANG, individually and on behalf of 
all others similarly situated,   
  
 Plaintiff,   
 vs.  
  
STUBHUB, INC.,   
   
 Defendant.  
  

 
 
Case No. CGC-18-564120 
 
 
 
DECLARATION OF LACEY ROSE  
RE: NOTICE AND ADMINISTRATION 
 
 
  

 
I, LACEY ROSE, hereby declare under penalty of perjury pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746 

that the following is true and correct to the best of my knowledge: 

1. I am a Project Manager with Angeion Group, LLC (“Angeion”), the Settlement 

Administrator retained in this matter, located at 1650 Arch Street, Suite 2210, Philadelphia, PA 

19103.  I am over 21 years of age and am not a party to this action.  I have personal knowledge of 

the facts set forth herein. 

2. Angeion was retained by the Parties and appointed by this Court to serve as 

Settlement Administrator and to, among other tasks, provide Class Notice to the Settlement Class, 

and perform other duties as specified in the Settlement Agreement and Release (“Settlement 

Agreement”) and by the directives of the Court, including but not limited to the Order Granting 
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Unopposed Motion for Preliminary Approval of Class Action Settlement (the “Preliminary 

Approval Order”). 

3. Angeion has administered class action settlements involving millions of class 

members. A representative list of the settlements administered by Angeion is available at 

https://www.angeiongroup.com/cases.php. Through the administration of the settlements 

referenced above, Angeion has received, processed, and secured data from defendants and other 

sources. Angeion has analyzed settlement class member data including performing deduplication, 

National Change of Address Searches (NCOA) and skip traces. Angeion has successfully 

implemented noticing campaigns involving direct mail notice, email notice, text noticing, printed 

media, and digital media for millions of potential class members. Further, Angeion has analyzed 

and reported on class member data obtained through claim forms submitted via mail and through 

online claims filing, class member correspondence, objections to the settlement, exclusion requests 

and other means. Angeion is experienced in the application of complex claim calculations and, 

where applicable, tax withholding and reporting, as required by federal, state, and local taxing 

authorities, as well as in reviewing settlement agreements and court orders. 

4. Angeion is not related to or affiliated with the Plaintiffs, Plaintiffs’ Counsel, 

Defendants or Counsel for Defendants. 

5. The purpose of this Declaration is to provide the Court with a summary of the work 

performed by Angeion to disseminate notice to the Settlement Class and other administrative tasks. 

CLASS DATA 

6. On or about June 30, 2021, Angeion received from counsel for Defendant, a list of 

3,741,613 records. The data file contained the names, mailing addresses, email addresses of Class 

Members. Angeion reviewed the data file and removed duplicative records, resulting in 3,741,589 

unique records (“Class List”). 
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DIRECT NOTICE 

Email Notice 

7. Prior to disseminating notice, Angeion performed an email address analysis to help 

ensure the accuracy of the recipient email addresses. This email cleansing process removes extra 

spaces, fixes common typographical errors in domain name and corrects insufficient domain 

suffixes (e.g., gmal.com to gmail.com, gmail.co to gmail.com, yaho.com to yahoo.com, etc.). After 

the cleansing process standardized the email addresses, those email addresses were then subjected 

to an email validation process whereby each email address is compared to known bad email 

addresses.  Additionally, the email addresses were further verified by contacting the Internet 

Service Provider (“ISP”) to determine if the email addresses exist.  

8. Between February 22, 2022 and February 25, 2022, Angeion caused E-mail Notice 

to be disseminated to the 3,639,821 Settlement Class Members who had a valid email address. The 

E-mail Notice is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

9. Of the 3,639,821 E-mail Notices sent, 3,484,423 were delivered and 155,398 

bounced back as undeliverable. Of the 155,398 Class Members whose email notice could not be 

delivered, 155,363 had a corresponding mailing address. 

Mailed Notice 

10. On March 11, 2022, Angeion caused the postcard Notice (“Postcard Notice”) to be 

mailed via the United States Postal Service (“USPS”) first class mail, postage prepaid, to 245,205 

Class Members (“Mailing List”). The Mailing List was comprised of Class Members whose email 

was undeliverable and Class Members who either did not have an email address or had an invalid 

email address.  The Postcard Notice is attached hereto as Exhibit B. 

11. Prior to mailing, the Mailing List was processed through the USPS National Change 

of Address database to identify updated addresses for individuals who have moved within the last 

four years and who filed a change of address card with the USPS.  
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12. Notices that were returned by the USPS as undeliverable with a forwarding address 

were re-mailed to that forwarding address.  

Reminder Email 

13. At the request of Plaintiffs’ Counsel, even though it went above and beyond the 

notice required for the Court, between May 2, 2022 and May 4, 2022, Angeion caused an E-mail 

Reminder Notice to be sent to 3,573,293 Settlement Class Members who did not file a claim.  

14. Between June 1, 2022 and June 3, 2022, Angeion caused a second E-mail Reminder 

Notice to be sent to 3,498,120 Settlement Class Members who did not file a claim. 

15. A copy of the E-Mail Reminder Notice is attached hereto as Exhibit C. 

SETTLEMENT WEBSITE 

16. On February 11, 2022, Angeion activated a case-specific website, 

www.StubHubSettlement.com (the “Settlement Website”). Settlement Class Members are able 

to file a claim or opt-out directly on the website or download and print the Claim Form or Opt-Out 

Form to be completed and mailed via the USPS. Also on the Settlement Website, Settlement Class 

Members can easily view general information about this class action Settlement, view the Class 

Notice in English and Spanish, review the Second Amended Class Action Complaint, Settlement 

Agreement and Release, Plaintiffs’ Motion and Notice of Unopposed Motion for Preliminary 

Approval, Plaintiffs’ Supplemental Submission in Support of Plaintiffs’ Motion for Preliminary 

Approval, Joint Supplemental Submission in Support of Plaintiffs’ Motion for Preliminary 

Approval, Order Granting Unopposed Motion for Preliminary Approval of Class Action 

Settlement, Plaintiffs’ Notice of Application and Unopposed Application for Fees, Costs and 

Service Awards, and view important dates and deadlines pertinent to the Settlement. This case-

specific Settlement Website was designed to be user-friendly and makes it easy for Settlement 
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Class Members to find information about the case. The Settlement Website also has a “Contact 

Us” page whereby Settlement Class Members can send an email with any additional questions to 

a dedicated email address, info@StubHubSettlement.com. As of June 7, 2022, the Settlement 

Website has received 290,467 website visits by 242,895 unique users totaling 565,499 pageviews. 

TOLL-FREE HOTLINE 

17. On February 11, 2022, Angeion activated the following toll-free number dedicated 

to this Settlement: 1-844-921-1547. The toll-free hotline utilizes an interactive voice response 

(“IVR”) system to provide Settlement Class Members with responses to frequently asked questions 

and provide essential information regarding the Settlement. This hotline is accessible 24 hours a 

day, 7 days a week.  As of June 7, 2022, Angeion has received 852 calls totaling 2,939 minutes. 

DIGITAL MEDIA NOTICE 

18. At the request of Plaintiffs’ Counsel, even though it went above and beyond the 

notice required for the Court, Angeion created a Digital Media Notice plan.  

19. On May 2, 2022, Angeion caused the Facebook and Instagram ad to go live. The 

ad campaigns were designed to target members of the Class using the email addresses on the 

Class List. A copy of the Facebook and Instagram ad is attached hereto as Exhibit D. 

20. As of June 7, 2022, the Facebook and Instagram ad has resulted in serving 

3,751,128 impressions. These impressions led to 1,673 visitors to the Settlement Website. 

CLAIM FORMS, EXLUSIONS, AND OBJECTIONS 

21. The deadline for Class Members to submit a Claim Form is June 25, 2022. Thus, 

the following numbers related to Claim Forms are not final as Class Members will continue to 

submit claims until the June 25, 2022 deadline.  

22.  As of June 6, 2022, Angeion has received 135,798 Claim Form submissions.  
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23. Of the 135,798 Claim Form submissions, thus far Angeion has determined that 

102,659 claims are unique and valid submissions by an individual on the Class List. Angeion’s 

review of claims is ongoing and we will continue to report to the Parties the number of Claim Form 

submissions it receives, processes, and validates. 

24. Of the 102,659 claims determined to have been submitted by an individual on the 

Class List, 69,202 are valid Cash Option Claims, and 33,457 are valid Credit Option Claims.  

25. The deadline to submit a request for exclusion from the Settlement was  

May 17, 2022. As of the date of this declaration, Angeion has received 1,916 exclusion requests. 

Of those 1,916 exclusion requests, 655 filed a claim making their exclusion request invalid, 93 

were made by individuals not on the Class List, and 155 were duplicative, resulting in 1,013 unique 

and valid requests for exclusion. Attached hereto as Exhibit E is a list of the names of the 

individuals who submitted valid exclusion requests. 

26. The deadline to submit an objection to the Settlement was May 17, 2022. As of the 

date of this declaration, Angeion has received one (1) objection from Daniel Krall that is attached 

as Exhibit F hereto. 

// 

// 

// 

// 

// 

// 

// 

// 
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CONCLUSION 

27. Angeion estimates that the Notice detailed above reached 98.84% of the relevant 

population.  

28. As of April 30, 2022, Angeion has incurred $172,160.97 in costs to administer the 

Settlement. Angeion estimates it will incur approximately $167,634.68 in additional costs to 

administer the Settlement through conclusion.  Angeion therefore estimates that its total costs to 

administer the Settlement will be $339,795.65.  

 

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

foregoing is true and correct.  Executed at Las Vegas, Nevada, this 8th day of June, 2022. 

  

 LACEY ROSE, Declarant 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Exhibit A 



 

 

 

Email Notice 

Para una notificación en Español, visitar www.StubHubSettlement.com. 

If You Purchased a Ticket from StubHub.com, You May Be 

Eligible for a Payment from a Class Action Settlement. 

A Settlement has been proposed in the class action lawsuit Susan Wang and Rene’ Lee v. StubHub, Inc., 
Case No. CGC18564120, pending in the Superior Court of the State of California, County of San 
Francisco. The class action lawsuit alleges that StubHub’s method of displaying ticket fees charged to 
purchasers was improper under California’s consumer protection laws because the fees were not 
disclosed until checkout. StubHub denies any wrongdoing or liability. The Court has not decided who is 
right. 

WHO IS INCLUDED?   You may be a Class Member.  The Class includes all persons who purchased at 
least one ticket from StubHub while in California using the StubHub website or mobile website between 
September 1, 2015 and September 1, 2019.  All eligible Settlement Class Members will receive a payment 
upon submitting a valid claim. 

SETTLEMENT BENEFITS.  If the Court approves the Settlement, Class Members who do not opt-out of the 
Class Settlement and submit a valid and timely Claim Form shall receive either (1) an unrestricted credit 
valid for three years towards a future StubHub ticket purchase or (2) cash in the form of electronic payment 
to be issued by the Settlement Administrator.  StubHub has agreed to issue a total of $20,000,000 in credits 
for valid Credit Claims and pay up to $2,500,000 in cash for valid Cash Claims. StubHub has also agreed 
to pay up to $3,250,000 for payment of approved attorney’s fees, reimbursable costs, Class 
Representative service awards, and the costs of Settlement Administration. The amount the Court awards 
for attorney’s fees and costs will not affect the amounts paid in cash or credit to the Settlement Class.  

If you choose to submit a Cash Claim, the most you can receive is $20, and you could receive less 
depending on the number of valid Cash Claims submitted. The Cash Claim will be calculated such that 
if the total Cash Claims received would exceed $2,500,000 if paid at $20 per claim, then the cash payout 
for each class member will be reduced pro rata to not exceed the Cash-Claims Made Settlement Amount 
of $2,500,000. You will likely receive a larger award if you select credit over cash. If you choose to 
submit a Credit Claim, the credit amount is estimated to range from $80 to $133. The Credit Claims will 
be calculated such that $20,000,000 in total unrestricted credits are fully issued to Settlement Class 
Members who submit a valid Credit Claim. The actual amount of the cash or Credit settlement distributed 
to each Class Member will be determined by the number of qualifying Claims approved by the Settlement 
Administrator.   

To receive a credit or cash payment, you must submit a claim by visiting www.StubHubSettlement.com 
and completing a Claim Form by June 25, 2022. If a Claim Form is not submitted by date, you will forfeit 
a Cash or Credit settlement award and any claims you have will be released such that you will not be able 
to sue StubHub or the Released Parties for any claim relating to the lawsuit.  Claim Forms may be 
submitted online, or printed from the website and mailed to the address on the form. Claim Forms are 
also available by calling 1-844-921-1547. 

 

 



 

 

OTHER OPTIONS.  

REQUESTS TO EXCLUDE: If you do not want to be legally bound by the Settlement, you must exclude 
yourself by May 17, 2022 by completing the Opt-Out Form located HERE or on the Internet at 
www.StubHubSettlement.com and submitting it to the Settlement Administrator online or by mail.  If 
you do not timely exclude yourself, you will release any claims you have and will not be able to sue 
StubHub or the Released Parties for any claim relating to the lawsuit. The terms of the release provide 
that you have given up your right to file a lawsuit against StubHub, or the other Released Parties, about 
the ticket fees and claims at issue in this case. If you exclude yourself, which is sometimes called “opting 
out” of the Settlement Class, you won’t receive a payment. 

OBJECT: If you stay in the Settlement, you may object to it by May 17, 2022. A detailed notice, available 
at the website or by calling the toll-free number below, includes information on how to object. The Court 
will hold a Final Approval Hearing on June 30, 2022, to consider whether to approve the Settlement and 
a request by Settlement Class Counsel for attorneys’ fees plus Settlement Class Counsel’s costs and 
expenses, and Service Awards to the Class Representatives. You do not need to file an objection to appear 
at the hearing. You may appear at the hearing, but you are not required to attend. You may also hire your 
own attorney, at your own expense, to appear or speak for you at the hearing.  

For more information regarding the Settlement, call the toll-free number or visit the Settlement Website. 
To obtain a copy of the Judgement (once it is available), visit the Settlement Website. The website 
contains a Detailed Notice with detailed information about the settlement.  In addition, you can request 
the Detailed Notice be sent to you by contacting the Settlement Administrator at Wang v. StubHub 
Settlement, 1650 Arch Street, Suite 2210, Philadelphia, PA 19103. In addition, you may visit the Court’s 
website (https://www.sfsuperior.org/online-services), which provides access to the full docket in this case 
free of charge. At this webpage, click “Case Query” in the left sidebar or in the body of the page. Then, 
enter the Case Number: CGC-18-564120. The full docket, along with other information, will be 
displayed. 
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BLIND PERF DOES NOT PRINT 

If You Purchased a Ticket from StubHub.com, You May Be Eligible for a Payment from a Class Action Settlement.

A Settlement has been proposed in the class action lawsuit Susan Wang and Rene’ Lee v. StubHub, Inc., Case No. CGC 18564120, 
pending in the Superior Court of the State of California, County of San Francisco. The class action lawsuit alleges that StubHub’s meth-
od of displaying ticket fees charged to purchasers was improper under California’s consumer protection laws because the fees were not 
disclosed until checkout.  StubHub denies any wrongdoing or liability.  The Court has not decided who is right.

Who’s Included? You may be a Class Member.   The Class includes all persons who purchased at least one ticket from StubHub while 
in California using the StubHub website or mobile website between September 1, 2015, and September 1, 2019.  All eligible Settlement 
Class Members will receive a payment upon submitting a valid claim.

What  Are the Settlement Terms? If the Court approves the Settlement, Class Members who do not opt-out of the Class Settlement and 
submit a valid and timely Claim Form shall receive either (1) an unrestricted credit valid for three years towards a future StubHub ticket 
purchase or (2) cash in the form of an electronic payment or check to be issued by the Settlement Administrator.  StubHub has agreed 
to issue a total of $20,000,000 in credits for valid Credit Claims and pay up to $2,500,000 in cash for valid Cash Claims. StubHub has 
also agreed to pay up to $3,250,000 for payment of approved attorney’s fees, reimbursable costs, Class Representative service awards, 
and the costs of Settlement Administration. The amount the Court awards for attorney’s fees and costs will not affect the amounts paid 
in cash or credit to the Settlement Class.

If you choose to submit a Cash Claim, the most you can receive is $20, and you could receive less (depending on the number of Cash 
Claims submitted). The Cash Claim will be calculated such that if the total Cash Claims received would exceed $2,500,000 if paid at $20 
per claim, then the cash payout for each class member will be reduced pro rata to not exceed the Cash-Claims Made Settlement amount 
of $2,500,000. You will likely receive a larger award if you select credit over cash. If you choose to submit a Credit Claim, the credit 
amount is estimated to range from $80 to $133. The Credit Claim will be calculated such that $20,000,000 in total unrestricted credits 
are fully issued to Settlement Class Members who submit a valid Credit Claim. The actual amount of the Cash or Credit Settlement 
distributed to each Class Member will be determined by the number of qualifying Claims approved by the Settlement Administrator.  

Name/Address Change (if necessary)

______________________________________________

______________________________________________

______________________________________________

Notice ID ‹‹Notice ID››
Confirmation Code ‹‹Confirmation Code››

‹‹First Name›› ‹‹Last Name››
‹‹Address1››
‹‹Address2››
‹‹City››, ‹‹St›› ‹‹Zip››
‹‹Country››

Postal Service: Please Do Not Mark Barcode

Legal Notice about a 
Class Action Settlement

If You Purchased a Ticket 
from StubHub.com, You May 

Be Eligible for a Payment from 
a Class Action Settlement.

Read this notice carefully. 

You can also visit: 
www.StubHubSettlement.com

Para una notificación 
en Español, visitar 

www.StubHubSettlement.com.

Electronic Service
Requested



To receive a credit or cash payment, you must submit a claim by visiting www.StubHubSettlement.com and completing a Claim Form 
by June 25, 2022.  If a Claim Form is not submitted by June 25, 2022, you will forfeit a Cash or Credit Settlement award and any claims 
you have will be released such that you will not be able to sue StubHub or the Released Parties for any claim relating to the lawsuit. 
Claim Forms may be submitted online or printed from the website and mailed to the address on the form. Claim Forms are also available 
by calling 1-844-921-1547.

Your Rights May Be Affected. You May Request to Exclude Yourself:   If you do not want to be legally bound by the Settlement, you 
must exclude yourself from the Settlement Class by May 17, 2022. By completing the Opt-Out Form located at www.StubHubSettle-
ment.com and submitting it online or to the Settlement Administrator by mail. If you do not timely exclude yourself, you will release 
any claims you have and will not be able to sue StubHub or the Released Parties for any claim relating to the lawsuit. The terms of the 
release provide that you have given up your right to file a lawsuit against StubHub, or the other Released Parties, about the ticket fees 
and claims at issue in this case. If you exclude yourself, which is sometimes called “opting out” of the Settlement Class, you won’t 
receive a payment. If you stay in the Settlement Class, you may object to the Settlement in writing by May 17, 2022.  You May Object 
to the Settlement: If you stay in the Settlement, you may object to it by May 17, 2022. The Detailed Notice available at the website or 
by calling the toll-free number below includes information on how to object.

Final Approval Hearing. The Court will hold a hearing at 2:00 p.m. on June 30, 2022, in Department 613 of the San Francisco Su-
perior Courthouse, 400 McAllister Street, San Francisco, CA 94102. At the hearing, the Court will consider whether to approve the 
Settlement and Settlement Class Counsel’s request for attorneys’ fees, plus expenses and the Class Representative’s Service Award. 
Unless you opt-out of the Settlement, you may appear at the hearing, but you are not required to attend. You do not need to file an 
objection to appear at the hearing. You may also hire your own attorney, at your own expense, to appear or speak for you at the hearing.

How Can I Get More Information? If you have questions or want more information about this lawsuit and your rights, visit www.
StubHubSettlement.com. The website contains a Detailed Notice with detailed information about the settlement. In addition, you can 
request the Detailed Notice be sent to you by contacting the Settlement Administrator at Wang v. StubHub Settlement, 1650 Arch Street, 
Suite 2210, Philadelphia, PA 19103. In addition, you may visit the Court’s website (https://www.sfsuperiorcourt.org/online-services), 
which provides access to the full docket in this case free of charge. At this webpage, click “Case Query” in the left sidebar or in the body 
of the page. Then, enter the Case Number: CGC-18-564120. The full docket, along with other information, will be displayed.

Para una notificación en Español, visitar www.StubHubSettlement.com. 
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From Email: DoNotReply@StubHubSettlement.com 
From Name: Wang v. StubHub Settlement Administrator 
Subject:  REMINDER – Legal Notice about a Class Action Settlement 
 

 
 
Notice ID: <<00 ID>> 
Confirmation Code: <<Code>> 

 

REMINDER NOTICE 

CLAIM FORM FILING DEADLINE IS ON JUNE 25, 2022 

Between February 22, 2022 and February 25, 2022, a Notice was emailed to you explaining the benefits 

available from the Susan Wang and Rene’ Lee v. StubHub, Inc. Settlement. Currently, our records 

indicate that you have not yet submitted a Claim Form. In order to receive benefits from the Settlement, 

you must file a Claim Form by no later than June 25, 2022.  If you have already filed your claim form 

prior to receiving this notice, please disregard. 

 

Para una notificación en Español, visitar www.StubHubSettlement.com. 

If You Purchased a Ticket from StubHub.com, You May Be 

Eligible for a Payment from a Class Action Settlement. 

A Settlement has been proposed in the class action lawsuit Susan Wang and Rene’ Lee v. StubHub, Inc., 
Case No. CGC18564120, pending in the Superior Court of the State of California, County of San 
Francisco. The class action lawsuit alleges that StubHub’s method of displaying ticket fees charged to 
purchasers was improper under California’s consumer protection laws because the fees were not 
disclosed until checkout. StubHub denies any wrongdoing or liability. The Court has not decided who is 
right. 

WHO IS INCLUDED?   You may be a Class Member.  The Class includes all persons who purchased at 
least one ticket from StubHub while in California using the StubHub website or mobile website between 
September 1, 2015 and September 1, 2019.  All eligible Settlement Class Members will receive a payment 
upon submitting a valid claim. 

SETTLEMENT BENEFITS.  If the Court approves the Settlement, Class Members who do not opt-out of the 
Class Settlement and submit a valid and timely Claim Form shall receive either (1) an unrestricted credit 
valid for three years towards a future StubHub ticket purchase or (2) cash in the form of electronic payment 
to be issued by the Settlement Administrator.  StubHub has agreed to issue a total of $20,000,000 in credits 
for valid Credit Claims and pay up to $2,500,000 in cash for valid Cash Claims. StubHub has also agreed 
to pay up to $3,250,000 for payment of approved attorney’s fees, reimbursable costs, Class 
Representative service awards, and the costs of Settlement Administration. The amount the Court awards 
for attorney’s fees and costs will not affect the amounts paid in cash or credit to the Settlement Class.  

If you choose to submit a Cash Claim, the most you can receive is $20, and you could receive less 
depending on the number of valid Cash Claims submitted. The Cash Claim will be calculated such that 



 

 

if the total Cash Claims received would exceed $2,500,000 if paid at $20 per claim, then the cash payout 
for each class member will be reduced pro rata to not exceed the Cash-Claims Made Settlement Amount 
of $2,500,000. You will likely receive a larger award if you select credit over cash. If you choose to 
submit a Credit Claim, the credit amount is estimated to range from $80 to $133. The Credit Claims will 
be calculated such that $20,000,000 in total unrestricted credits are fully issued to Settlement Class 
Members who submit a valid Credit Claim. The actual amount of the cash or Credit settlement distributed 
to each Class Member will be determined by the number of qualifying Claims approved by the Settlement 
Administrator.   

To receive a credit or cash payment, you must submit a claim by visiting www.StubHubSettlement.com 
and completing a Claim Form by June 25, 2022. If a Claim Form is not submitted by that date, you will 
forfeit a Cash or Credit settlement award and any claims you have will be released such that you will not 
be able to sue StubHub or the Released Parties for any claim relating to the lawsuit.  Claim Forms may 
be submitted online, or printed from the website and mailed to the address on the form. Claim Forms are 
also available by calling 1-844-921-1547. 

OTHER OPTIONS.  

REQUESTS TO EXCLUDE: If you do not want to be legally bound by the Settlement, you must exclude 
yourself by May 17, 2022 by completing the Opt-Out Form located HERE or on the Internet at 
www.StubHubSettlement.com and submitting it to the Settlement Administrator online or by mail.  If 
you do not timely exclude yourself, you will release any claims you have and will not be able to sue 
StubHub or the Released Parties for any claim relating to the lawsuit. The terms of the release provide 
that you have given up your right to file a lawsuit against StubHub, or the other Released Parties, about 
the ticket fees and claims at issue in this case. If you exclude yourself, which is sometimes called “opting 
out” of the Settlement Class, you won’t receive a payment. 

OBJECT: If you stay in the Settlement, you may object to it by May 17, 2022. A detailed notice, available 
at the website or by calling the toll-free number below, includes information on how to object. The Court 
will hold a Final Approval Hearing on June 30, 2022, to consider whether to approve the Settlement and 
a request by Settlement Class Counsel for attorneys’ fees plus Settlement Class Counsel’s costs and 
expenses, and Service Awards to the Class Representatives. You do not need to file an objection to appear 
at the hearing. You may appear at the hearing, but you are not required to attend. You may also hire your 
own attorney, at your own expense, to appear or speak for you at the hearing.  

For more information regarding the Settlement, call the toll-free number or visit the Settlement Website. 
To obtain a copy of the Judgement (once it is available), visit the Settlement Website. The website 
contains a Detailed Notice with detailed information about the settlement.  In addition, you can request 
the Detailed Notice be sent to you by contacting the Settlement Administrator at Wang v. StubHub 
Settlement, 1650 Arch Street, Suite 2210, Philadelphia, PA 19103. In addition, you may visit the Court’s 
website (https://www.sfsuperior.org/online-services), which provides access to the full docket in this case 
free of charge. At this webpage, click “Case Query” in the left sidebar or in the body of the page. Then, 
enter the Case Number: CGC-18-564120. The full docket, along with other information, will be 
displayed. 
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Wang v. Stub Hub
Exclusion List

FIRST NAME LAST NAME
ALLYSON AABRAM
CHRIS ABARCA
FRAN ABELLANOSA
ANTHONY ABEYTA
ANNE ADAMS
JOSEPH ADDUCCI
FRANK AGNONE
RICHARD AGUIAR
ELIZABETH AGUILAR
ERIKA AGUILAR
BIANCA AGUIRRE
JESSICA AIKENS
AJAI AJITANAND
ESTEE ALAS
SANDRA ALCARAZ
ANDREW ALIABADI
GEARE ALLEN
AILEEN ALLISON-ZAREA
MICHELLE ALMAZAN
EDWARD ALVARADO`
LARA ALVAREZ
NIKOLAS ANDA
MARTEN ANDERSSON
JAY ANDREWS
RUTH ANDUJO
WAYNE APRIL
JESUS ARANDA
ABIGAIL AREVALO
ADEMAR E AREVALO
ERICK ARIAL
MIRIAM ARIAS
JAVIER ARIZAGA
VINCENT ARMENTA
SEAN ARNONE
JULIA ASEA
GABRIEL ATILANO
SYLVIA ATKINSON
ANTHONY AUGI
CODY AUGUSTINE
DANIEL AYALA
ALLEN BACLIG
KIM BAEZA
MICHAEL BAHU
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Wang v. Stub Hub
Exclusion List

FIRST NAME LAST NAME
PHILLY BAIRD
ERIC BAKER
BRANDI BALDRIGE
DIANA BALDWIN
LORRIE BALL
MARLENE BALLON
HELEN BALTIAN
IRENE BANH
CARLOS BANUELOS
SEBASTIAN BARAJAS
REBECCA BARRON
LISA BARTKOWSKI
ADAM BARTON
LUZ BAUTISTA
JENNIFER BEADLE
MYCHAL BEAN
DANIELLE BECK
BRIAN BECKNER
JULIE BEE
TIM BEHM
KATRINA BELISARIO
CHRIS BELL
PAUL BELTRAN
PATRICIA BENEVENIA
ALINA BENITEZ
BERZAIN BENITEZ
SHAWN BENJAMIN
TESSA BERGMAN
WILLIAM BERNAL
MIKE BIANCHI
MARC BIGENHO
JASMINE BILBO
PATRICIA BITTER
RYAN BLACK
FABIO BOBADILLA
KELLY BOCKMON
CINDY BODENSTEINER
BRENDAN BOHAN
TAMMY BOKAL
ROGER BONILLA
AARON BOOTH
JACOB BORCOVER
JENNIFER BOTT
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FIRST NAME LAST NAME
CHRISTOPHER BOURNE
LATOYA BRADFORD
LISA BRANSON
CASSIE BRAZIL
TAYLOR BRAZIL
ALEXANDER BREEN
ALBERT BRIONES
JEREMY BRODERICK
CATHY BROWN
RONI BROWN
TAMARA BROWN
THOMAS BROWN
MAURICE BUCHANAN
STEVEN BUCKLEY
THOMAS BUCKLEY
JESSICA BUHS
DYLAN BURNS
TINA BUSKIRK
LAURA BUSTAMANTE
FRANK BYGOYTIA
THEA CABALQUINTO
JEFFREY CALEGARI
NORM CANDELORE
MARISSA CAPACETE
DANA CAPPIELLO
MICAH CARBAJAL
KARLA CARDOZA
MATTHEW CAREY
ERIC CARLSON
GWENLY CARREL
KEVIN CARROLL
MICHAEL CARROLL
DONICK CARY
TRAVIS CASTALDI
JOSEPH CASTELLANO
EVELYN CASTILLO
STACY CASTILLO
DAVID CASTRO
TANYA CASTRO
MAGDALENA CATBAGAN
ALEX CAZARES
SARAHI CERNA
DEE-ANN CHAMBERLAIN
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FIRST NAME LAST NAME
MICHAEL CHAMBERS
JACKY CHAN
MEIFANG CHANG
MICHAEL CHAPMAN
SCARLETTE CHAPMAN
VICTORIA CHARLES
CARLOS CHAVEZ
MERCEDES CHAVEZ
MIREYA CHAVEZ
EMMA CHAVEZ-VALLE
CHIEN CHEN
KEVIN CHEN
PA HOUA CHENG
DION CHIN
JUSTIN CHIN
DANEYA CLAY
JC CLONEY
NATALIE COBIAN
DANIEL COHEN
MARK COLELLA
SHIANNE COLEMAN
GREGORY COLEY
HOLLY CONN
ALANA CONNER
LAWRENCE CONNOLLY
BETH CONWAY
DYLAN COOK
MICHELE COOMBS
KATRINA COOPER
MICHAEL COOPER
CIARA CORGIAT
HENRY CORNELIOUS
LUIS CORONA
ROBERTO CORONA
GERARDO CORONADO
ALBERT CORRAL
JAMES CORREIA
MARIA LAURA CORTES
ARTURO CORTEZ
NICK COSTA
MICHELE COSTANZA
JANET COVARRUBIAS
SEAN COVINGTON
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FIRST NAME LAST NAME
DAVE CRAWFORD
MIKE CROSBY
TIMOTHY CRUM
JOHN CRUZ
DONOVAN CUNNINGHAM
PATRICIA CUNNINGHAM
BRITASHA CURIEL
THOMAS CURRAN
JOHN DANGELO
LINDA DAO
ASHLEY DAVIES
DOMONIC DAVIS
EDWARD DAVIS
NICOLE DE LA GRANGE
AUDRA DE LA ROSA
EUGENE DE LEON
RICHARD DEGAETANO
LUISA DEL CID
NICOLE DEL PRADO
MATTHEW DEL VALLE
BROOKE DELARAMBELJE
JENNIFER DELGADILLO
KRISTIN DELL
CARMEN DESIDERIO
DANIEL DETERMAN
BENJAMIN DIAZ
ENRIQUE DIAZ
ERIC DIAZ
HUMBELINA DIAZ
JENNIFER DIAZ
LILIANA DIAZ
CHRIS DICKMAN
CINDY DIEDE
ALFREDO DIEGO
CATHERINE DIFONSO
DINA P DIVINCENT
CONNIE DOMINGUEZ
LISA DOMINGUEZ
SANDEA DONA
HEATHER DONNER
MATTHEW DOWNES
DANIEL DRISKILL
MIKE DROLET
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FIRST NAME LAST NAME
DIANA DRUMMEY
LEE JOSEPH DUA
ANA DUBON
COURTNEY DUCRET
JENNIFER DUFFY
AMILYNNE DUNKLEY
JERILYN DUNN
STEPHEN DUONG
DAN DURON
ALICIA EASTMAN
EDGARD ECHEGARAY
MADELYN ECKENRODT
KIMIANTE ELLIS
MARCIA ELVIN
TERRY EMERY
FRANCISCO MARCO ENAGE
KIMBERLY ENGLAND
THOMAS ENRIQUEZ
SEOKWOO EO
GRACE ESCALANTE
STEPHANY ESCAMILLA
ERIKA ESCOBAR
STEPHANIE ESCOTO
RICARDO ESPARZA
JAIME ESPINOZA
JAMIE ESPINOZA
ANTOINETTE ESQUEDA
EMIR ESTRADA
VICTORIA ESTRADA-REICH
KRISTIN ETHRIDGE
LEE ANNE EVANS
RUI EWALD
STEPHANIE EWING
LISA FALCONE
SILVIA FARIAS ZUNIGA
VICTOR FARLEY
AMY FARMER
ALYSSA FELDMAN
CALVIN FENG
TOM FENYOE
FRANK FERA
ERICA FERRACANE
SEAN FIELD
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FIRST NAME LAST NAME
FERNANDO FIGUERAS
ALEJANDRA FIGUEROA
DAVID FIGUEROA
IRMA FIGUEROA
ROMAN FIGUEROA
DOMENIC FILOSO
PAULA FILSETH
BRYAN FISHER
ROBERT FLANAGAN
JAMES FLEIGNER
PAUL FLINT
CLAUDIA FLORES
HUGO FLORES
SAMANTHA FLORES
VALERIE FLORES
CEZANNE FLOWERS
DAWNITA FLOWERS
KELLY FOGLIO
JONATHAN FORBES
BRITTANY FOREMAN
JESSICA FRANCO
LINDA FRANCO
MARGARITA FRANCO
KATHY FRANSCIONI
BROOKE FREI
GENE FRIAL
MYRTLE FRIEDLEY
MARCOS FRONY
INVERLEITH FRUCI
ADELINA FRUTOS
GAVRIL GABRIEL
ALEX GADBERRY
ANTHONY GAGARIN
BARBARA GAL
MICHAEL GALANAKIS
JOLENE GALANTE
ALEX GALLARDO
DANEE GALLEGOS
MARK GANDUGLIA
ASHLEY GANDY
MARCO GARAY
ABEL GARCIA
CARLOS GARCIA
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FIRST NAME LAST NAME
GWEN GARCIA
KARINA GARCIA
LORIE GARCIA
RICHIE GARCIA
SELENIA GARCIA
LAWRENCE GARDUNO
JILL GARRETT
ROSE MARIE GARRISON
REBECCA GARZA
THOMAS GAUER
JUDITH GAYTAN
ROMINA GHAZIMORADI
RICHARD GIBBONS
AMANDA GIBSON
ROYCE GIBSON
KELLI GIFFORD
JANET GILSON DEMUS
VALERIE GIOCONDO
JOHN GLORIEUX
ILANIT GLUCKOWSKY
LINDA GOBLE
ALEJANDRINA GODINA
MARTIN GOINS
SHELLEY GOLDBERG
GERALD GOLDMAN
GERARDO GOMEZ
MARIA GOMEZ
ROSIBELDA GONZÃ¡LEZ
DANIELLE GONZALES
JESSICA GONZALES
MIKE GONZALES
VERONICA GONZALES
AL GONZALEZ
HANNAH GONZALEZ
JOSE GONZALEZ
KEVIN GONZALEZ
MIGUEL GONZALEZ
SONYA GONZALEZ
VICTOR GONZALEZBARRON
ELIANA GORETTI
RAKEFET GORMAN
CHRISTOPHER GRAVES
KAYLA GRAY
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FIRST NAME LAST NAME
KENNETH GRAY
KRISTEN GRAY
RUSSELL GRAYBILL
RICK GREEN
JAMES GRIFFITH
TIMOTHY GRIMES
LAURIE GRISSOM
DAWN GROSS
JENNIFER GUARDADO
ESTEVAN GUERRERO
EVAN GUNSBERG
CESAR GUTIERREZ
HECTOR GUTIERREZ
JULIE GUTIERREZ
ROBERT GUTIERREZ
LYNETTE GUZMAN
LORENA HACKIE TORRES
PAUL HADAD
RAQUEL HADDADIN
CASSY HALFORD
MARCUS HALL
RICK HAMEDL
TRACEY HAMMER
NANCY HAMPER
ANDY (ANDREW) HANNA
BRIAN HANNAH
ISAAC HANSON
ROBERT HANSON
CHRIS HARMON
HUMBERTO HARO
ANDERSON HARRIS
JAMIE HAYES
PAMELA HAYES
MICHAEL HAYS
LAURA HEALY
STACY HEARD
VERENA HECHT
SKOT HECKMAN
JOSEPH HELGANZ HELGANZ
ANTHONY HERNANDEZ
ERICK HERNANDEZ
ESTUARDO HERNANDEZ
JASON HERNANDEZ
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FIRST NAME LAST NAME
JOANNA HERNANDEZ
JOCELYN HERNANDEZ
MARVELLA HERNANDEZ
MICHAEL HERNANDEZ
RAMIRO HERNANDEZ
RAUL HERNANDEZ
RENE HERNANDEZ
STEPHANIE HERNANDEZ
SUGEY HERNANDEZ
JOHN HERNSTAT
JESSICA HERRERA
MARTIN HERRERA JR
STEPHEN HEWLETT
ANNETTE HILL
ONAGH HILL
JUSTIN HINN
BRADLEY HISLOP
MARLENE HOLDEN
JOSH HOLLIDAY
KATHIE HORD
JONATHAN HORNE
LAUREN HORNER
ALAN HORVATICH
CHARLES HOUSE
SONNYRAY HOWARD
LORRIE HOWERTON
RAYMUNDO HUERTA
AMANDA HUKKANEN
CHASHAREE HUNTER
JIM HUPKE
CHARLIE HUTCHISON
MARIO IBARRA
RICK IDETA
NICOLE ILEDAN
MARK INACAY
GRANT INGERSOLL
SCOTT INGHAM
STEPHANIE INGRAM
ALVARO JACOBO
SEBASTIANA JACOBO
BRANDON JAMES
DARON JAMES
MICHAL JANKOWSKI
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FIRST NAME LAST NAME
MELISSA JANTZ
ASHLEY JEFFERSON
BRIAN JESS
LARRY JIMENEZ
MADAI JIMENEZ
ASHLY JOHNSON
CHRISTOPHER JOHNSON
DONALD JOHNSON
KEVIN JOHNSON
MICHAEL JOHNSON
SHANON JOHNSON
SHARAYA JONES
SPENCER JONES
STACY JONES
WILLIE J JONES IV
BILLY JORDAN
MICHAEL JOSEPH
ALFRED JUAREZ
CARLOS JUAREZ
RUBEN JUAREZ
MATT JUNG
EDWIN JURADO
THOMAS KABALA
EDWARD KAKISH
BRENDA KANE
NATALIE KANTOR
KATHY KARGODORIAN
AUDREY KARITANI
DAVID KAUFFMAN
REINMORGEN KEENER
KRISTINE KELLY
LOGAN KENNELLY
PAMELA KIBBY
FREDERICK KILGORE
CHELSEA KISHIMOTO
JEFFREY KLEIN
SOFYA KLENSHTEYN
CHRISTINA KOHMAN
KURT KONGTONG
SORMEH KONJKAV
KATIE KOZLOWSKI
LISA KRITZ
JONATHAN KRUSE
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FIRST NAME LAST NAME
PAUL KRUSZEWSKI
SCOTT KUDLER
DAVID KUPPER
JENNIFER KUTZKE
ENRIQUE LABANSAT
JORGE LACAYO
ROGER LACHAPELLE
DENISE LACY
YING CHU LAI
WILLIAM LAM
MARK LANE
LEE LAPP
ALBERT LARA
HARLYN LARIOS
LORRIE LAUSTEN
JOHN LAWLESS
JOHN LAWRENCE
RONALD LAWSON
SUSAN LAWSON
WILBERT LAZO
KAYLONI LE
SANDI LE
KIMBERLY LEE
KUO NING LEE
MAXWELL LEE
PHIL LEE
YURI LEMUS
LEONARDO LEON
JEN LEONARDI
SUZANNE LEONE
KAREY LESTER
MATT LEWIS
YUNG-TING LI
JESSICA LIM
CATHERINE LINARD
STEVEN LINARES
LEWIS LOCK
SARAH LOCKERMAN
NINA LONG
ADRIANA LOPEZ
DANIEL LOPEZ
GIULIANNO LOPEZ
MONIQUE LOPEZ
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FIRST NAME LAST NAME
PATRICIA LOPEZ
ROBERT LOPEZ
ROBYN LOPEZ
VERONICA LOPEZ
DAVID LUBIC
DONAVON LUCAS
JOHN LUI
JOHN LUI
AMANDA LUNA
THERESA LUTTICH
JOHN LYNCH
JONATHAN M FENNO
SARAH MACHAI
MISTY MACIAS
RICHARD MACIAS
ABRAN MACIEL
STEVEN MACKENZIE
CHIRU MACKERT
CHARISSE MACKEY
MEGAN MADDALENA
REGINA MADRID
HEIDI MADRIS
ANTHONY MAGANA
BRITNEY MAGGIO
JENNIFER MAHAJAN
BRIAN MAHONEY
JUDY MAHONEY
GERARD MAIONE
RITA MALORK
CHRIS MANASSERO
JOSE MANCILLA
TIM MANIVONG
STEPHANIE MANSELL
RUSLAN MARSHAEV
KENNETH MARTIN
APRIL MARTINEZ
CATHERINE MARTINEZ
DAVID MARTINEZ
DEBORA MARTINEZ
ERNESTO MARTINEZ
HUGO MARTINEZ
JOHN MARTINEZ
MICAH MARTINEZ
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NANCY MARTINEZ
HEATHER MARTON
SAMMY MASTROIANNI
MASON MASUDA
ARPINE MATEVOSYAN
MELISSA MATTHEWS
ELIZABETH MAULDIN
LUCAS MAYER
ERIN MC KINNEY
RJ MCCORMAC
KENNETH MCDONALD
ZAKEE MCGAVOCK
SHAWN MCGEE
RANDY MCGRADY-BEACH
TRACY MCKENNA
SECELA MCKINNEYEVANS
ADRIENNE MEAD
NICOLE MEDINA
NICOLE MEDINA
DONEL MEJIA
KARISSA MEJIA
LETICIA MEJIA
MONICA MEJIA
HENRY MENCHACA
JOSEPH MENDES
MICHELLE MENDIVIL
ISABEL MENDOZA
CHARLES MEREDITH
GRACE MERIDTH
CASEY MERRILL
PATRICIA MEZA
OBDULIA MICHEL
RICHARD MILES
AUSTIN MILLER
DAVID MILLER
SHALENE MILLER
IAN MILLS
SHEILA MIRAMONTES
JULIE MITTINO
REBECCA MOLALE
JENNY MOLINA
KAY MONAGHAN
LOIS MONROE
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ASHLEY MONROY
ANGELA MONTES
NOEMI MONTIEL
ARTURO MONTOYA
ANDREA MOORE
LEE MOORE
MYRA MORA
SANDRA MORA
ANGEL MORALES
CESAR MORALES
DANA MORALES
XOCHIL MORALES
DESIREE MORENO
PAMELA MORENO
LAUREN MORGAN
PATRICIA MORTVEDT
DARRELL MOSKOWITZ
LOURDES MOSQUEDA
BRIANA MUÃ±OZ
HEATHER MULLIGAN-GONZALEZ
WAYNE MUNNEY JR
MELISSA MUNOZ
RYAN MUNOZ
MARISA MUNOZ SANCHEZ
JAMES MURDOCK JR
NONA MURO
PETER MURPHY
SIMONE MURPHY
KIM MURRAY
ROXANNE MUSE
GAIL MYERS
GARY NAMIE
NATALIE NASSER
JOSH NATHAN
VICTORIA NAVARRO
STEVEN NEGRI
BRIAN NELSON
MARVIN NELSON
CLAYTON NESHEIM
EMAL NESSARY
JOHN NEVES
MICHELLE NEVILLE
GREG NEWCOMB
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DANH NGO
SEAN NIETSCHMANN
KEITH NOFIELD
JOHN NOVEK
KATTY NOYFRIOS
GARY NUELL
ALEJANDRO NUNEZ
KIMBERLEY NUNN
JACQUELINE NUSS
JULIE NYLANDER
SCOTT OBERHOLTZER
EVA OCEGUEDA
EVA OCEGUEDA
EVA OCEGUEDA
LUIS OCEGUERA
PEDRO OCHOA
MARIANNE OCONNOR
NANCY ODA
DERRICK ODLAND
DEAN ODLE
CHRIS OLIVARES
ETELVINA OLMOS
JON OLSON
NICK ONAINDIA
GABRIELLE ONTIVEROS
ADAM ORELLANA
CARLOS ORTEGA
CHERYL ORTEGA
MONIQUE ORTEGA
RAQUEL ORTEGA
JACKELINE ORTIZ
RICARDO ORTIZ
CAROLINA ORTUNO
ANDRE OVERSTREET
JASON OWEN
MICHELLE PADILLA
SERGIO PADILLA
ANTHONY PAGLIA
SANDHYA PAKALA
JAMES PANIAGUA
ERIC PANTOJA
RICHARD PARAMO
GUSTAVO PAREDES
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MELANIE PARKER
ROBERT PARRAZ
JOHN PARRINO
ARASH PARVIZI
SHYAM PATEL
CAITLIN PEASE
RAUL PEDRAZA
MICHAEL PEDROZA
JAYLENE PENA
OSMIN PENA
PERLA PENALOZA
KARLA PENUELA
CHRISTINA PEREA
DANNY PEREZ
ENRICO PEREZ
JENNIFER PEREZ
MARIA PEREZ
SANDRA PEREZ
STEVE PEREZ
DEBRS PERRY
HEATHER PERRY
RONALD PETERS
KATHY PETERSON
JOSEPH PETITTI
KATHLEEN PETTIS
DIANE PICANSO
SUGEY PINEDO
DARIN PINSKER
NADIIA PODLIESNOVA
ELIZABETH POINTER
JESSE PONCE
LORENA PONCE
SONIA PONCE
DEBBIE POTTER
WENDI POULSON
ANTHONY PRICE
LINDSEY PUEBLA
DENISE PUGA
JEFFREY PULIDO
NELLIE QUEVEDO
REYNALD QUINTO
MOHAMMED RAHIMI
JAGDEV (JACK) RAM
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FIRST NAME LAST NAME
AMANDA RAMIREZ
DAVID RAMIREZ
ERIKA RAMIREZ
LILIANA RAMOS
MARIO RAMOS
VANNESSA RAMOS
IAN RANSLEY
ALONA RATINHO
CHRISTIAN RAYA
ELVIA REBOLLEDO
KENNETH REDWAY
TIMM REDWOOD
MARTIN REGALADO
JORGE REYES
MANUEL REYNOSO
RYAN REYNOSO
ALYSSA RIBAS
LISA RICATTO
CASEY RICE
MARTHA RICHARDSON
AIESHA RICHMOND
RENAE RICO
MICHELLE RIES
MARIBEL RIOS
ANGEL RIVERA
MARIO RIVERA
LOREN ROBERTS
LUCY ROBERTS
KIRA ROBERTSON
JASON ROBINETTE
MATT ROBINSON
ALAN RODRIGUEZ
AURELIO RODRIGUEZ
CARLOS RODRIGUEZ
CHELSIE RODRIGUEZ
GERRY RODRIGUEZ
JESSICA RODRIGUEZ
LUIS RODRIGUEZ II
PAUL RODRIQUEZ
ERICKA ROGERS
MICHAEL ROJANO
JEFFERY ROJAS
ADAM ROMERO
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BOB ROMERO
JENNIFER ROMERO
MONIQUE ROMERO
ADRIAN ROMO
SHEA ROOS
MICHELLE ROSALES
CHARLOTTE ROSE
REPHAEL ROSENBERG
EUGENE ROSS III
DAVID ROTH
MICHAEL ROTHMAN
RICHARD ROUNKE
MICHAEL ROUSSEAU
ERIC ROWEN
RANDY ROWLAND
MARCUS ROZATTI
JEREMY RUNNELS
LAURA RUSH
CONOR RYAN
JEFFREY RYAN
ERINN RYBERG
SEAN SAINT-CLAIRE
CYNTHIA SAITO
SHAWN SAKHIZADA
JESUS JAVIER SALAZAR
JOHN SALAZAR
BURHAAN SALEH
LARRY SALIT
LAUREN SALIT
TINA SALMIERI
GEORGE SALON
ANDREA SALTMARSH
MARIA CIARA SALVADOR
MARINA SALVADOR
AARON SANCHEZ
DARLENE SANCHEZ
DAVID SANCHEZ
EDDICA SANCHEZ
EMILIO SANCHEZ
ESMERALDA SANCHEZ
JOSHUA SANCHEZ
MARIA SANCHEZ
DOMINIC SANCIRARDI
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FIRST NAME LAST NAME
MATTHEW SANDERS
CARLOS SANDOVAL
DIANA SANFORD
GUILLERMO SANTIAGO
WILLIAM SANTIAGO
STEVEN SANTOS
DARLA SASAKI
RICHARD SAWATZKY
BIANCA SAWYER
LISA SCHAFER
TIM SCHAFER
TOM SCHIESS
HALEY SCHULTZ
JOHN SCOTT
JOSHUA SCOTT
KAREN SCOTT
PAMELA SCOTTO DI RINALDI
ANNETTE SEABORN
JENNIFER SEAY
PAULA SELESNICK
HELIO SGAMBATO
SAJID SHABBER
CHRISTY SHAFF
AIKO SHALLENBERGER
JAMES SHANKS
ROBERT SHANTZ
ALEX SHEWMAKER
JEAN SHIMOGUCHI
JOHN SHIVELY
NANCY SHUPE
CRISELDA SIEGEL
CRISTY SIERRA
JESSICA SIFUENTES
BELAL SIMJEE
MATT SIMONE
AARON SIMS
GAGANPREET SINGH
LOGAN SISCO
WILLIAM SLONE
CHEYENNE SMITH
CYNTHIA SMITH
DEBBIE SMITH
DIANE SMITH
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FIRST NAME LAST NAME
LORRAINE SMITH
NATHAN SMITH
TUGG SNOWBARGER
MARIA SOLAR
KIM SOLDAVINI
MARVELLA SOLTERO
YESENIA SOTELO
BRYAN SOTO
TONY SOUSA
TRESHA SOUZA
SAMANTHA SPARE
GEOFFREY SPENCER
KIMETT SPITZE
KENT SPRINGER
TODD STANLEY
DAVID STEPHANI
HARRY STEWART
KIMBERLY STEWART
BRENDAN STONE
SIMON STRICKLAND
BRYAN STRINGHAM
KRISTINA STROMEN
SOFIA SUISALA
JOHN SULLIVAN
ALBERT SULPIZIO
MATTHEW SUNG
MICHELLE SVOBODA
JENNIFER SWAN
JOYCE D SYKES
STEPHANIE TANIS
BRITTNY TAYLOR
FRANK TAYLOR
VERONICA TENORIO
ANTONINA TERHEYDEN
AAKANKSHYA THAPA
STEPHON THOMAS
ROBERT THOMS
KRISTINA THORNTON
CAROLYN TILLIE
BONNIE TINCUP
ADRIANA TINOCO
STAN TITTLE
STEVE TORIBIO
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FIRST NAME LAST NAME
ADRIANA TORRES
ALEXYS TORRES
ANGELA TORRES
JUAN CARLOS TORRES
PATRICIA TORRES
SYLVIA TORRES
ALEJANDRO TREJO
CARLOS TREJO
JENNIFER TROIANO
NANCY TRUONG
NICK TSE
PAUL TSUCHIYA
BRITTNEY TUMBLIN
ANGELICA TUNNELL
BRIANNA TURNER
CRAIG TURNER
SCOTT UNDERWOOD
JACQUELINE UNG
ROBIN UPTON
LOUIE VALDIVIA
MICHELLE VALDIVIA
JOSE VALENCIA
AL VALENZUELA
RAMON VALENZUELA
RICKY VALENZUELA
YVONNE VALLE
EDDIE VALLEJO
JESICA VAN GROOS
MICHAEL VAN ROSSEN
DAVID VANHORN
ANGELINA VASQUEZ
ARIANNA VASQUEZ
JOSE VASQUEZ
MATTHEW VASQUEZ
MELISSA VASQUEZ
MINERVA VASQUEZ
TRACI VELASQUEZ
VICTORIA VELASQUEZ
MARIA S VELAZQUEZ HERNANDEZ
NATALYA VELICHKO
DENISE VELOFF
ALEJANDRA VENTURA
RAMON VERA
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FIRST NAME LAST NAME
ANTHONY VERDUGO
MICHAEL VERGEL DE DIOS
CESAR VERNIS
PETER VICARI
JOSEPHINE VICERA
JOANNE VILELA
ALEJANDRA VILLALVAZO
LEIGH VILLAREAL
MILDRED VILLATORO
RAQUEL VILLEGAS
JULIE VILORIA
LISA VINCENT
FERNANDO VIVAR
MARTIN VU
JENNIFER WALWARK
PHONG WANG
SHU YI WANG
YINGZHUO WANG
JAMES WARD
JUSTIN WARD
RICHARD WARREN
GARRETT WATSON
JEFF WEBER
CAROL WEINFELD
MARY ROSE WELLS
ALEX WELTZ
MICHELLE WENNER
CAROL WEST
VICKIE WHEATON-YOUNG
JENISE WHELAN
KATHLEEN WHELAN
OLIVER WHITE
MATTHEW WILKINS
NATASHA WILLIAMS
NICOLE WILLIAMSON
SONDRA WILLIAMSON
MADDIE WILMOT
ASHLEY WILSON
BRIAN WILSON
JESSE WILSON
JEFF WINCHESTER
BRYAN WOLF
NICHOLAS WOLLAK
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FIRST NAME LAST NAME
ANA WONG
JEFFREY WONG
ROBERT WONG
DEANDRE WOOD
DIONNE WOODS
SARAH WOODS
MELINDA WOOTEN
MARCUS WORLDS
EMILY WOZNICHAK
SHARON XU
EILEEN YANCY
ERIKA YESKE
LORETO YLAGAN
BRETT YOUNG
BINGWEI YU
CAROLINE YU
JITESH ZALA
NELSON ZALDIVAR
ERICH ZANCANELLA
JORDAN ZELDIN
DENVER ZEPEDA
OMAR ZEPEDA
JULIE ZIMMER
BARBY ZURN
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