
 

   

 

David J. Zott, P.C. (admitted pro hac vice) 
Andrew A. Kassof, P.C. (AK7079) 
Jeffrey J. Zeiger (admitted pro hac vice) 
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Counsel to Plaintiff Anadarko Litigation Trust 

UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

In re )  

 ) Chapter 11 

TRONOX INCORPORATED, et al., ) Case No. 09-10156 (ALG) 

 ) Jointly Administered 

   Reorganized Debtors. )  

 )  

 )  

TRONOX INCORPORATED,  
TRONOX WORLDWIDE LLC  
f/k/a Kerr-McGee Chemical Worldwide LLC,  
and TRONOX LLC f/k/a Kerr-McGee  
Chemical LLC,1 

)
)
)
)
)

 

 )  

   Plaintiffs, )  

 )  

 v. ) Adversary Proceeding No. 09-01198 (ALG) 

 )  

KERR-McGEE CORPORATION, et al., )  

 )  

   Defendants. )  

 )  
 
  

                                                 
1  Pursuant to the Anadarko Litigation Trust Agreement, which was approved by the Court on February 14, 2011 

(Dkt. No. 2812), the Anadarko Litigation Trust was appointed as the representative of each of the Plaintiff 
Debtors’ estates, as that term is used in section 1123(b)(3)(B) of the Bankruptcy Code, with the power and right 
to prosecute this matter.  By the same agreement and Order, the Anadarko Litigation Trust was “deemed 
substituted” for the Debtor Plaintiffs in this matter “as the party in such litigation.” 
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 )  

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, )  

 )  

   Plaintiff-Intervenor, )  

 )  

 v. )  

 )  

TRONOX, INC.,  
TRONOX WORLDWIDE LLC,  
TRONOX LLC,  
KERR-MCGEE CORPORATION, and  
ANADARKO PETROLEUM 
CORPORATION, 

)
)
)
)
)
)

 

 )  

   Defendants. )  

 )  
 

PLAINTIFF’S POST-TRIAL REQUEST FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS  
INCURRED IN THE TRONOX V. KERR-MCGEE ADVERSARY PROCEEDING 

Pursuant to 11 U.S.C. § 550 and the Court’s December 12, 2013 Memorandum of 

Opinion, After Trial, Plaintiff Anadarko Litigation Trust submits this request for an award of the 

attorneys’ fees and costs incurred in prosecuting the above-captioned adversary proceeding.  See 

12/12/13 Mem. of Op. (Dkt. No. 622) (“Op.”) at 166.  As the case law recognizes, a fee award is 

appropriate to restore the estate to the financial condition it would have enjoyed had the 

fraudulent transfers not occurred.  See infra § I.  And there can be no dispute that the fees and 

costs Plaintiff seeks to recover here are reasonable.  During Tronox’s chapter 11 cases, 

Defendants filed proofs of claim requesting reimbursement for the fees and expenses they had 

incurred defending the adversary proceeding.  See, e.g., POC # 14239 ¶ 35.  By November 2, 

2010, when deposition discovery was just beginning, Defendants already had spent $67,546,310 

defending the adversary proceeding—more than Plaintiff incurred to successfully prosecute the 
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adversary proceeding through trial two years later and obtain a multi-billion dollar recovery.  

11/2/10 Resp. of Anadarko & Kerr-McGee to the Debtors’ Obj. to their Am. Proof of Claim 

(Case No. 09-10156, Dkt. No. 2363), Ex. A.  For these and other reasons set forth below, 

Plaintiff respectfully requests that the Court award the Anadarko Litigation Trust $62,664,312 

for the attorneys’ fees and costs that it and Tronox incurred in successfully prosecuting the 

adversary proceeding.2 

BACKGROUND 

This was one of the largest and most far-reaching fraudulent transfer cases ever to go to 

judgment.  As confirmed by the detailed analysis in the Court’s 166-page opinion, the case 

presented numerous complex issues and involved billions of dollars in potential damages.  At the 

conclusion of closing arguments, this Court recognized that the case was “hotly contested but 

extremely well prepared on both sides.”  12/12/12 Tr. at 8299:3–4. 

The amount of preparation that went into this case was massive even by complex 

litigation standards.  With respect to fact discovery, the parties collectively served more than 400 

document requests and 375 requests for admission.  Declaration of Jeffrey J. Zeiger (“Zeiger 

Decl.”) ¶ 2 (attached hereto as Exhibit A).  More than 26 million pages of documents were 

produced.  Id.  The parties collectively took 64 fact depositions, many of which were trial 

examinations because the deponents were outside the Court’s subpoena power.  Id.  The parties 

collectively designated 18 experts who submitted nearly 14,000 pages of expert reports.  All 

were deposed.  Id. 

                                                 
2  Pursuant to Tronox’s Plan of Reorganization and the Court-approved Litigation Trust Agreement, Tronox 

transferred all of its rights to any recovery from this adversary proceeding to the Anadarko Litigation 
Trust.  Plan at Art. IV.C.5; Litig. Trust Agmt. (Case No. 09-10156, Dkt. No. 2812, Ex. 2) §§ 2(a)(iii), 2(b)(iii).  
Therefore, the Litigation Trust can recover fees and costs incurred pre-emergence.   

09-01198-alg    Doc 627    Filed 02/12/14    Entered 02/12/14 23:24:56    Main Document  
    Pg 3 of 15



 

 4 
 

Defendants also engaged in extensive motion practice, requiring Plaintiff to respond to 

numerous lengthy briefs containing hundreds of footnotes.  Defendants filed two motions to 

dismiss.  See 7/31/09 Mot. to Dismiss (Dkt. No. 45); 5/26/10 Mot. to Dismiss (Dkt. Not. 131).  

They moved to bifurcate trial into liability and damage phases.  See 6/22/11 Mot. to Bifurcate Tr. 

(Dkt. No. 239).  Then, shortly before trial, Defendants filed a motion for summary judgment on 

three separate grounds (2/24/12 Mot. for Partial Summ. J. (Dkt. No. 307)), a motion to amend 

their pleadings to resurrect a defense they had failed to timely assert (3/7/12 Mot. to Amend 

(Dkt. No. 310); Op. at 151), and a “notification” claiming for the first time that the Court did not 

have authority to enter judgment in this case (3/2/12 Defs.’ Notification of Lack of Consent (Dkt. 

No. 308)).  Defendants also filed the only Daubert motion in the case, seeking to prevent 

Plaintiff’s environmental expert from testifying at trial.  (3/16/12 Mot. to Exclude the Test. of 

Dr. Neil M. Ram (Dkt. No. 325)).  In addition, the parties filed cross motions for summary 

judgment regarding whether Plaintiff’s recovery would be capped under 11 U.S.C. § 550(a) in 

the amount of creditor claims.  8/31/11 Pls.’ Mot. for Partial Summ. J. (Dkt. No. 257); 9/30/11 

Defs.’ Resp. to Pls.’ Mot. for Partial Summ. J. and Cross-Motion for Partial Summ. J. (Dkt. No. 

268). 

Trial lasted 34 days.  Twenty-eight witnesses testified, including 14 experts.  More than 

6,100 exhibits and thousands of pages of deposition testimony from 40 witnesses were admitted 

into evidence.  Op. at 4.  In addition to traditional trial preparation activities, the parties spent 

significant time working on stipulations regarding the admissibility of exhibits and a 43-page 

stipulation regarding which corporate entity was responsible for any liabilities at dozens of 

environmental sites.  See generally Am. J. Fact Stips. of the Parties (Dkt. No. 449).   
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After trial, the parties submitted extensive post-trial briefs that highlight the number and 

breadth of the issues before the Court.  Plaintiff submitted a 116-page post-trial brief and 827 

proposed findings of fact.  Dkt. Nos. 590, 591.  Defendants filed two post-trial briefs totaling 303 

pages and 2,920 proposed findings of facts or conclusions of law.  Dkt. Nos. 593–95.  Following 

closing arguments on December 12, 2012, Defendants requested yet additional briefing, which 

the Court permitted.  Those briefs were filed on January 31, 2013.  Dkt. Nos. 611, 612. 

Throughout the case, Plaintiff worked hard to maximize efficiency and minimize costs.  

Other than conflicts counsel, Plaintiff retained only one law firm—Kirkland & Ellis LLP—to 

investigate and prosecute the case.  In contrast, Defendants engaged six offices of three different 

law firms to represent it through trial.  Zeiger Decl. ¶ 3.   

On September 10, 2010, Defendants filed proofs of claim against numerous Tronox 

debtors. See, e.g., POC #14239.  The proofs of claim asserted that Anadarko and Kerr-McGee 

“deny all of the material allegations in the Amended Complaint” but have been “required to 

spend millions of dollars defending themselves against Tronox’s allegations.”  Id. ¶ 35; see also 

8/5/10 Anadarko Obj. to Disc. St. ¶ 4 (referring to Tronox’s allegations as “irresponsible,” 

“false,” and “misleading”).  Defendants claimed that the Master Separation Agreement and the 

Assignment, Assumption and Indemnity Agreement—two of the principal agreements through 

which they effectuated the fraudulent transfers at issue here—required Tronox’s estates to pay 

their fees and costs in defending the adversary complaint.  POC #14239 ¶ 35.  As of September 

10, 2010, Anadarko and Kerr-McGee represented that they had “incurred and/or paid” 

$59,156,981 defending the adversary proceeding from January 12, 2009 through “July/August 

2010.”  Id. ¶ 36.  They also estimated an additional $47,568,991 in future defense costs for a 

total of $106,725,972.  Id. ¶ 37.  Defendants included a footnote to make clear that the “[f]uture 
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estimated cost [did] not include costs of an appeal.”  Id.  According to the proof of claim, 

Defendants already had paid more than $33.7 million to Weil, Gotshal & Manges LLP 

($17,943,263) and Bingham McCutchen ($15,766,944) for work related to the adversary 

proceeding from January 12, 2009 to July 31, 2010.  Id. Ex. E.  Defendants estimated that they 

would pay an additional $30.4 million to Weil ($16,196,573) and Bingham ($14,232,109) during 

the remainder of the case.  Id.  On November 2, 2010, Defendants served an updated schedule to 

the proof of claim that asserted Defendants already had spent $67,546,310 defending the 

adversary proceeding and estimated future expenses of $18,510,695 (for a total budget of 

$86,057,005).3  11/2/10 Resp. of Anadarko and Kerr-McGee to the Debtors’ Obj. to their Am. 

Proof of Claim (Case No. 09-10156, Dkt. No. 2363), Ex. A. 

I. PLAINTIFF IS ENTITLED TO RECOVER THE FULL AMOUNT OF ITS FEES 
AND COSTS. 

Bankruptcy courts award attorneys’ fees and costs in fraudulent transfer actions under § 

550 of the Bankruptcy Code.  See, e.g., In re Fugazy Express, 159 B.R. 432, 434 (Bankr. 

S.D.N.Y. 1993).  For example, in In re Fugazy Express, the court found that § 550 provided an 

independent basis for awarding the plaintiff fees and costs after invalidating a post-petition 

transfer of a radio spectrum license.  Id. at 435, 439.  In reaching this conclusion, the court noted 

that “the leading commentator on bankruptcy” agreed that “§ 550 of the Code provides the basis 

for an award of attorneys’ fees and costs.”  Id. at 437 (citing 4 L. King, COLLIER ON 

BANKRUPTCY, ¶ 550.02 at 550–9 (15th ed. 1990)).  Other courts agree.  See, e.g., LFG, LLC. v. 

                                                 
3  It is unclear why Defendants’ total defense budget decreased from $106.7 million to $86 million over the two-

month period between their September and November 2010 proofs of claim.  Indeed, based on their proofs of 
claim, Defendants were spending approximately $4 million a month in late 2010.  Assuming that rate continued 
through trial (and did not increase as trial neared), Defendants likely spent at least an additional $88 million 
through the end of trial in September 2012 for a total of $155 million (plus the fees and costs incurred in 
submitting massive post-trial submissions).  To the extent Defendants challenge the reasonableness of 
Plaintiff’s fees and costs, Plaintiff will seek discovery of Defendants’ billing records.  See Serricchio v. 
Wachovia Securities, LLC, 258 F.R.D. 43, 46 (D. Conn. 2009). 
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Navarre, 01 C 9451, 2002 WL 1379112, at *4 (N.D. Ill. 2002) (denying defendant’s motion to 

strike plaintiff’s request for attorneys’ fees because “those requests [were] supported by 11 

U.S.C. § 550, which provides the basis for such an award”); In re Linc Capital Inc., 310 B.R. 

847, 863 (Bankr. N.D. Ill. 2004) (noting that “Section 550 authorizes the recovery of attorneys’ 

fees for the benefit of the estate, to the extent that a transfer has been avoided under Section 

544”).  Indeed, although they filed two motions to dismiss totaling 122 pages that challenged 

nearly every allegation in Tronox’s complaints, Defendants did not move to strike Plaintiff’s 

demand for attorneys’ fees and costs. 

Awarding fees and costs is consistent with the purpose of § 550.  As this Court 

previously has recognized, § 550 is “intended to restore the estate to the financial condition it 

would have enjoyed if the transfer had not occurred.”  In re Tronox Inc., 464 B.R. 606, 614 

(Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 2012); In re Tronox, Inc., 429 B.R. 73, 111 n.23 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 2010) 

(same); see also In re JTS Corp., 617 F.3d 1102, 1116 (9th Cir. 2010) (“the intent of § 550 [is] to 

restore the bankrupt estate to the financial condition it enjoyed prior to the transfer”); In re 

Centennial Textiles, 220 B.R. 165, 176 (Bankr. S.D.N.Y. 1998)) (“Section 550(a) is intended to 

restore the estate to the financial condition it would have enjoyed if the transfer had not 

occurred.”).  Plaintiff and its predecessors were required to spend tens of millions in fees and 

costs to recover the assets Kerr-McGee fraudulently conveyed to delay and hinder Tronox’s 

environmental and tort creditors.  To fully restore the estates to their pre-transfer positions, 

Plaintiff should be awarded these fees and costs pursuant to § 550.  See In re TOUSA, Inc., 422 

B.R. 783, 881 (Bankr. S.D. Fla. 2009), rev’d on other grounds, 444 B.R. 613 (S.D. Fla. 2011), 

rev’d, 680 F.3d 1298 (11th Cir. 2012) (“A complete remedy must also account for the costs 

imposed on the Conveying Subsidiaries as a direct result of the transfers. These costs include the 
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various fees associated with the transaction itself, as well as the cost of pursuing this litigation in 

order to avoid the unlawful transaction.”).4 

II. PLAINTIFF’S FEES AND COSTS ARE REASONABLE AND APPROPRIATE. 

As set forth in the attached exhibits, Plaintiff seeks $32,731,958 in attorneys’ fees and 

$29,932,354 in costs that it and its predecessor Tronox entities incurred in prosecuting the 

adversary proceeding.  The total amount requested ($62,664,312) is significantly less than what 

Defendants spent defending the case.  Indeed, by November 2, 2010, Defendants had spent more 

than Plaintiff seeks to recover here—and trial was still more than 18 months away.  

A. Fees and Expenses for Kirkland & Ellis LLP 

With respect to Plaintiff’s counsel Kirkland & Ellis LLP (“K&E”), Plaintiff seeks to 

recover $32,731,958 in fees that were incurred from May 2008 through December 2013.  For the 

Court’s convenience, attached as Exhibit C is a billing summary setting forth the name of each 

K&E attorney and para-professional whose time is included in this request, the aggregate time 

expended by each attorney and para-professional for which Plaintiff seeks to be compensated, 

and the average hourly billing rate for each attorney and para-professional over the course of the 

litigation. 

Plaintiff has provided appropriate support for the requested attorneys’ fees and costs 

through the submission of K&E’s contemporaneous time and billing records.  See, e.g., U.S.A. 

Famous Original Ray’s Licensing Corp. v. Famous Ray’s Pizza Buffet Inc., 12 CIV. 8753 JGK 

                                                 
4  Plaintiff’s requested fee award is consistent with the “American Rule.”  See Alyeska Pipeline Service Co. v. 

Wilderness Society, 421 U.S. 240, 245 (1975) (describing the “general ‘American rule’ that the prevailing party 
may not recover attorneys’ fees as costs or otherwise”).  While typically litigants are required to bear their own 
fees and costs, they can be reallocated by statute.  Id. at 255, 263.  Here, as courts have recognized, § 550 
restores the estate to its pre-transfer position and, in order to do so, statutorily authorizes an award of attorneys’ 
fees and costs.  See, e.g., In re Fugazy, 159 B.R. at 439; LFG, 2002 WL 1379112, at *4; In re Linc Capital, 310 
B.R. at 863.  In Alyeska, the requested award was not based on a statute but instead on the plaintiff’s acts “to 
vindicate ‘important statutory rights of all citizens . . . .’”  Alyeska, 421 U.S. at 245. 
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GWG, 2013 WL 5363777, at *8 (S.D.N.Y. Sept. 26, 2013) (concluding that a “summary of 

contemporaneous time records” in the form of a “billing spreadsheet” containing the date, 

attorney performing the work, task performed, time spent and billing rate was “permitted under 

case law”).  K&E maintains computerized records of time expended in the performance of 

professional services.  These records are maintained in the ordinary course of K&E’s practice.  

Zeiger Decl. ¶ 4. 

Counsel reviewed these contemporaneous billing records and redacted fees and expenses 

for which Plaintiff is not seeking to be compensated.  For example, before this action was 

transferred to the Litigation Trust, the matters that K&E used to record time for this case also 

included adversary proceedings, contested matters and other litigation work unrelated to this 

lawsuit (including, among other things, adversary proceedings with RTI regarding its take-or-pay 

obligations at Tronox’s Hamilton, Mississippi plant and an appeal of this Court’s order denying a 

request from securities fraud plaintiffs to file a late proof of claim in Tronox’s chapter 11 cases).  

Id.  Any entry containing time for which Plaintiff is not seeking to recover has been redacted 

from the invoices submitted and is not included in the totals on the attached exhibits.5  Id. 

The hourly rates and corresponding rate structure utilized by K&E in this case is 

equivalent to the rates and structure predominantly used by K&E for restructuring and litigation 

matters.  Id. ¶ 5; see also Arbor Hill Concerned Citizens Neighborhood Ass'n v. Cnty. of Albany 

                                                 
5  Counsel and paralegals at K&E spent significant time reviewing more than 15,000 time entries before 

submitting this request in a good faith effort to ensure that Plaintiff is only seeking to recover for the work 
performed and expenses incurred in prosecuting this lawsuit.  Where a time entry was identified that included 
time for work that was unrelated to this adversary proceeding, it was redacted and excluded in its entirety from 
this request.  Time entries for individuals who billed de minimis amounts of time to the case also were redacted 
and removed from the requested fees.  The word “redacted” appears in certain of the time entries that remain on 
the invoices with brackets around a portion of the entry.  Those words were included in the contemporaneous 
entries and were left in the invoices without alteration.  During the chapter 11 cases, K&E indicated in its time 
records that certain entries should be considered for redaction where they might reveal aspects of K&E’s 
litigation strategy for this matter (e.g., potential case themes or theories, the identity of experts prior to the date 
they were required to be disclosed, etc.). 
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& Albany Cnty. Bd. of Elections, 522 F.3d 182, 190 (2d Cir. 2008) (“The reasonable hourly rate 

is the rate a paying client would be willing to pay.”).6  The rates reflect that K&E’s matters are 

typically national in scope and involve significant complexity, high stakes and severe time 

pressures.  Zeiger Decl. ¶ 5.  K&E’s hourly rates are set at a level designed to fairly compensate 

K&E for the work of its attorneys and para-professionals and to cover fixed and routine overhead 

expenses.  Hourly rates vary with the experience and seniority of the individuals assigned.  K&E 

periodically adjusts its hourly rates to reflect economic and other conditions.  Id.   

During the litigation, K&E reviewed its bills and wrote off certain time or expenses to 

ensure that Tronox or the Anadarko Litigation Trust was only billed for services or costs that 

were actual and necessary.  Id. ¶ 7.  Moreover, throughout the litigation, Plaintiff’s fees and costs 

were reviewed by Tronox’s General Counsel and then the Anadarko Litigation Trustee.  Id.   

Plaintiff also seeks reimbursement for actual and necessary expenses incurred in 

prosecuting the case.  These include costs for, among other things, experts, court reporters for 

depositions and trial, contract and conflicts counsel, document production and hosting services, 

travel expenses, mediation, and photocopies.  Id. ¶ 8.  K&E charges for external copying jobs, 

computer research, contract and conflicts counsel, overnight deliveries and other third party 

services at cost without markup.  In some instances, K&E was able to obtain these services at a 

discounted rate.  Id.  K&E maintains records of all expenses incurred in connection with the 

performance of professional services for this case.7  Id.     

                                                 
6  As disclosed in the Plan, the Anadarko Litigation Trust retained K&E on a special fee arrangement.  Plan at Art. 

IV. C. 5.  That fact has no effect on whether Plaintiff can recover its reasonable fees incurred.  See Venegas v. 
Michell, 495 U.S. 82, 88 (1990) (“We have therefore accepted, at least implicitly, that statutory awards of fees 
can coexist with private fee arrangements.”). 

7  Plaintiff is including the invoices from its experts for work and expenses for which it seeks to be compensated.  
Aside from attorneys’ fees, this is the largest cost Plaintiff incurred in prosecuting this action.  The records 
related to other costs are voluminous but will be made available if helpful to the Court. 
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B. Fees and Expenses for Plaintiff’s Experts 

Because the costs Plaintiff incurred with respect to experts are significant, Plaintiff is 

addressing those separately.  Plaintiff is seeking to recover a total of $24,349,090 in fees and 

costs incurred by experts retained by Tronox, K&E or the Litigation Trust for this case.  See 

Summary of Expenses (attached hereto as Exhibit D); Zeiger Decl. ¶ 9.  The fees charged by 

these experts are based on market rates and were negotiated at arm’s-length.  Id.  K&E reviewed 

expert invoices throughout this litigation and obtained discounts or write-offs where appropriate.  

The experts were paid the amounts Plaintiff seeks to recover without regard to the outcome of 

the case.  Id.        

C. The Fees and Expenses Plaintiff Seeks to Recover Are Reasonable 

There can be no serious dispute as to the reasonableness of the fees and costs that 

Plaintiff incurred prosecuting this action.  Less than 18 months after the complaint was filed, 

Defendants already had incurred $67,546,310 in fees and costs—more than Plaintiff incurred to 

successfully prosecute this case through trial two years later and obtain a multi-billion dollar 

recovery.  At that time, the parties only had taken 13 of 64 fact depositions, no expert reports had 

been served, expert discovery had not begun, summary judgment motions had not been filed, and 

opening statements were still more than 18 months away.  As of today, it is likely that 

Defendants have spent a multiple of the amount Plaintiff seeks to recover here.  Especially in a 

sophisticated case like this one, the opposing party’s fees and costs are probative of the 

appropriateness of the fees requested.  See, e.g., Tyco Healthcare Grp. LP v. Ethicon Endo-

Surgery, Inc., 3:10CV60 JBA, 2012 WL 4092515, at *2 (D. Conn. Sept. 17, 2012) (stating rates 

and time expended by party opposing fee petition is probative of what was “necessary or 

reasonable” in certain cases); Chicago Prof'l Sports Ltd. P'ship v. Nat'l Basketball Ass'n., 90 C 

6247, 1996 WL 66111, at *3 (N.D. Ill. Feb. 13, 1996) (stating in a case where “litigation has 
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been long and complex … the defendant’s fees may provide the best available comparable 

standard to measure the reasonableness of plaintiffs’ expenditures in litigating the issues,” and 

noting that the parties had to question the same witnesses, review the same evidence and resolve 

the same issues). 

The reasonableness of Plaintiff’s fees and costs is further confirmed when comparing the 

total fees and costs incurred by comparable billers.  For example, K&E spent approximately the 

same amount prosecuting this case through trial as Defendants’ two primary outside counsel had 

spent by July 31, 2010.  See supra Background.  Where evidence regarding total expert fees and 

costs was presented at trial, Plaintiff’s experts also were more efficient than their counterparts.  

For example, Plaintiff is seeking to recover approximately $7.7 million for work performed by 

its environmental expert (Roux Associates).  Defendants’ environmental expert (Gnarus 

Advisors) incurred more than $10 million in fees and costs.  (9/7/12 Tr. at 6792:3–7.)  Plaintiff is 

seeking to recover $126,325 for work performed by its titanium dioxide industry expert (Jim 

Fisher of IBMA).  By comparison, Defendants’ expert, Gary Cianfichi, incurred approximately 

$750,000 in fees and costs.  (8/10/12 Tr. at 5207:25–5208:4.) 

In short, the fees and costs that Plaintiff seeks to recover are reasonable under any 

measure. 
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CONCLUSION 

The attorneys’ fees and costs that Plaintiff and its predecessors incurred were reasonable, 

necessary and appropriate to prosecute this adversary proceeding.  Therefore, pursuant to 11 

U.S.C. § 550 and as set forth in the Proposed Order (attached hereto as Exhibit B), Plaintiff 

respectfully requests that the Court award the Anadarko Litigation Trust $62,664,312 in 

attorneys’ fees and costs. 

 

Dated:  February 12, 2014 Respectfully submitted, 
 
/s/ David J. Zott, P.C. 

 KIRKLAND & ELLIS LLP 
David J. Zott, P.C. (admitted pro hac vice) 
Andrew A. Kassof, P.C. (AK 7079) 
Jeffrey J. Zeiger (admitted pro hac vice) 
James R.P. Hileman (admitted pro hac vice) 
300 North LaSalle 
Chicago, Illinois  60654-3406 
Telephone:     (312) 862-2000 
Facsimile:      (312) 862-2200 
 
Counsel for the Anadarko Litigation Trust 
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Exhibit List 
 

Exhibit A  Declaration of Jeffrey J. Zeiger  

Exhibit B  Proposed Order 

Exhibit C  Attorneys’ Fees Summary 

Exhibit D  Expense Summary 

Exhibit E  Billing Detail 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Jeffrey J. Zeiger, hereby certify, under penalty of perjury pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, 

that on this 12th day of February 2014, I caused a true and correct copy of the foregoing 

Plaintiff’s Post-Trial Request for Attorneys’ Fees and Costs Incurred in the Tronox v. Kerr-

McGee Adversary Proceeding to be served upon the following: 

Via ECF and Electronic Mail 

Melanie Gray 
Jason W. Billeck 
Winston & Strawn LLP 
1111 Louisiana Street, 25th Floor 
Houston, TX 77002-5242 
 
P. Sabin Willet 
Bingham McCutchen LLP 
One Federal Street 
Boston, MA 02110 
 
Counsel for Defendants 

Robert William Yalen 
Assistant United States Attorney 
86 Chambers Street 
New York, New York 10007 

Counsel for the United States of America 

 /s/ Jeffrey J. Zeiger 
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