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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

SARA CHO, on behalf of herself and all others
similarly situated,

Plaintiff,
V.

SEAGATE TECHNOLOGY (US) HOLDINGS.
INC. and DOES 1-10, inclusive,

Defendants.
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Case No. CGC-06-453195
UNLIMITED CIVIL CASE

[REESEBSED] FINAL APPROVAL
ORDER OF CLASS ACTION
SETTLEMENT (AS
SUPPLEMENTED AFTER
APPEAL)

Date: June 9, 2010

Time: 10:00 a.m.

Department: 318

Judge: Hon. Donald J. Sullivan

Complaint Filed: August 5, 2005
(Filed in San Francisco: June 16, 2006)

[PROPOSED] ORDER GRANTING FINAL
APPROVAL

NYATTIOS T CTTWNGG



W 0 ~N O 0 Hh W DN =

N N = e el = ed wd wd ed A e

Plaintiff, on behalf of herself and the Plaintiff Settlement Class, having filed a
motion (“Motion”) for an order preliminarily approving the Settlement Agreement
(“Agreement”) entered into by the parties to this action; Defendant Seagate Technology
(US) Holdings, Inc. (“Seagate™), having filed papers in support of that Motion; the said
Motion having come on regularly for hearing before the above-entitled Court; the Court
having entered its Order Granting Preliminary Approval of Class Action Settlement on
February 24, 2010; the Court having conducted a hearing regarding final approval of the
settlement on June 9, 2010; the Court being fully advised in the premises and good cause
appearing therefor, the Court enters its order granting final approval of the settlement, and
finds and orders as follows:

1. The Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action and all parties
to this action, including all members of the Plaintiff Settlement Class as defined in Section
2.8 of the Supplement to Settlement Agreement (which replaces Section 4.27 of the
Settlement Agreement) previously filed in this action. The Settlement Agreement and
Supplement to Settlement Agreement are collectively referred to herein as the
"Agreement."'

2. The Court finds that the requirements for certification of a class, for purposes
of settlement only, under California law have been met, and hereby confirms its findings
contained in the Order Conditionally Certifying a Plaintiff Settlement Class, which was
filed on March 1, 2010.

3. The Plaintiff Settlement Class consists of “all persons and entities who,
between March 22, 2001 and September 26, 2007 purchased in the United States a new
Seagate brand hard disc drive, not for resale, separately as a Seagate product that was not
pre-installed into and bundled with a personal computer or other electronic device.” The

Plaintiff Settlement Class includes resellers who purchased Seagate hard disc drives for

! Capitalized terms not defined herein have the meaning ascribed to them in the
Agreement.
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their own use, but does not otherwise include resellers.

4. Excluded from the Plaintiff Settlement Class are the Honorable Donald
Sullivan, the Honorable Mary E. Wiss, the Honorable Edward A. Infante (Ret.), any
member of their immediate families, any government entity, Seagate, any entity in which
Seagate has a controlling interest, any of Seagate’s subsidiaries, affiliates, and officers,
directors or employees, and any legal representative, heir, successor, or assign of Seagate,
and any persons and entities identified on Exhibit 1 that timely opted out of the Plaintiff
Settlement Class.

5. The Agreement and the settlement set forth therein are found and determined
to be fair, reasonable and adequate, and are hereby approved and ordered performed by all
parties to the Agreement. In that regard, the Court finds as follows:

e The settlement provides valuable benefits to the Plaintiff Settlement Class,
including enhanced disclosures, a cash benefit and a software benefit that is
valued at approximately $40. These benefits are particularly valuable in light
of the risks plaintiff would have faced if she proceeded to litigate her case.

e The Agreement provides ample time for members of the Plaintiff Settlement
Class to submit claims for benefits.

o - The claim procedure is fair and reasonable, including the requirement that
claimants must provide proof of purchase, and that claimants seeking th¢ cash
benefit must submit their claims by mail. Both such requirements provide
reasonable safeguards against the submission of fraudulent claims.

e The definition of the Plaintiff Settlement Class complies with the decision of
the Court of Appeal in Cho v. Seagate Technology Holdings, Inc., 177 Cal.
App. 4th 734 (2009).

6. The Court finds that the Notice to the Settlement Class of the pendency of this
Litigation and of this Settlement, was reasonably calculated to apprise class members of the
litigation, and all material elements of the proposed settlement. The Notice constituted

reasonable and practicable notice to all members of the Plaintiff Settlement Class and fully
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