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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
MIAMI DIVISION

CBS BROADCASTING INC., AMERICAN
'BROADCASTING COMPANIES, INC., THE
ASSOCIATED PRESS, CABLE NEWS NETWORK LP,
LLLE, FOX NEWS NETWORK, L.L.C. and NBC

UNIVERSAL, INC,, Cause No.: 06-22463-CIV

Plaintiffs, District Judge Paul C. Huck
AFFIDAVIT OF SUSAN
BUCKLEY IN SUPPORT OF
PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR AN
AWARD OF ATTORNEYS® FEES
PURSUANT TO 42 U.S.C. § 1988

- against -

SUE M. COBB, in her official capacity as Secretary
of State of the State of Florida, and LESTER SOLA,
in his official capacity as the Supervisor of Elec-
tions of Miami-Dade County, Florida and as pro-
posed representative of a defendant class of all
county Supervisors of Elections in the State of
Florida,

Defendant.

STATE OF NEW YORK )
S8,

COUNTY OF NEW YORK )
SUSAN BUCKLEY, being duly sworn, hereby deposes and says:

1. I am a member of the Bar of the State of New York and a member of the

firm of Cahill Gordon & Reindel LLP, 80 Pine Street, New York, NY 10005. My firm, along
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with Gunster, Yoakley & Stewart, P.A., has represented plaintiffs CBS Broadcasting Inc,
(“CBS™), American Broadcasting Companigs, Inc. (*ABC”), The Associated Press (“AP”), Ca-
ble News Network LP, LLLP (“CNN™), Fox News Network, L.L.C. (“Fox News”) and NBC Uni-
versal, Inc. (*NBC”) (collectively “Plaintiffs™) in their action against the Secretary of State of
Florida and a defendant class of 4ll county Supervisors of Elections in the State of Florida (col-
lectively, “Defendants™) challenging, on constitutional grounds, the application of Fla. Stat.
§102.031(4) (a), (b)(2005) to prohibit Plaintiffs’ newsgathering and exit polling activities within
100 feet of polling places on November 7, 2006 and on election days in the future. [ submit this
Affidavit in support of Plaintiffs* motion for an award of attorneys’ fees and expenses pursuant
to 42 U.S.C. § 1988 (2000) (“section 1988™"). Unless otherwise noted, I have personal knowl-

edge of the facts set forth herein.

2. In a decision issued October 24, 2006, this Court declared that to the ex-
tent Fla. Stat. § 102.031(4)(a), (b), as amended, prohibits Plaintiffs from interviewing voters, af-
ter they have voted, within 100 feet of Florida polling places, the statute violates Plaintiffs’ rights
under the First Amendment to the United States Constitution as made applicable to the states.
through the Fourteenth Amendment. This Court also entered a permanent injunction barring De-
fendants from enforcing Fla. Stat. §102.031(4)(a) as applied to Plaintiffs” exit polling activities.

CBS Broadcasting, Inc. v. Cobb, No. 06-22463-CIV-Huck/Simonton (8.D. Fla. Oct. 24, 2006).

3. The instant motion seeks an award for all fees and expenses incurred in

this action. As is fully explained in the accompanying Memorandum of Law, Plaintiffs are enti-
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tled to these fees and expenses as prevailing parties in an action brought pursuant to 42 U.8.C.

§ 1983 (1996).

4. The purpose of this affidavit is a) to describe the firm of Cahill Gordon &
Reindel LLP (“Cahill Gordon™) and its experience in constitutional litigation, b) to advise the
Court of counsels” qualifications as lead counsel in this action, ¢) to set forth the background of
this action, d) to explain the reasons why Plaintiffs believe that the issues raised here were im-
portant, e) to describe the work Cahill Gordon attorneys performed during the course of the ac-
tion, f) to set forth the total amount of fees and expenses incurred by Plaintiffs during the course
of the action, g) to detail the level of experience of each of the attorneys involved in this action,
and h) to advise the Court of the prevailing rates in New York City for the kind of work per-
formed by Cahill Gordon during the relevant period. The disbursements incurred by Plaintiffs
— which are also recoverable under section 1988 — are detailed as well, Also accompanying
Plaintiffs’ motion is the Affidavit of Raymond V. Miller, Esq., which sets forth the work per-
formed and the fees and expenses incurred by Gunster, Yoakley & Stewart, P.A. (“Gunster

Yoakley™).

Counsel’s Experience

5. Cahill Gordon was established in 1918 and currently numbers more than
250 lawyers. The firm’s principal office occupies seven floors at 80 Pine Street in New York
City’s financial district. Cahill Gordon’s practice is national in scope and has a strong litigating

tradition.
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6. ‘The firm has represented and continues to represent numerous media cli-
ents on a wide variety of communications law matters and is often retained by media clients in
cases they view as particularly important or difficult. For example, ABC, CBS, CNN and NBC,
four of the plaintiffs in this action, have in the past retained Cahill Gordon in numerous cases,
some posing significant threats to their constitutional rights, others posing significant financial
threats, including Herbert v. Lande, 441 U.S., 153 (1979); Nixon v. Warner Communications,
Inc., 435 U.S. 589 (1978); CBS Inc. v. F.C.C., 453 U.S. 367 (1981); Levan v. Capital Cities,
Inc., 190 F.3d 1230 (11th Cir. 1999); cert. denied, 528 U.S. 1198 (2000); Tilton v. Capital Cities,
Inc., 95 F.3d 32 (10th Cir. 1996), cert. denied, 519 U.S. 1110 (1997); Word of Faith v. Sawyer,
90 F.3d 118 (5th Cir. 1996)'_, cert. denied, 520 U.8. 1117 (1997, and; Newton v. National Broad-

casting Company, Inc., 930 F.2d 662 (9th Cir. 1990), cert, denied, 502 U.S. 866 (1991).

7. Cahill Gordon has acted as lead counsel in seven of the other eight actions
instituted before this one — in Washington, Florida, Georgia, Montana, Minnesota, Ohio and
Wyoming — challenging statutes that restricted the conduct of exit polls. See Affidavit of Ray-
mond V. Miller, Esq., sworn to September 29, 2006, submitted in support of Plaintiffs’ Motion
for a Preliminary Injunction, at Exs. 6, 8-12, 14-15. The firm also represented its media clients
as amici curiae in the litigation challenging restrictions on exit polling activities in Kentucky.
See id., Ex. 13. Since the filing of this action, Cahill Gordon acted as lead counsel in successful
litigation challenging Nevada’s efforts to prohibit exit polling within 100 feet of Nevada polling
places on behalf of the same Plaintiffs in this action. See American Broadcasting Cos., Inc. v.

Heller, No. 2-06-CV-01268-PMP-RJJ (D. Nev., November 1, 2006).
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8. Cahill Gordon has acted as counsel or co-counsel on many of the most
high-profile media law and First Amendment cases of the last 40 years, representing newspapers,
journalists, and broadcasters in cases including United States v. New York Times, Inc., 403 U.S.
713 (1971) (the “Pentagon Papers” case), Nebraska Press Association v. Stuart, 427 U.S. 539
(1976); Landmark Communications, Inc. v. Virginia, 435 U.S. 824 (1978); Smith v. Daily Mail,
433 U.S. 97 (1978); Nixon v. Warner Communications, Inc., 435 U.S. 584 (1978); Herbert v.
Lando, 441 U.S. 153 (1979); Metromedia, Inc. v. City of San Diego, 453 U.S. 490 (1981); CBS
Inc.v. F.C.C., 453 U.S. 367 (1981); Harper & Row v. The Nation, 471 U.S. 539.(1985); United
States v. Providence Journal, 485 U.S. 693 (1988); McConnell v. Federal Election Comm’n, 540
U.S. 93 (2003); and, most 1ecently, In re Grand Jury Subpoena, Judith Miller, 438 F.3d 1141

(D.D.C. 2006); and New York Times Co. v. Gonzales, 459 F.3d 160 (2d Cir. 2006).

9, I had ultimate responsibility for the representation of Plaintiffs in this ac-
tion. My educational background is as follows: I received my undergraduate degree from
Mount Holyoke College in 1973 and my law degree frotn the Fordham University School of Law
in 1977, where I served as an Editor of the Fordham Law Review. [ have been a partner at Cahill
Gordon since 1985, Thave worked on several First Amendment cases presented to the United
States Supreme Court, including Home Box Office v. Wilkinson, 800 F.2d 989 (10th Cir. 1986),.
aff'd, 480 U.8S. 926 (1987); Metromedia, supra; Providence Journal, supra; and McConnell, su-
pra. 1 have also worked on each of the litigations challenging the constitutionality of restrictions.
on the conduct of exit polls, beginning with the Daily Herald v. Munro litigation instituted in

1983. I am a member of the ABA’s Forum on Communications Law and the Federal Bar Coun-
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cil, where I serve as a Master for the FBC Inn of Court. [ have also served on the Communica-
tions and Media Law Committee of the Association of the Bar of the City of New York and the

Media Law Committee of the New York State Bar Association.

10, My partner Kevin J. Burke agsisted me in the early stages of this case. Mr.
Burke received his undergraduate degree with high honors from the State University of New
York at Oneonta in 1977, and received his law degree with distinction from Hofstra University
School of Law in 1980. He joined Cahill Gordon as an associate in 1980, and has been a partrier

sinice 1989.

11.  Mr. Brian T. Markley, a seventh-year associate; and Messrs. Kayvan
Sadeghi and Peter Hawkes, both fourth-year associates, also assisted me during the course of this
litigation.

Background of the Action

12.  This action was instituted by Plaintiffs on September 29, 2006, in response
to the 2005 amendments to Fla. Stat. §102.031(4) (a), (b}, pursuant to which it became unlawful
for any person to “solicit voters inside the polling place or within 100 feet of the entrance to any
polling place . . . The term “solicit” was defined to include “seeking or attempting to seek any
vote, fact, opinion, or eontribution; [or] conductinga poll . . .” Fla. Stat. §102.031(b). Plaintiffs
and their counsel believed that this restriction as applied to their exit polling activities could not

be reconciled with constitutional principles or prior precedent in this Court, the Eleventh Circuit
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and the Supreme Court of Florida and that the restriction was plairily directed to the suppression

of expression.

13.  In addition to their concern about the constitutional implications of the ap-
plication of Fla. Stat. §102.031 to prohibit communication on political matters between exit poll
reporters and willing voters, Plaintiffs wete also disturbed about the practical effects of the ap-
plication of the statute to their exit polling activities. As Mr. Lenski testified, if exit polling
could not be conducted within 100 feet of polling places, uniquely reliable and valuable demo-
graphic-and social information derived from exit polls would, as a result, be forever lost. (See

Affidavit of Joseph Lenski, submitted in support of Plaintiffs’ Motion for a Preliminary Injunc-

tion, sworn to on September 28, 2006 (“Lenski Aff't”), at Y 8-9, 23.) This concern was magni
fied by Plaintiffs’ knowledge that the vast array of uniquely reliable information obtained from

exit polls could not be obtained from other sources. (See Lenski Aff't 98.)

14.  After a hearing on Plaintiffs’ Motion for a Preliminary Injunction on Oc-
tober 20, 2004, this Court granted Plaintiffs’ request for a declaration that to the extent Fla. Stat.
§ 102.031(4)a), (b), as amended, prohibits Plaintiffs from interviewing voters, after they have
voted, within 100 feet of Florida polling places, the statute violates Plaintiffs’ rights under the
First Amendment to the United States Constitution as made applicable to the states through the
Fourteenth Amendment, and permanently enjoined Defendants from enforcing Fla. Stat.
§102.031(4)(a) as applied to Plaintiffs’ exit polling activities. CBS Broadeasting, Inc. v. Cobb,

No. 06-22463-CIV-Huck/Simenton (8.D. Fla. Oct. 24, 2006).
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15.  Plaintiffs’ victory has vindicated their right to engage in political dis-
course. It has also benefited the public generally by ensuring the availability of exit polling data
as a source of uniquely reliable information about the American electoral process and voters®
views. Having successfully vindicated their constitutional rights, Plaintiffs are entitled to re-

cover the reasonable fees and expenses incurred in doing so under section 1988.

Work Performed and Expenses Incurred in this Action

16.  The work performed and expenses incurred in this action are detailed be-
low. First, the respective roles of each of the Cahill Gordon attorneys who assisted in this litiga-
tion is described. (See Y 17-21) The contemporaneous line-item billing summaries setting forth
each attorney’s daily time records in connection with this litigation are also included as Exhibit
A . Thave carefully reviewed those summaries and have eliminated all hours that are not prop-
erly subject to a section 1988 claim typically because the work performed or expense incurred
was tangentially rather than directly related to this action. In addition to the daily time summa-
ries, for the convenience of the Court, the specific fees incurred are also detailed below for each
phase of the litigation. (See 722-31)

17.  As the pariner in charge of this matter, I was responsible for managing and
overseeing the day-to-day progress of the litigation. I was principally responsible for communi-
cations with and coordination with Gunster Yoakley, with the clients, with Defendants and their
counsel, with witnesses and with the Court. Ihad ultimate responsibility for preparing the Com-
plaint, the motion papers, and the supporting affidavits. I revised and edited all papers filed in

support of Plaintiffs’ Motion for a Preliminary Injunction and Plaintiffs’ Motion to Certify a De-
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fendant Class. I also participated in both the drafling and revising of the papers submitted in
support of the instant motion. I patticipated in the hearing on the Preliminary Injunction and in
our clients’ efforts to disseminate this Court’s ruling and injunction to Florida election officials
before Election Day. My daily time records in connection with this litigation as detailed in the
contemporaneous line-item billing entries are included in Exhibit A.

18.  Kevin J. Burke was responsible for the initial draft of the Complaint in this
matter and for working with Professor Robert Shapiro in presenting his written testimony fo the
Court. His hours are also detailed in the line-item billing entries attached hereto as Exhibit A.

19.  Brian T. Markley was responsible for the initial drafts of the Memoran-
dum of Law in Support of Plaintiffs’ Motion for a Preliminary Injunction and the Reply Memo-
randum of Law in Further Support of that Motion. He alsc assisted mé in communication and
coordination with our colieagues at Gunster Yoakley. Mr. Markley also assisted me in preparing
for and presenting the argument at the hearing on the Preliminary Injunction, and in preparing
the papers in connection with the present motion. His hours are also detailed in Exhibit A.

20.  Kayvan Sadeghi assisted in drafting the affidavits in support of Plaintiffs’
Motion for a Preliminary Injunction. Mr. Sadeghi was also responsible for conduecting some of

the legal research in connection with the Motion for a Preliminary Injunction. His hours are de-

tailed in Exhibit A.
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21.  Peter Hawkes was responsible for conducting some of the legal research in
connection with Plaintiffs’ Motion for a Preliminary Injunction and for initially drafting this af-
fidavit. His hours are also detailed in Exhibit A.

PHASE I: September 1, 2006 - September 29, 2006

22.  InPhase of the litigation, Plaintiffs prepared for and filed the Complaint,
the Motion for 2 Preliminary Injunction (and all supporting papers) and the Motion for Certifica-
tion of a Deféndant Class (and supporting papers). Fact gathering was accomplished quickly and
efficiently. Mr. Lenski and members of his staff were interviewed and consulted. The affidavits
of Mr. Lenski, Mr. Shapiro, and Mr. Miller were drafted and executed. Counsel consulted with
counsel for each of the six individual plaintiffs concerning factual questions, litigation strategy

and corporate disclosure requirements.

23. At the same time the brief in support of the motion for a preliminary in-
junction was prepared, legal research on various questions of both federal and Florida law was
undertaken. Drafls of all papers were circulated to in house counsel for the six clients; com-

ments were received and incorporated.

24.  The following papers were prepared and filed by Plaintiffs during this
phase of the litigation: the Summons and Complaint, the Motion to Certify a Deféndant Class
Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 23 and the Accompanying Memorandum of Law; the Motion for a
Preliminary Injunction, the Affidavit of Joseph Lenski (with accompanying exhibits), the Affi-

davit of Robert Y. Shapiro (with accompanying exhibits), the Affidavit of Raymond V. Miller,
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Esq. (with accompanying exhibits), the Memorandum of Law in Support of Plaintiffs’ Motion

for a Preliminary Injunction, and other documents attendant to the institution of the litigation.

25.  The following is a breakdown of individual attorney time during Phase I

of the litigation:
ATTORNEY RATE HOURS AMOUNT
S. Buckley 712.00 45.75 32,574.00
K. Burke 688.00 6.7 4,609.60
B. Markley 496.00 68.25 33,852.00
P. Hawkes 428.00 6.0 2,568.00
K. Sadeghi 428.00 5.25 2,247.00

TOTAL $ 75,850.60
PHASE II: September 30, 2006 - October 20, 2006

26.  During Phase II of the litigation, counsel participated in a conference call
with the Court and Defendants, analyzed Defendants® Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Motion for a Pre-
liminary Injunction, prepared Plaintiffs’ Reply Memorandum and participated in the hearing on
‘the Motion.

27.  With the assistance of Mr. Hawkes, Mr. Markley focused his efforts on the
reply brief in support of the motion, In addition to supervising the work of Messrs. Markley and
Hawkes, I was primarily responsible for participating in the conference call with the Court and
Defendants’ counsel, informing our clients of the results of that conference eall, consulting with

Gunster Yoakley attomeys concerning the preparation of the Affidavit of Mark Workman and

-11-
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preparing for and conducting the oral argument in support of the motion for a preliminary injunc-
tion. Mr. Markley also assisted me in preparing for and presenting the argument at that hearing.

28.  Plaintiffs’ Reply Memorandum of Law in Further Support of Their Motion
for a Preliminary Injunction and the Affidavit of Mark Workman were prepared and filed by

Plaintiffs during this phase of the litigation,

29.  The following is a breakdown of individual attorney time during Phase I

of the litigation:
ATTORNEY RATE HOURS AMOUNT
S. Buckley 768.00" 37.25 28,608.00
B. Markley 560.00 41.0 22,960.00
P. Hawkes 460,00 8.5 3,910.00

TOTAL $ 55,478.00
PHASE IIl: October 21, 2006 - the present
30.  During this phase of the litigation, the Court’s decision of October 24,
2006 and its judgment of October 26,2006 were reviewed, Plaintiffs’ motion to amend the
judgment was prepared and filed and this application for an award of attorneys’ fees pursuant to

section 1988 was researched, prepared and filed.

The firm’s minimum billing rates were increased for all billings effective Oetober 1, 2006. Time
incutred before then was incutred at the lower rate; time incurred thereafter was incurred at the
higher rate.

-12-
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31, The following is a breakdown of individual attorney time during Phase I1I

of the litigation:
ATTORNEY RATE HOURS AMOUNT
8. Buckley 768.00 10.5 8,064.00
B. Markley 560.00 2.75 1,540.00
P. Hawkes 460.00 2.75 1,265.00
TOTAL $ 10,869.00
The Recoverable Amount

32.  Cahill Gordon has two rate structures for client billing. The hourly rates
being billed to the clients in this action are the minimum rates charged by the firm. These hourly
rates are comparable to the generally prevailing rates of similar firms in New York. A recent
survey of such rates is attached hereto as Exhibit B.

33.  Plaintiffs will be billed all of the fees and expenses requested in this Affi-
davit.

34.  Inmy opinion, the sum of $142,197.60, requested as the Cahill Gordon
component of an atterneys’ fee award, represents a reasonable fee for the services rendered by
Cahill Gordon in the circumstances of this case.

35.  Dusbursements have been ineurred by Cahill Gordon in the amount of
$7,365.37. This sum reflects disbursements actually and necessarily incurred. These disburse-
ments — all of which are costs routinely billed to all of the firm’s clients — are set forth and

itemized in the last page of Exhibit A hereto.

-13-
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Awards in Similar Cases

36.  For the Court’s information, attached hereto as Exhibit C is the order of
the district court in the Daily Herald case awarding plaintiffs there $412,921.27 for fees and ex-
penses incurred through the conclusion of the trial in that action. Attached hereto as Exhibit D is
another order from that district court awarding plaintiffs an additional $223,950.69 for fees and
expenses incurred in defending the appeal.

37.  Also for the Court’s information, attached hereto as Exhibit E is the-order
of the district court in the Smith case awarding plaintiffs there $133,673.58 in fecs and expenses
incurred in that action. That case was resolved after the hearing on Plaintiffs’ motion for a pre-

liminary injunction.

Susan Buckley

Sworn to before me this
?_th day of November, 2006,

Notary Public

-14-



Case 1.06-cv-22463-PCH Document 40 Filed 11/09/2006 Page 15 of 44

EXHIBIT A
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CBS INC. September 8, 2006 - November 8, 2006
FLORIDA 1I
PAGE 1

FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES RENDERED

%

DATE NAME DESCRIPTION

09/08/06 BUCKLEY, § Tel. ¢. JZucker re filing suit; tel. c. KS; tel. c. 2.00
KJIB; conf. KS; conf. KIB; forward briefs and
‘materials.

09/08/06 BURKE, K. Tel.C. Buckley; Review Ohio materials .80

09/11/06 BUCKLEY, $ Tel. c. RMiller; e-corr. JZucker; rev. Fla. 1.00
statute; tel. c. RMiller; e-corr. to/from PW.

09/12/06 BUCKLEY, S Tel. ¢. Joe Lenski; tel, c. RMiller; rev. Fla. leg. 4.00
history; tel. ¢. KIB; conf. KSadeghi; rev. prior
record in Smith; forward stuff to KIB; rev,
Shapiro aff't.

09/13/06 BUCKLEY, S Preparing lit. papers; tel. cs. RMiller; tel. <. 3.50
RShapiro; e-corr. team; conf. KS; tel. c. JZ;
working on Shap. aff't; e-corr. JLenski.

09/13/06 SADEGHI, KB Compile Affidavit exhibits; research articles re: 2.00
2004 election; discuss same w/ S. Buckley;
revise Shapire Affidavit; I.L. re: preliminary
injunction standard and recent First
Amendment cases in 11th Circuit.

09/13/06 BURKE, K Review Shapiro affidavit; Review corr. .60

09/15/06 MARKLEY, BT Conf. w/S. Buckley re: Florida arguments; 1.50
review of Ohio briefs & other materials.

09/15/06 BUCKLEY, § Fact gathering; tel. c. clients; LF.; conf. 3.50
BMarkley; e-corr. re fact issues; tel. ¢s. Edison,

09/15/06 BURKE, X Draft Florida comptaint; Tel.C. Buckley; 1.30
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CBS INC. September 8, 2006 - Novermber 8, 2006
FLORIDA II
PAGE 2
DATE NAME DESCRIPTION HOQURS
Review corr.
09/17/06 MARKLEY,BT  Reviewed case law & other materials. 3.00
09/17/06 BUCKLEY, S Rev. Julin aff't.; e-corr. BMarkley. .50
09/18/06 MARKLEY, BT  Reviewed background materials & drafted 9.00
brief.
09/18/06 BUCKLEY, § Tel. c. BMarkley; e-corr. RMiller; conf. c. 3.00

clients; LF. re distance issues; rev, AG ops.;.
rev. MY mem.; e-corr. to/from Lenski.

09/18/06 BURKE, K Revise complaint; Review Shapiro affidavit 1.10
09/19/06 MARKLEY, BT Rev. brief, mult. conf. w/ 8. Buckley re: same. 12.00
09/19/06 BUCKLEY, § Tel. c. BM re progress; e-corr. RM; e-corr. 3.25

to/from Edison Research folks; tel. cs. KIB;
conf. KJB and Lenski; tel. ¢. FA.

09/19/06 BURKE, K Meeting w/Lenski re affidavit; Conf. Buckley; 1.50
Review corr.; Corr.

09/20/06 MARKLEY, BT Rev. brief; confs. w/ S. Buckley & P. Hawkes 12.00
1€ same.

09/20/06 SADEGHI, KB Call w/S. Buckley; draft rider to complaint; 1.00
review articles for same; send rider to S.
Buckley.

09/20/06 BURKE, K Revise draft Lenski affidavit; 2 Tel.Cs. 1.40

Buckley; Revise Florida complaint

09/21/06 MARKLEY, BT Rev. brief; conf. w/ 8. Buckley re: same; rev. 2.50
class cert. motion.
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CBS INC.
FLORIDA 1I
PAGE 3

DATE

09/22/06

09/22/06

09/25/06

09/25/06

09/26/06

09/26/06

09/26/06

09/27/06

09/27/06

09/27/06

09/27/66

NAME

MARKLEY, BT

BUCKLEY, S

MARKLEY, BT

BUCKLEY, S

MARKLEY, BT

HAWKES, PD

BUCKLEY, 8

MARKLEY, BT

HAWKES, PD

BUCKLEY, 8

SADEGHI, KB

Document 40 Filed 11/09/2006 Page 18 of 44

September 8, 2006 - November 8, 2006

DESCRIPTION

Mult. emails & tel. cs, w/ S, Buckley & local
csl.; re: briefs and afft's; reviewed leg. history.

Preparing papers for new litigation; e-corr. re
same and re disclosure info; e-corr. e
affidavits; revise docs.

Rev. Miller Afft; rev. brief, mult confs. w/ S.
Buckley re; same.

Review and revise all papers in Florida;
circulation; e-corr. to/from RMiller; e-cotr.
to/from team; tel. ¢s. BM re Firestone and other
cases.

Mult. confs. w/ S. Buckley re: brief &

supporting docs.; reviewed same; reviewed

Ohio decision.
Cite-checking/ Shepardizing/ Keyciting brief.

Working on all docs.; e-corr. RMiller; circulate
Ohio decision to Florida team; revise briefs;
attend to pro hac applications.

Rev. brief and supporting docs; mult. confs. w/
S. Buckley, P. Hawkes, K. Sadeghi, and R.
Miller re; same,

Editing brief.

Numerous tel. cs. re affidavits and revisions; e-
corr. Lenski and Shapiro; review substantive
docs.; e-corr. all docs. to Ray Miller; tel. cs.
RM and FD; revisions to Miller affidavit.

Compile affidavit exhibits and originals of

5.00

3.25

7.00

7.50

4.25

1.50

5.50

3.50

1.50

3.50

2.25
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CBS INC. September 8, 2006 - November 8, 2006
FLORIDA 11
PAGE 4
DATE NAME DESCRIPTION HOURS
affidavits; draft letter to Miller sending same;
meet w/ B. Markley re: same.
09/28/06 MARKLEY, BT Rev. brief and supporting docs; mult. conf. w/ 6.50

S. Buckley, P. Hawkes, K. Sadeghi, and local
counsel re: same.

09/28/06 HAWKES, PD Finalizing brief and Miller affidavit. 3.00

09/28/06 BUCKLEY, 8 E-corr. to/from FD re motion papers and class 3.25
brief; final revisiens on Lenski affidavit; tel. cs.
Joe Lenski; additional LF.; rev, Farrah draft; e-
corr. to/from BM re relief; tel. cs. FD.

09/29/06 MARKLEY, BT Mult. conf. w/ S. Buckley and local counsel re: 2.00
brief and filing; rev. format of brief.

09/29/06 BUCKLEY, S Tel. cs. FD ahout filing matters re Florida; tel. 2.00
¢. RMiller; e-cotr. all clients with Fla.
developments; tel ¢. RMiller; circulate
complaint and pi motion; tel. ¢s. clients,

16/02/06 BUCKLEY, S Two tel. ¢s. RMiller re filing and call from law 50
clerk.
10/03/06 BUCKLEY, S Memo to clients re status conference, counsel 1.00

for defendants and Sola proposal; tel. cs.
RMiller ; rev. mem. from FD; memo to Lenski.

10/04/06 MARKLEY, BT Gathered cases and docs for 8. Buckley in prep 25
for conference.
10/04/06 BUCKLEY, § Rev. mem. from NM re exit poll plans and 3.00

communications in Florida; mem. to RM and
KIJB r¢ class issue; 2d tel. c. RM; e-corr. BM re
status conf. scheduled.
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CBS INC.
FLORIDA II
PAGE 5

DATE

10/05/06

10/05/06

10/06/06

10/11/06
10/12/06

10/12/06

10/13/06

10/13/06

10/13/06

10/14/06
10/15/06

10/16/06

NAME

MARKLEY, BT

BUCKLEY, 8

BUCKLEY, S

BUCKLEY, 8
MARKLEY, BT

BUCKLEY, 8

MARKLEY, BT

HAWKES, PD

BUCKLEY, 8

MARKILEY, BT
MARKLEY, BT

MARKLEY, BT

September 8, 2006 - November 8, 2006

DESCRIPTION

Conf. w/ S. Buckley re: court tel. conference;
IL re: potential deal with County Supervisor.

Tel. cs. RM:; tel. c. state counsel; tel. ¢, county
counsel; rev. Fla. cases for conf. c.; tel. c. RM,;
participate in status conference; tel. c. BM re
fee issue; tel. ¢. RM re same; e-corr. clients re
conference.

Tel. ¢. KJB re county proposal; tel. c. RMiller
re same; review SOS submission; tel. ¢.
RMiller tel. . Lenski re fact gathering.

Tel. ¢. RM re hearing and LF.; mem. to clients.

Conf. w/ 8. Buckley re: reply brief.

E-corr. to/from BM re Florida papers; e-corr.
JZ re hearing; mem. to clients,

Reviewed opposiftion to PI; muit. conf, re:
reply; IL re: same.

Review of opposition brief; legal research for
reply brief; conf. w/ B. Markley re: same.

Begin review of opp. briefs filed by SOS and
Sola; e-corr. RM re same; conf, BM re drafting
our response and what it should cover; circulate
briefs w/ memo to clients; circulate Sola brief
with memo.

Drafted reply in support of P1.

Rev. reply in support of PL

Rev. reply; mult. conf. w/ S. Buckley re: same;

HOURS

3.00

4.50

1.75

75
25

50

5.00

6.25

3.75

6.00
6.00

4.00
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CBS INC. September 8, 2006 - November 8, 2006
FLORIDA II
PAGE &
DATE NAME DESCRIPTION HOURS
rev. Workman aff't.
10/16/06 BUCKLEY, S Review and revise reply brief; circulate to RM 6.00
and clients for comments/revisions; tel. cs. BM
e various issues.
10/17/06 MARKLEY, BT Rev. & finalized brief: mult, conf. and emiails 2.50
w/ local counsel re: same.
10/17/06 HAWKES, PD Cite-checking/keyciting/shepardizing brief; 2.00
conf, w/ B. Markley re; same; other revisions
to brief.
10/17/06 BUCKLEY, 8 Rev. BM revisions on Workman affidavit; rev. 1.50
final draft reply brief per BM; e-corr. BM and
RM; conf. BM and PH.
10/18/06. MARKIEY, BT Gathered docs & prepared for hearing; mult. 4.00

conf. w/ S. Buckley re: same.

10/18/06 BUCKLEY, 8 Review corr. from Fla. officials in response to 3.50
E/M letters; corr. RMiller re same; memo to all
clients attaching final reply brief and Workman
affidavit; begin drafting some oral argument

thoughts; materials for argument.
10/19/06 MARKILEY, BT Prepped for hearing; mult. conf. w/ S. Buckley 7.00
& R. Miller re: same; drafted memos re: same.
10/19/06 HAWKES, PD Tel. conf. w/ B. Markley re: hearing, 25
10/19/06 BUCKLEY, § Travel to Florida (working on plane); confs. 7.00

RM, FD and BM te same; outline oral
argument notes; review Fla. case law cited in
briefs; prep. for oral argument; confs.
BMarkley.



Case 1:06-cv-22463-PCH  Document 40 Filed 11/09/2006 Page 22 of 44

CBS INC.
FLORIDA II
PAGE 7

DATE
10/20/06

10/20/06

10/23/06

10/23/06

10/24/06

10/26/06

10/27/06

10/28/06

10/30/06

10/30/06

10/31/66

NAME
MARKLEY, BT

BUCKLEY, S

MARKLEY, BT

BUCKLEY, §

BUCKLEY, S

BUCKLEY, S

MARKLEY, BT

BUCKLEY, 8

MARKLEY, BT

BUCKLEY, 8

MARKLEY, BT

September 8, 2006 - November 8, 2006

DESCRIPTION

Prepped for & attended hearing:

Prep. for and participate in hearing before
Judge Huck; e-corr. all clients re hearing.

Conf. w/ S. Buckley re: class cert. order, rev.
same, tel. msgs. for R. Miller re: same.

Tel. cs. to clients re Florida proceedings; tel. ¢.
RMiller re same and review RM draft of class
cert. order.

Rev. e-corr. te defs. response to proposed class
cert. order; rev. Judge Huck's decision; tel. ¢.
RMiller; corr. all clients re decision; tel. c.
RMiller; conf. BMarkley.

Tel. c. RM re judgment; rev. same; tel. c. RM.

Mult. conf. w/ S, Buckley re: Miami-Dade poll
workers.

Review draft letter to all election officials; Ray
revisions, client revisions; tel. ¢. RM re Sola
issue.

Rev. poll worker letter; mult. confs. w/ clients
1€ same.

Review FD draft of motion fo amend judgment;
send comments; 3 tel. cs. RM; rev. court's
order; rev. mem. re Miami - Dade new
requirements; e-corr. RM and FD; conf. BM.

Mult. emails to clients re; poll worker letter;
rev. same.

5
c

50

1.00

S50

50

1.00

50

3.00

1.00
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CBS INC. September 8, 2006 - November 8, 2006
FLORIDA II
PAGE 8
DATE NAME DESCRIPTION HOURS
11/02/06 BUCKLEY, 8§ E-corr. to/from Tomlin re Fla. compliance on 50
Election Day and steps to take re same; tel. c.
JLenski re Fla. report.
11/03/06 BUCKLEY, S Tel. ¢. RM re election day plans in Fla.; mem. .50
to clients re same.
11/06/06 HAWKES, PD Drafting Buckley Affidavit for fee application; 2.00
confs. w/ B. Markley, S. Buckley re: same.
11/06/06 BUCKLEY, S Briefly rev. GY draft of fee brief; conf. BM re 1.00
revising same; briefly rev. PH first draft of
Buckley aff't.
11/07/06 HAWKES, PD Editing Buckley Affidavit, 75
11/07/06 BUCKLEY, S Pull and review all time sheets for privilege and 1.50

confirm all directly related to Fla. litigation,
conf. PHawkes re additions to Buckley aff't.;
tel. ¢s. JK re time and expenses; tel. c. RMiller
re his affidavit;

11/08/06. BUCKLEY, 8 Revisions to fee brief: revisions to Buckley 1.00
aff't.; e-mems. RMiller re all docs.

TOTAL TIME 234.70
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CBS INC. September 8, 2006 - November 8, 2006

FLORIDA 1I

PAGE ©

- TIME RECAP e LR L

INIT NAME RATE HOURS AMOUNT
SB BUCKLEY, S 768.00 47.75 36,672.00
SB BUCKLEY, S 712.00 45.75 32,574.00
KIB BURKE, K 688.00 6.70 4,609.60
BTM MARKLEY, B 560.00 43.75 24,500.00
BTM MARKLEY, B 496.00 68.25 33,852.00
PDH HAWKES, P 460.00 11.25 5,175.00
PDH HAWKES, P 428.00 6.00 2,568.00
KBS SADEGHIL K 428.00 5.25 2,247.00

TOTAL 234.70 $ 142,197.60
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CBS INC. September 8, 2006 - November 8, 2006

FLORIDA 1T

PAGE 10

DISBURSEMENTS AND CHARGES AMOUNT

Air Freight Delivery Charge 55.76
Exhibit Tabs 3.00
Lexis and Database Charges 31929
Local Transportation 390.52
Overtime Meals 172.64
Rapifax 43.50
Reproduction 592.80
Telephone Charges 1.20
Travel-Out-Of-Town (T&E) 2,154.06
Velo Bind 6.00
Westlaw Searches 2,960.35
Word Processing 666.25

TOTAL DISBURSEMENTS AND CHARGES $7,365.37
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Flrm-by-flrm samplmg of billing rates nationwide

The Ngtionat Law Journal gsked ohe
respandrits. to 5 2008 suromy of the
rations 250 Inrgest faw firms to provide
u rasge of hourly Millng votes for pare-
rers andl dssociates. The firms that ang.
plied thix infirmotion—including some
Jirmz thut are not in (ke N4 250—are
{isted heloie in alphobetical order. This
jime e alden ket froe s provide aeer-
aqr and medior billing rotes; several
Jirmx provided this infrirmation. og tonll,
The mitmbier after o firm's name indicates
titetotiil rumber of attirneys at the firm.
The cily listed below the name of a firm is
the loration of its principol or largest
uffice. {inlesz otherwise indicated, the
rates provided dre firmuide rates; on
rstorisk indicates rales ot the principal
ar [argest affice only,

ABC

Ao el R (3080)
(New Orleans)

Partnars $205-5385 taverage $279)
imedian $275]

J 1555235 ¢ nge $185)
tmedian $190)
Firmwide taverage 5247) (medlan $240|
Amdirows Karth (403)

(Efpuston)

Pariners $350-$695 (svarage $464)
{mmedian $450) .
Assariptes $1H0-5400 iaverage $272)
{madiac $253)

Firmwide faverage $377) (medion $380)

Armat Fax (IT8)
{Wastiingfon)
Partoers $250-$580
Asnivtiates 5195-5395

the world, Mz Grise coatmoes o

M New England
=" School of Law

E 1:54 Stiars Strect, Hason, MA 02116 = (8173 42-7210

(bl lnu:isl
Partners $235-5400 -
Assiclates $135-5260

(Memplils, Toim.}
Partners $200-$525
Associates S120-329

Daurd Sy nirows & ingarsl (452
(Philadelphia)

Partners $330-5655

Assotisios $165-5360

Raum; Bgwry & Sl (12}
(Nashwille, Term.)
Partners $220-$475
Astocintes S140-§285

u.’!‘llhim

Chicagn!
I’arlm\rs $310-5650
Asgociates $215-$450

Mok Do (001}
(Philndolphia)
Partners $320-§700
Associates $195-5430

o, Schawmack: & Ming (162}
(Syracuse, N.Y.)
Partners saoo-ﬂz..
Associates $140-3205

Relakex ot Glann & Ling (165}
[Chicago)
Partners $350-$600 (averags $449)

ago $270)

Firmvride (8veragn $353) (median $350)

Jacoualiee I Cirise.
Ner England School of Law Clws of (995

Jacqueline Grise s rlicd on hér New Englind Sciriol of Law edustiion
trropghout her migteaiic rise from. S Athmey to partugr ot Howrey, whore.she ds.
& meber of the world’s largest antirust praictice group, Having counaclod nimrons’
Fortune 500 clients oo antitragt outtem in mlt-billien dalar acqusitions -armaid
c ejoy_both the basi
af counseting high-proflle clients.io a brosd mnge of inductries.

xod Tegal challeng

Inspired Learning
adminiiacminesl ok » srwscieilod

Brown Rxrwmes Mitictaln Foliar & Stalaar ($55)
{New York)
Partaers $315-$690 (averige $452)
Assotlites $1HE5400 (zverngn
£296)
Flrmwide laverage $351)

Rowern Rlniok Darasi lirnale {4}
(Buston)

Pariners S475-5790%
Asanwiaier $260-5460~

By Baw (TH)

(54, Lonis)

Parinnrs $300-5695 laverage
3423

Assotistis $145-5430 (averhge
5269)

Firmwida (averagn $316)

vk ingornall (404
{Pitisborgh)
Partners $240-3750
Associates $150-5460

m m & Rervongin (108}
'Pai'i}ml’s Sl ?5-3315 {average szzﬁl
(median $225)

Associgtes §125-5226 (average §156)
[ovidinn $150)

Firmwuh taverage §175) imedisn
5185

Dullivant Bauser Ralley (175)

(Parttand, Ore)

Partoers $170-$500 (average $275)
{mndizn $265)

Aggociates §150-5300 (averagn $145)
(median $195)

Firmwide {average $225) (median
§2z0)

withoul increasing your

Let us show you how.

Increase your billing 14.6%

rates. clients or workload?

What do over 250,000 peopls who love Abacus know that
you don't? On average, they increased their billables by
14.6% by switching to Abacus.

How? Simple. Here are the: three ways they converted
unbillable and unbilled time to revenue:
1) Automatic tracking of every biftable minute

2) Elimination of duplicate enfry, checking, and error
corrections reguired by using multiple systems

3) Increased efficiency by never having to hunt for
information that's now just a keystroke away

Now is the best time of year to switch to fully integrated
time, billing, accounting and practice management
software. You wor't have to re-enter afl your current data.

Abacus is the only law practice management software
with a 100-day 100% money back guarantese. For free
shipping, purchase by December 30, 2005 and mention

priority code PN5S43.
Don't miss out. Call toli-free- today. You'll be glad you did,
800-726-3339
www.abacuslaw.com/nlj

T & Farrsa (U7)

(Birmingham, Alx. )

Partners $200-$395 {nverage $3121
tmeddian $330)

A i F160-52745 0
(median 5190
Firmwide lavorage $208) i meidiin
£1901

Ntzwl Lang (290}
{Datrpit)

Partnars $225-$500
Arsociates §160-$300

({Tamrpa. Fla.)

Partners $245-$320 {average S368)
toedian $3703 _
Assorlater 8175-$HHHaverage $2:26)
(median $22(0

Flymwide taverage §284) lnadian
$29)

Coulny Qedward (421}

pe 21

- {Paiy Altn, Calif )

Pariners $395:8700 laverage $515)
Azsicintes $215-5550 (averagn
$350)

Firmwida (average $4041

Sovimgton & huviing. (531)
(Washington)

Partnars $420-5720
Associates $190-$440

Datwm #'Comes (TIT)

(Phitadetahia}

Parinars $105-5700 (average §292)
imedian $2501

Associatns $75-5395 (average 5181)
(median $177)

Firmwidn {ayirage $249)
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Ourtis, Majet-Provast, Oult & Mosls (190)
(New York) .
Partners $340-$675 (avarage $552)
tmiding §55931

Arsocfates $160-8470 {average $330)
|medinn $348]

DR A omsllFohI4AR/ 2006

BUA Pipor Reximick Brwy Cary (3058
{Chicaga) o
Pariners $345-$800 (average $497)
(median §4%5)

Associntis $200-5500 (svnrage $3364
|median $340)

Firmwide tnvirage $432) (medi
DEF
——

Davls Wright Trumcaing (306)

iSeatile)

Partners S250°F625% (averuge 5374
tmedisn $2701

Agsocialns $155-5351F Laverage 52429
Intedian $2304

Firmwide layorage $3307 imedian $330)

Day, Berry & Neward {21)
[Hartfrd, Conn}
Partners $321-5565 taverage $4251
median $420¢

Assrintes §190-5395 uverage $259)
Imedinn $296}

Firmwide laverage $3551{

S

s

Finnwide (average $38%) Imedian $395}

Dorsey & Woltney (638

(Minneapolis)

Partners $20K-$876.75 laverage
$416.19) (median 5418611 )
Assodiates $3145-5R35 {average $272. 18)
(median $23651

Firmwide {average $343.44) imedian
$346.39)

Deinker Shldia & Renth (£13)
[Philadelphial

Partners $325:8600 (average $402)
Associates $175-5360 laverage $270)

Gacune Marris (595)

{Phiiadelphia)

Partners $295-$665
Associates $125-8400

53500

{Detrait) _
Partners $275-5490)
Assuciging $155-$245

Incistaln Sheipirs Merin & Sshinaky (353)
(Washington

Parlgers S4%)-$575

Avsaciaws 52105390

Dintwnare & Shall (204}

(Clreinnad)

Fartners $203-5420 {overage $304)
Imedinn 52951 )
Ansaicinten-§130-5250 (nverage $150)
imedian $163)

Flirmwide laverage $22h) {madi

Dylwima Gensitt (334)

{Ditreit)

Partners $250:8550
Assaciates §165-5 280

Edwiards & Angald (384) | Boston

Partners §325-5600 ln\rsrnge $431,15)
[medlas $450)

Associates $115-3400 taverage 5253)
|medin $250)

Firmwite (averagn $350.50) (medizn
5347500

Epstain Racher & Greas (357)

{New York)

Partnars $275-$600 (average $430.89}
lmadml S*MII]

s21H

l)\ (e

$140-$390 taverage $267.11)
(nmd:m 24
Firmwide {averaga $300. 31}

Famrwick & Weat (248)

Mountain View, Calif.)

Parincrs $450.5725 taverage $540)
lerigdian: $5M1)

Asstclites $235-$2440 (average $345)
median $385)

Footer Whits Boggs Rasier (224)
(Tampi. Fla.t

Partners $250-5415
Aswariates $150-$250

Frodriiaon & Byren (65)
Minneapolis)
Partners $250-5515
Assucintes $135-8240

Froat Brcs Todd (500)

{Laulgviile, Ky.i

Farmners $190-$4 10 {(average $279)
(median §275)

Asgoriates $135-5260 {average $18501
(mediin $180)

Firmwide (avarage $208)

GHI

(Dadlos) )
Fariners $315-$625 (average $414)
|median $415)

Associntes $170-5380 (average $250)
(madian $255)

Flrmwide (average $347) (median $345)

ibhen, Dai o, Bolan, Sriffingar & Socchises
(W8} (Nowark, N.1.)

Fariners $300-$660 (average $397)
(median §380)

Assoriates $160-3340 (average $233)
(median $245)

Gordem i Fwes (200
ISan Francgsen)
Partners $1440-5450
Asgnciates $125-8325

e51 E_yﬂ
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Sroasbarg Traarig tum

Miani) )

Partners §250-$750 tavrigr 5437)
(metian $450)

Assoeintes §140-9455 laverage $279)°
Imedian $275}

Firmwide laveragn $3063) medien $375)

Enrin Banck (190
(Rechestor. N.Y.)
Partners S200-5350
Assndiatos §115-$235

Maprio aned Busss {440}
{alas)

Partners $330-$750
Assoriates $146-54 10

Binlgotn Buss (227

{Bulfaln, N.¥.)

Hartants $220-5595 laverage S304)
Assoctaies $130-5290 {avarage $188)
Firmwide {avnrage $249)

logwn & Kirtowm (102
(Washingtan)
Partners $250-3750
Associates §130-5475

Ttk & Knight {1,234)

(New ¥ork) .
Partners $260-5700 laverage $417
|mredian 5410)

Assoriates §155-3475 (avarage 5252)
{medinn $245)

Firmwide | age $358)
$365

Halma Rebarts & i (778}
(Denver)

Partnars $250-8565 |average SIT5}
{medinn S35
Aspociates $185-5395 (average $250)
{median $240)
Firmwide (average $322) tmedisn
%325)

SEE ‘"NATIONWIDE® BAGE 54

For many, the bringing together of different
eiements into ane perfect composition is the essence
of gootd design. At Littler Mendelson, such an |
approach is an integral part of our practice. It takes i
diverse talents, ideas and perspectives to solve the
prablems pa'se"d by today's varied and multicultural
workpiaces. Té: learn more about Littter Mendelson,

our practicé, and cur commitment to divérsity, please

visit us online at www:iittlercom,

LAthers rankings-in The Vaoit Suide Le the Top SN Law Firan. 2008 -Edltion;

LITTLER MENDELSON, P.C.
400 Artorneys + 29 National Offices = One Infegrated Solution

worwluderoom

‘1 Diversity With Respect to Wemen

¥ Best n Diversity

12 Diversity Witk Respect to Winarithes.

‘15 Divecsity Wikh Respect to Gays & Leshinns

Enplayroont o C Action Litgstion it Competition and Tracks Secrsts  Ennploinie Bevielits | abior Management Relatioers  HR fisk Masiagiment and Corporzts Complianize:  Werkplace Safety !
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Billing rates set by law firms across the country

‘NATIONWIDE' FRUM. PAGE §'
$ueck & Eppenbarger (302)

151, Louls)

Pariners SLH5-$I9) (average $267)
Imedian $264))

Assiciates $125-5220 luvernge S161)
imedian $1551

Firmwids faveray $223) (oedian
$2201

LKL

Jacicsen Lewis (575)
1Whit Plains, NI
*arinarTs §265-$500)
Arsicintes S185-5395

Jonkans & Slioheist (20)

Natlas)

Prirtiers $315-$584 (avoragn $411)
Assgciates $195-S370 (average
S266)

Jonmar & Biaci {143}

|Gkl hgm)

Partners $410-5750 wverage $496)
imedian $475)

Assoclates $2 15-5390 {aversge §290)
{medinn $275}

Jouss, Walier, Wnnabter, Peltyvoust, Corrive &
Danigre (£15)
(New Orleansy

Parthers $190-$425
Asigaciaivg $130-5200

‘Raley Drye & Warrm (321)
Now York)

Parters $375-5730
Susdciates $200-5450

Krumuw Losin Kftolls & Franiot (325)

{New York) |

Pariners $530-5775 (sverage $594)
tmeadian $5940)

Awsocinios 5275-5520 (average 5422}
(median $4-4H1)

Firmwide tavorage $4271 imedisn S4400

Lani: Powall (T73) (Seattla)-

- Partnnrs $275-$440 lwverage $338)

{median $3300

Angpciates $1H-5350 (avorage 5232
|roediag $233)

Firmwide (average $307) (madian $310)

Lunwts, Wice & Fimgarsh (7D
15L. Louis}

Partners $215-§395
Aswociates $140-$285

Littiar Mandaloes (41I)
|San Feannlaen)
Partners §240-5550
Asmociates $165-8375

Lacks Lisdal & Nagw (34} {(Houston}).
Partiers $340-5795 (avaragn $432)
lmad:m $425)

intes $150-53704 ge 52371

{median $230)
Flrmwide (average $347) tmadian $360

Loah & Losh (398) {L.0s Angsles)
Partsrs $375-$775
Associgies $200-5425

l-i, Masal & Rronk 308).

l’nrtum $285-5645 |averagn $H44)
{median $430)

‘Associntes $200-$350 (average §2561

(modian $258)
Firmwide (average $363) modisa 3365}

Help Provide Legal Relief
for the Guif Coast

Fquid fustice Works, in partnership with ALM, the Assoclation of

Wrate%ﬂ(ﬂ}mmmmmmmm

tol5e puumedmnblxgqul lm\l';l'ezsl'ltlls et
o L5 ex| inlerecy r bwa fo tive. aress.
hmlm lhyiwrﬂﬂnuhHImdeulln[.mg:;.

) Tesas and A

other pémonal tragedies,

You Can Help Toa,

, The d Legal &
intiative will provide cecal taptmnummhmiﬁneﬂm
who fice hurnelepsness, consumer fraud, Lack of health care, and

mejﬂfrmmnmhnpmslmimmmmmm
furuds i the neat two yewrs. Already, ACC, Greenberg
Traurig, LU, amd Lathary & Watking LLP hawe sach
committed 525,000, 4l of vhdch will be isatched by JEHT.

Ari addditinnat $775,000 is neede 10 fully fund this inltiative.
ltwlmmnymummhmdwmmgmm&om
varicits soumous i make this initiative successiul. We hope yon

“Progress:

repotts; tneluding the nagmes
willhepuhlbll@dlnﬁwNmiumlImJnumllmde“

A et

will help.

To ¢ 1b the Hyrry Legn Assisianice Tnttiative,
phease cotect Fobin Dyess at jdy g ks.oeg,
ar 2024663686 k115,

of g tirvns, and

Lowsastels Sandier (34T

Rogadand, N.J.)

Partniws $325-8595

Associstes 5165-$375

wow, Farwicyd, iimnlitze & Boripps ()
fsan Diega)

Partners $325-8575
Aunocinles $210-5350

MNO
Mau, s & Pl B2

Lo Angeles)
Purmers $475-5710 lavernge $563)
lmediu.n $5304
1 ge $314)

$295- Ml |
Firmwide tavarage §43'%) (mndian $443)

(-media.n $355)

Partners §140.8275
-Assotiates $130-5230

Bolartar & Englih (T3}
(Nawark, N.1)
Pariners $270-5600
Assoclptes $175-$360
Modeiviliecds (05)
(Richmoad, ¥a.)
Partnars $260-5675
Assnclutes S180-9375

ke Long & Airidge (302)

[Washington)
Partnars $250-5575
Amociates §175-5385

ichanl Best & Frivdrich (205}
{Milwaukee)

Pariners $195-5500
Asgonintes $160-5290

Partners 5200-8450 {a.\rsrlga §328)
A inteq $180-$350 { ‘age $Z16]

M & Mt (1)
-(Chattanooga, Tenn.)
Partners $220-$395 (average $3035)
(melihn 314
i nge 5150}

S140-5285 |
Firmwide {average $270) (medis

Deviok, Nerviagton & SetcBife (M4)

(New York}

FPartners $3535-$715 (average $5661
{median $57D)

Asgociatas $226-5465 (average $301)
{mndian $385)

Firmwide lavarage $351) tmedian $445)

PQR
Parimr Poa Adaems & Sorastals (TT)
(Charioita, N4

Pariners $170-8450
Assircipios $130-5260

Patten Roggs (40%) (Washingten)

Partnnrs $275-SR00 laverage $421)
imrdian $537}

Agsociatns $190-$380 (average $272)
Icaedlan $285)

Firmwide {nverage §343 1 londian $495)

Pepper Naiitan (£31) (Philadeiphia)
Partnors $285-8650.
Asyociales §1 W—SSm

Poridsis Gals (S35 | Se-altin}
Partaérs $2G5-5600
Associalos $160-$440

PMaolps Duabir (249) (Mew Orléans}
Paktners $160-3450 faverage $214.87)
tmedian $25340]

AsgocTatos $125-$200 laverage $151.46F
(median $155)

Firmwiie faveraige $151.23) {roediin
§185)

Palllips Lytle (P8) { Buftio, N.Y.)

Pdrmers $210-$395 (average S2804
imedinn $275)

Assacintes $145-$295 taversge $ 1K
{median $185)

Firmwide {avernge $195) (meidian $185)

Pitmey el (TW) (Florham Park, N.J.]
Parmers $350-$595
Ansociates §i90-5345

Podalunlll Sionitom Wolte Smitiews (258)
{Kansas City, Mol

Partners $200- 5500

Associates $140-5250

Fuwel Selistaln (2367) (Atanta)
Partuats S_Z_‘.!_O:SSE!:I (avarage $404}

lm!dim $180)
5285)

Witor, Combeid, Putduck: wwl Stme (530
{Eatrolt}

Rentgemery, I Wallar & Bhoads
(58] (Philadelphia}

Partners $3-5550 (avarage $406)
Associntes $190-$295 (average
$227)

Forris, “l Harths (T19)
{Atinnta)

Bartnery $330-5495
Associntes $175-§325

Nolaoe Snliny Ainy & Scarbarengh (358)
{Colutnbin, S.C.)

Partwars §215-$600

Assotiates $150-$325

|
[ L R

Ogietras, Donliug, Nonh, Sl & Mowirt
{*M) (Greanville, 5.C.)

Partners $230-§500 (averaga $306)
lmsdzm $305)

; fates $150-5300 { ge $231)
(nediag $235) _
Firmwids (sverage $251} (median $260)

Assnciatns 3165 5335 {averags $235)
{median $2
Firmwide (avarm $304) (median $295)

Prostas Rates & Bl {£38) (Soattle)
Partners $190-§595
Associnles $95-8$372

Quarien & Brauly (482} (Mitwaiitkior)
Parimers $240-5500 (average $335.571
(roedian $335)

Asgoclates $TEO0-F3M favernge §217)
imexiian $215)

Firmiwide ge $298.56) |medin
$305)
Sied Swith (D96} (Pitisburgh)

Parimers $2B0-$675 (average $425)
(mndian $412)

Amsoclates $185-5435 (averago $255)
(median $245)

Firmwide faverage $346) (median $338)
Publwoom & Cale (225

(Hariford, Cann.}

Partners $260-$525 faveragh $376)
(medin.n $340)
Assoviates $160-5450 (xverage 52411
(medinn $230)

Firmwidn (average $278) (median $240}
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Eantrd & Acleoss | IR1)

tAkron. Ehiol .
Pactaers $19-8375 (average $238)
intrdlan $250)

Assoviates 5105-5230 Lnverage §168)
Imrdian $196)
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(Dallas) (Cleveland)

Partners $300-5625 favarage $420)
mmdian.

Assiciates 5185:5365 (averago $228)
lmadian $2205)

Firmswlde Gverngn $214; (modian 5235 | Firmwide average $306} imodian
2600

Tootes & Tl (HE)

(Cosita Mosa. Ualil) obr'n (205}

Pariners $285-8500 {SL Louis).

Assoctules STU0-8325. Partnnrs $280-8450
Asinciates §150-5275

— (Clivndinnd) .

Saul Ewireg (345) Partners $195-5610) |avecags $3%6)

[Philadelphial Imeiding SIHH

Portners $27H-50623 inverige $379)
(voudian $375)

Asgorittes $165-S300 (uvorngs $2151
Imedian 52051

Firmwide (average 5316 (misdian $325:

Sohasgler Karvisen (15)
1Phifadelphia)
Partavrs 5270-5700
Associates $145-5315

Shook, Nardy & Bocen (68)

(Kansxs Lity, Mo.)

Pariners $220-$627 taverage $327)
{medizn §315)

Associales $160-$387 javirsge $200)
{median $190)

Sinamaimer; Lovy & Kosvlok (181}

(Toladea, Ohiol

Prartners $215.-5435 taverage $280)
tmadian S2800

Asgociates §150-8330 (averngn. $195)
(median 5185)

Frmwide (averags $260) (mediap $270)

Siie Caunnis Fpatuin & Groes (164).
(Newark, N.J.I

Porimers $300-$575
Associates $175-5350

Bait, Gavmbrall & Bumaoll ()
|Atlanta)

Partners $265-5315
Associates §155-5300

Stimmow Morviem Raoker (321)

(Kansas City, Mou)

‘Partnors $225-5425 faverage £292)
(misifisst $295)

Asidciates §140-5210 (average $171)
{median $1651

Firmwide taverage $210) Imedian $270)

{Poriland, Ore.)

Partners 5250-5450) (average $349)
imedian $350}

Assticiates. §160-5300 (averags 5225)
(modian $2151

Birorwide {average $301 Hmedfan $300)

Wl Price (K1)

Tiall

Parinen: $215-$485 {averagn §348)
(median $350}

Asgoctates $185-5280 taverage £213)
(medinn $205)

Firmwide (&verage $299) (median $290)

Sntharinmd kil & Svaany (£99) iALlAnLAY
Pariners $395-8740 liverage $457)
imediag $450)

Assaclats $210-$450 (averege $257)
{median $250)

Fiemwide {avarage $347) (median $315)

- Swidior Beriin (138)
(Washtington} . .
Parwiers $355-5660 (averags $502)
(medisn $502)
Associates $215-5400 {averuge $322)
(median 5330}
Firmwide (averagn $402) {median $402}

Associnies $160-$400) {avorage §235}
(nuedian $216} )

Fiymwide {average $337) imedian
S3ﬂ-ﬂ]

Parthoes $230-3410 (average $302)
Assaciates $150-$270 (average §192)
Firmwide {averoge 52141

VWXYZ

Yamcable (4i1)

[Washington)

Parinors $285-51,000 {averaga $430)
Assticiates: $200-5440 [avarige $286|

ihits & Coow {1060 (New York)
Partners $560-S430* (averagn $590)
Associates $290-5555* (avarage $3621
Firmwlde svecage 5381)

Wgtn & Domz (K2) {New Haven, Coon.}

Partners $260-3475

Anapciales §170-$355
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Wiay Roin & Flebing (53} (Wishingim
Pariners §325-56610 (avierage $125)
(madizgn $425)

Associntes $205-8335 (aierage $240)
{modign $240) )
Flimwide taveragn $333) (madian $35HH

Willase Willew (258} { [H1chmiond, Va.)
Partnars $225-5550
Associntins $150-5250

Wratand Sechrest & Wimich (W04} (Datlds|
Partners $300-$600
Assouiates $180-5350

Wombile Caviyla Sansiridgs & Bcs (533)
(Winston-Salem, N.C,}

Partnews $2401-§525 [avornge $365)
(median $365)

Asseeiates $165-5325 (avarage $2245)
{mndinn $220}

Firmwide (average $315) (medinn $326)
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AQ 450 (Rev. 5/85) Judgment in a Civil Care 8@

.

R
00T -mgee.
) : . ia] ;
Hnited States Bistrict (ﬂnur "oy P
WESTERN . DISTRICT OF WASTNGTON" wToikbons | U/ 5
_. e WY
THE DAILY HERALD CO. et al ~© JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE

V.

RALFH MINRD ot 23]
CASE NUMBER: (83-840T

[J Jury Verdict. This action came before the Court for atrial by jury, The issues have been tried and the jury has renderad
its verdict.

xi¥ Decision by Court. This action came tiArdlbf hearing befare the Court. The issues have beew fd Hr heard and 3
decision has been renderad.

IT ISORDERED AND ADJUDGED
Plaintiff is awarded $ 412,921.27 for attorneys' fees and costs. Plaintiff

and Defendant shall compensate Special Master Lane on an equal basis for the services
provided to both parties.

OFFICE copy
—— ] BTt | DNTIE
- By Hard
I —
Fied T
- - Rm“‘d —.
Docket 5" e
[Daey oy n
!n%‘_ ! giié !g ;

Dates - ' Clerk
Oct. 5, 1987 - BRU FKI
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ROV, DYiXerex [a.ecopier 7021 + 4= 3=§8 i T:i39PM JUAVLID WRIGHI & JONzS» GAMLL GORLUUN & 2

"“-J”.tD '
ey CDGED

450 (May. 5/85) Jucg nasChilCae @

& WESTERN DisTRICT OF — WASHINGTON AT TACOMA

|_ -
Q "mgﬁ‘%m uawgsf Imtg@ @ﬂé JUDGMENT IN A CIVIL CASE
;_;5_})\ AD ~ ON ATToRnEYs’ Fees

~ RALPH MUNRC. 1N HIS FICIAL .CAP

AS THE SECRETARY OF STATE
% OF WASHINGTON ET AL o T Srar CASE NuMBeR:  [83-840

N {J Jury Vardlet. This action came befors the Court for a triai by juty, The issues hsve been tmd and the jury hu rendered
] ‘.{'." H’V'fﬂia- -
e : {ONSIDERATION Cons IDERED

[XXDacision by Court. This:sction came to wisbéé Adavh before the C
dacision has besn rendared on cam B ourt.  The issues have beanArid drly.

‘ R IT 1S ORDERED AND ABJUDGED

Pmmm ARE AWARDED $ 223,950,69 As ATTORNEYS' FEES AND EXPENSES,

|_OFFcs Cpr—

i.l-—-..._________ -:__v_i ™
Berd ,
ByMul T
h—""'"‘——--...l
lf-‘ued

G 3G T G

BRUCE RIF < :
Q) ) g éié& ; _
{By) Daputy 92(
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MAR 2 61993 ITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
JOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

e SE Toer. o
| LU RERTT CASE NO.: 88-0283-CIV-MARCUS

CBS, INC., et al.,
Plaintiffs,

V.

JIM SMITH, et al.,

Defendante.

THTS CAUSE comas before the Court upon Plaintiffs’ notion for
an award of attorneys’ fees including expenses pursuant to 42
U.5.C. § 1988. Plaintiffe are the prevailing parties in the above-
captioned action in which this Court held unconstitional Florida
statutes § 102.031(3) {(as amended), which banned exit polling, and
entered a preliminary injunction to that effect. See CBS, Inc. V.
spith, 681 F. supp. 794 (8.D. Fla. 19588). The preliminary
injunction was continued by a later opinion through December 1,
1988. Ses CBS, Inc. V. Smith, No. 88 0283-CIV-MARCUS, slip. op.
(8.D. Fla. July 1, 1983). The Florida legislature subseguently
amanded the challenged statute, effective January 1, 1990, to
permit the conducting of voter polls within 50 feet of the entrance
of any pelling place, so long as the polling does not interfere
with voter access and is idantified as voluntary. The anendnent
| also allows polling when conducted on private property or any
wproperty traditionally utilized ac a public area for discussion.”
Fla. Stat. § 102.31{3)(c), (d). As a result of this change,
Plaintiffs agreed to dismiss the action, and this Court issued a

commensurate oaorder. see CBS., Inc. V. Smith, BHNo. g88~0283~CIV~

RECEIVED HAR 2 9 1983
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MARCUS, slip. op. (8.D. Fla. Aug. 24, 1988). Pursuant to that
order, this Court retained jurisdiction to deternine the anount of
legal fees due to the prevailing party. See id. The Court has
accepted the stipulation of Defendant smith and the Plaintifis that
plaintiffs are the prevailing parties as that term applies to 42
U.s.c. § 1988 (unless the Court entered final Jjudgment for
Defendants, which it did not). See Order of July 1, 1988,

I. e AL ' e

Under 42 U.8.C. § 1988, the Court, in its-discretioh, may
award the prevailing party in an action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983
reasonable attorneys’ fees as part of its costs. Generally,
ovrevailing parties are entitled to fees under section 1988 “unlass
special circumstances would render such an awvard unjust.® Eentuoky
v, Graham, 473 U.8. 159, 164 (1985); ses also Hensley v. Eckerhart,
461 U.S. 424, 429 (1983). As there are no special circumstances
present here that would justify denial, and as Plaintiifs are
clearly the prevailing party in this litigation, we find such an
award appropriate in this case. Jee Martin v. Heckler, 773 F.a2d
1145, 1150 {11th Cir. 1985) (in proving special circumstances,
defendants bear a heavy burden and "nust make a "strong shawing’ to
justify denial"),

The starting point for a Yreasonable attorneys’ fees™ analysis
is the "lodestar" figure: the product of the number of hours
reasonably expended on the litigation and the reasonable hourly

rate. See Penn V. e V. t Q I, 478
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U.8. 546, 564 (1986} ("Delaware I1I%); Hensley V. Eckerhart, 461
U.S. 424, 433 (1983); Pophan V. Kennapaw, £20 ¥.24 15670, 1578 (llth

cir. 1987). The lodestar figure can be adjusted up or down based
on an asseasment of the resulis obtained, or the risk of
nenpaymnent. See P ania v a vall tizens

I, 478 U.S. 546, 564 (1986) {*"Delaware I"). Where the objective

sought was obtained, the full Jodestar amount should be awarded.
see Norman v, Montgomery Housing Auth., 836 F.2d 1292, 1302 (1lith

_cir. 1988). Further, n[i)f the result was excellent, then the

court should compensate for all hours reasonably expended.® 1Id.
(citing Popham, 820 F.2d at 1578).

Plaintiffs have submitted detailed and itemized breakdowns of
the sgervices rendered through the arftidavits of sSusan Buckley,
Donald M. Middlebrooks and Joseph P. Averill in support of the
metion for attorneys’ fees of the New York law firm of Cahill
Gordon & Reindel ("Cahill Gordon®}, the Miami law firm of Steel
Hector & Davis ("Steel Hector"), and Miani lawyer Mr., Averill,
respectively. Cahill Gordon requests reimbursement for 387 hours
of attorney time at Kew York rates for a total of $B1,240.75; Steel
Hector raguests reimbursement for 122.8 hours of attorney time at
Miami rates for a total of $25,750.00; and Mr, Averill reguests
reimbursement for 49.75 hours of attorney time at Miami rates for
a total award of $10,000.

The Eleventh Circuit Court of Appeals holds that a "reascnable
hourly rate is the prevailing market rate in the relevant legal

community for similar services by lawyers of reasonably comparable

3
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skills, experience, and reputation.™  Norman, 838 F.2d at 1299
(citing Blum Yy. Stenson, 465 U.s. 886, 895-96 n.ll}; sea also’
WJLW, g1z F.2d4 1332, 1338 (3ith Cir.
1987) ; MWM, 775 ¥.2d 1565, 1571
(11th cir. 1585}. When analyzing the market rates attested to by
affidavit, the court may consider any of the twelve factors
gnuparated in MM, 488 F.24 713
{sth Cir. 1974).' fee pelaware I, 478 U.S. at 564-569.

We avard the raeguest of Cahill Gordon in full. Tha expertise
of the law firm and of its partner in charge of this case, MNr.
Floyd Abrams, in the area of First Amendment law is extensive and
well-known. The Buckley affidavit and attached timesheets document
the services performed in great detail, breaking down the
litigation into three phases, and dascribing the necessity for each
gervice rendered. In light of the difficulty and novelty of the
legal guestions presented by thig 1itigation and from & thorough
review of the Buckley affidavit and attached exhibits detailing the
nature of the charges, Wwe find that the number of hours that

attorneys of various levels of axperisnce werked on this case is

! phe twalve factors enumerated by the Johnson Ccourt are: (1)
the time and )abor reguired; (2) the novalty and difficulty of the
guestion; (3) the ski11 requisite to perform the legal service
properly; (4) the preclusion of other employnment by the attorney
because of acceptance of the case; (5) the customary fee; (6)
whether the fee is fixed or contingent; (7} time limitations
imposed by the client or the ciroumstances; (8} the amount involved
and the results obtained; {9) the experience, reputation and
ability of the attorney; (10) the wundesireability® of the case;
{11) the nature and length of the professicnal relationship with
the client: and (12) awards in similar cases. See Johnson, 488 F.2d
at 717-719 (drawing from American Bar Association Code of

profassional Responsibility, Disciplinary Rule 2-106 (1980)}.

4
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reasonable.

The next guestjon is the appropriate hourly rate to factor '
into the lodsstar equation o calculate reascnable fees for crhill
cGordon. Although the hourly rate should normally reflect those
pravailing in the district where the iicigation was conducted, this
does not pre-empt a rate determination based on the actual rate
charged where the rate was reasonakle wpased on the attorney’s
experience and the locale in which he practices.” Avirgen ¥. Hall,
70% F. Supp. 1544, 1§50 (5.D. Fla. 1989); s=ee also Chrapliwy V.

gniroval. Ing., 670 r.2d4 760, 770 (7th Cir. 1992), cexkt. denied,
461 U.5. 956 (1983) {trial court erred in limiting the hourly rate,

as a matter of law, to that charged by attorneys in the district
where the court sat); Maceirla V. Padgan, 658 F.24 38, 40 (1st cir.
1983) (award of higher out-of-town rates was not excessive where
attorney speclalized in the area and there was no evidence that
lawyers with the sawe degres of experience and specialization were
available, or that they charged significantly lower fees).

pased oﬁ this court’s familiarity with the First Amendment
work of the cahill Gordon firm, and of its partner Mr. 2abrans, we
£ind sufficient grounds to apply the cahill Gordon rates ordinarily
pilied. There are, DG doubt, a wultitude of highly qualified First
Amendment 1lawyers in south Florida whom plaintiffs oould have
enlisted to ably and vigorously prosecute their claim., Few if any,
however, have the stallar track record or <an poast the national
reputation of Mr. Abrams. Similarly, his firm is unquestionably

pre-sainent in the field of First Amendment litigation. As &

5
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result of the comkined efforts of Cahill Gordon and the other
ilawyers on the team, a truly significant sonstitutional right was’
fully vindicated. Conseqguently, it would be inappropriate to
designate Plaintiff’s selection of Cahill Gordon over a Miami law
firm as a luxury. See M&M, &o8 F.24 1183,
1182 (1ith cir. 1983) ("¢civil rights litigants may not be charged
with selecting the nearast and cheapest attorney.").

In accordance with the analysis of the hours billed and rates
charged by gteel Hector and Mr. Averill, the court also finds it
appropriate to allow the full amount requestad by Steel Hector and
Mr. Averill. Detailed billing summaries of the work performed by
Steal Hector were gubmitted with the Middlebrooks affidavit, and
Mr. Middlebrooks indicated that he wcarefully reviewed thosa
supwaries and have eliminated all hours that are not properly
subject to a ssction 3988 claim typically because the work
perforrmed or expense incurred was tangentially rather than directly
related to this action.” Middlebrooks Aff. at § 18. Mr. Averill
also exhaustively detailed the nature and extant of each particular
gervice performed in connection with this case. See Averill Aff.,
Ex. A. A careful review of the hours charged by Steel Hector
attorneys and by MNr. hverill reveals that they are altogether
reasonable. further, as the affidavit of Parker D. Thompson
attests, and we indeperdently note, the rates requested by Steel
Hector and Mr. Averill in rnie action are fair and consistent with
the prevailing market rates in Miami. §See Thompson Aff. at ¢ 13.

In accordance with the "“strong presumption that the lodestar figure
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represents a ‘reasonable’ fee," Delpware I, 478 U.S. at 565, ve aee
no reason to adjust the lodestar figure downward, and as Plaintiffs
nave achieved the objective sought, we shall award the full amount

regquested.

IT. costs
plaintiffs here rely on section 1988 as the authority for an

avard of the reasonable expenses of this litigation, in addition to
attorneys’ fees. Awards of fees under this section are granted
1iberally in this Cireuit. See Dowdell v. City of Apopka, 698 F.2d
1181 {1ith cir. 1983). Unlike the restrictive scope of awards of
coste under 28 U.S.C. § 1920, an award of coats under section 1988
is determined, not by a designated checklist of particular
allowable items, but with an eye towards the facilitation of the
enforcement of censtitutional rights the purposes of section 1988
and the nature of the particular case. See id. at 1189 (“Because
civil rights litigants are often poor, and 4udiclal remedies are
often non-monetary, the [Attorney’s Fees Awards] Act shifts the
costs of litigation from ecivil rights victim teo c¢ivil rights
violator."). As such, "{w]ith the exception of routina office
overhead normally absorbed by the practicing attorney," prevailing
plaintiffs émi their attorneys shoulé be compensated for "all
reasonable expenses incurred in case preparation, during the course
of l.itigation, or as an aspect of settlement of the case ...." Id.

at 11%92.

Frem a review of the affidavits submitted, it is reasonable

7
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and appropriate to fully compensate plaintiffs for phetocopying
expenses, B8 Northorgss v, Boaxd of Education, 611 F.2d 624, 639
(6th cir. 1979), cext. denieq, 447 U.8. 911 (1980); Henxy V.
Webermeier, 738 F.2d4 188, 192 (7th Cir. 1984); long-distance
telephone charges and postage, see Millsr V. Corson, 628 F.2d 346,
249 (5th Cir. 1980); courier charges, g28 plexander v. Natll
Farmers Org., 696 F.2d 13210, 1212 (8th cir. 1982), gert. denied,
461 U.S. 937 (1883); paralegal expensss, gee Northcross, 511 F.2d
at 639; Eirsey v, Dapks, 608 F. Supp. 1448, 1460 ($.D. Miss. 1985);
costs of transcripts (including gxpedited requests), ses Virginia
f Clinical i Shield, 543 F. Supp. 126,
151 (2.D. Va. 1982); wopputerized legal research, gee Aljlen V.
Freeman, 122 F.R.D. 589, 592 (S.D. Fla. 1988) ; travel expenses, see
Guaiardo v. Bstelle, 432 F. Supp. 1373, 1388 (5.D. Tex. 1977),
’ ’ u , S80 F.2d4 748 (5th
cir. 1978); Lowen V.. .Turpinseed, 505 F. Supp. 512, 517-51% {N.D.
Migs. 1980); and docket filing fees. We decline to award costs of
word processing because they arxe part of "routine office overhead
normally absorbed by the practicing attorne .% Dowdell, 658 F.2d
at 119z2.}
Accordingly, it is heraby
ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that Plaintiffs’ motion for an award of

1 gecause Cahill Gordon has described part of its cost request
ohly as ustenographic and Word Processing Services™ without further
preakdown or detail to allow differentiation between the two, we
here decline to award this $6,177.75 item in its entirety. Se
Buckley Aff. at Ex. C. should Cahill Goxrdon wish to subnit further
decumentation of this charge, it is directed to 5¢ file within
Fifteen (15) days of the date of this Order.
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attorneys’ fees is GRANTED as follows!:

Plaintiffs shall recover from Defendants the sun of 381,240.75
in attorneys’ fees for the services of Cahill Gordon & Reindel;
$25,750.00 in attorneys’ fees for the services of Steel Hector &
Davis; and $10,000 in attorneye’ fees for the services of Joseph P.
Averill, Esg.

Plaintiffs shall further recover from Defendants the sunm of
$12,536.16 as the incidental expenses of Cahill Gordon & Reindel;

$3,958.65 ag the incidental expenses of Steel Hector & Davis; and

$188.02 as the incidental expenses of Mr. Averill.
Plaintiffs are directed to submit a proposed order of judgment
on the award of attorneys’ fees and costs within fifteen (15) days

of the date of this Ordar. £§277

DONE AND ORDERED in Miami, this _~}  day of March, 1993.

ANLEY MAReUS
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

copies to:
counsel of record





