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TO THE CLERK OF THE COURT AND ALL PARTIES AND THEIR
ATTORNEYS OF RECORD:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on October 19, 2026, at 8:30 a.m., or as soon
thereafter as the parties may be heard by the Honorable George H. Wu, Courtroom
9D, located at 350 W. 1* Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 at the United States
Courthouse, Plaintiffs G.E., Donald Hatch, Bradley Anderson, Daniel Martinez,
Lorenzo Montoya, and Elizabeth Orozco-Preza (“Plaintiffs”) will, and hereby do,
move the Court for an Order in accordance with Rules 23(h) and 54(d) of the Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure: (A) awarding Class Counsel fees in the amount of $737,500;
(B) reimbursing litigation costs in the amount of $31,121.32; and (C) granting Service
Award to Court-appointed Class Representatives, G.E., Donald Hatch, Bradley
Anderson, Daniel Martinez, Lorenzo Montoya, and Elizabeth Orozco-Preza in the
amount of $2,500 each for a total of $15,000.00.

This Motion is made on the grounds that: (1) the requested fee of twenty-five
percent (25%) of the common fund is consistent with the Ninth Circuit precedent,
supported by a negative lodestar multiplier of .97, and reasonable in light of the results
achieved, the risk borne by Class Counsel, and the contingent nature of the
representation; (ii) the litigation costs of $31,121.32 were reasonably and necessarily
incurred to prosecute this action and secure the Settlement; and (iii) the requested
Service Awards of $2,500 per Class Representative are warranted by their active
participation in and contributions to this litigation.

This Motion is based upon this Notice of Motion; the accompanying
Memorandum of Points and Authorities; the Joint Declaration of Class Counsel
Thomas E. Loeser, Yana Hart, and Bryan P. Thompson, and all exhibits attached
thereto; the [Proposed] Order Awarding Attorneys’ Fees and Costs and Plaintiffs’
Service Awards; the record in this action; and any other matters and arguments the

Court may consider at the hearing of this motion.
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Dated: August 12, 2026

Dated: August 12, 2026

#:916

Respectfully submitted,

CLARKSON LAW FIRM, P.C.

By: /s/ Yana Hart

Yana Hart, Esq.

22525 Pacific Coast Highway
Malibu, CA 90265

Tel: (213) 788-4050

Fax: (213) 788-4070

Email: yhart@clarksonlawfirm.com

COTCHETT PITRE & McCARTHY, LLP

By: /s/ Thomas E. Loeser

Thomas E. Loeser

840 Malcolm Road
Burlingame, CA 94010

Tel: (206) 802-1272

Fax: (650) 697-0577

Email: tloeser@cpmlegal.com

Counsel for Plaintiffs and the Settlement Class
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SIGNATURE ATTESTATION
Pursuant to Local Rule 5-4.3.4(a)(2)(i), I hereby certify that all signatories

concur with the content of this document and that I obtained authorization from them

to affix their electronic signatures to this document.

Dated: August 12, 2026 /s/ Yana Hart
Yana Hart
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1 MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES
2/| L. INTRODUCTION
3 In connection with the nationwide settlement of this data breach class action,
4 || Court-appointed Class Counsel respectfully seek an award of $737,500 in attorneys’
5| | fees amounting to 25% of the Settlement Fund, reimbursement of $31,121.32 in
6| | litigation costs essential to securing this result, and Service Awards of $2,500 to each
7| of the six Class Representatives. These requests are consistent with awards in
8 | | comparable data breach settlements, and each factor that courts within the Ninth Circuit
9| | consider confirms their reasonableness here.
10 The Settlement delivers substantial monetary and non-monetary relief to the
11| Class: a $2,950,000 non-reversionary common fund presently expected to yield direct
12| pro rata cash payments of roughly $50 to $88 per non-California class member and
13]]$100 to $176 per California class member; reimbursement of documented losses of up
14| to $7,500 per individual; 2 years of credit-monitoring and identity protection services;
15| and equitable relief requiring Defendant to implement additional cybersecurity
16 | | measures to further secure personal information in its possession for a period of three
17| years.
18 These results were obtained despite significant risks inherent in data breach
19 || litigation. Class Counsels’ experience in this evolving and technically complex area of
20||law enabled them to conduct a targeted investigation, obtain and analyze critical
21| information, and negotiate a resolution that delivers real value to Class Members now
22 || while avoiding years of uncertain litigation.
23 Class Counsel also undertook this matter on a fully contingent basis, advancing
24| all costs with no guarantee of recovery. To date, the response of the Class has been
25 || uniformly positive, with no objections received.
26 The fee sought by Class Counsel is also reasonable, both as a percentage of the
27| fund, as Class Counsel seeks the 25% benchmark, and under the lodestar crosscheck.
28 || Because Class Counsel have a current lodestar in excess of $759,590, the fee sought

1
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represents a negative multiplier of approximately .97 on Class Counsels’ lodestar,

further providing a strong, objective indicator of reasonableness.

II. THE APPROVED NOTICE PROGRAM REACHED THE CLASS,
AND THE CLASS RESPONDED WITHOUT A SINGLE OBJECTION!

This Court granted Plaintiffs’ Motion for Preliminary Approval of Class
Settlement on May 28, 2026, and certified a nationwide class for settlement purposes.
ECF No. 73. As directed by the Court’s order, Eisner Advisory Group, LLC (“EAG”),
the Claims Administrator, sent the approved Notice to Class Members by email, or
USPS mail, where a valid email address was not available. Supplemental Declaration
of Brandon Schwartz of EAG in Support of Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Costs and
Plaintiffs’ Service Award (“Schwartz Decl.”), attached as Exhibit 1 9 5-7. Class
Counsel supervised the implementation of the Notice Plan, audited the Settlement
Website to ensure its accuracy and functionality, reviewed weekly reports from and
conferred with EAG about the progress of the Notice Plan and the claim process.
Counsel Declaration, attached as Exhibit 2, § 16.

The deadline for Class Members to object or opt out of the Settlement is August
26, 2026, and the deadline to submit a claim is September 10, 2026. ECF No. 73 at 7.
To date, the reaction of the Class has been overwhelmingly positive. The Claims
Administrator has received 11,641 net valid claims to date (i.e., a roughly 2.9% claim
rate, which is in line with similar settlements), no Class Members have objected to the
Settlement, and only 2 Class Members have filed an exclusion request. Schwartz. Decl.
9 12. While claims are still being submitted, the Claims Administrator estimates a pro
rata share of roughly $50 to $88 per non-California class member and $100 to $176 for
each California based claimant. /d. 9§ 16.

! Plaintiffs provide a summary of the background of the litigation, the procedural history
of this case, and the terms of the settlement in Plaintiffs’ Memorandum of Points &
Authorities in Support of Unopposed Motion for Preliminary Approval of Class Action
Settlement. See ECF No. 54-1 at 2—12.

2
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1 Following the filing of this Motion, Class Counsel will continue to oversee the
2| | notice and claims process, respond to Class Members’ inquiries, seek final approval of
3 | | the Settlement, respond to any objection that may be filed with respect to the Settlement,
4| and litigate any appeals. Joint Declaration of Class Counsel Thomas E. Loeser, Yana
5 || Hart, and Bryan P. Thompson in Support of Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Costs and
6 | | Plaintiffs’ Service Awards (“Counsel Decl.”) q 32. The lodestar and the negative
7| multiplier presented to the Court in this Motion do not include these later efforts.
8| [III. ARGUMENT
) A.  The 25% Fee Request is Justified by the Results, the Risk, and the
10 Ninth Circuit Benchmark.
11 Where Class Counsel secures a common benefit for the Class, an award of
12 | | reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs is warranted. See Boeing Co. v. Van Gemert, 444
13| U.S. 472, 478 (1980) (“[A] lawyer who recovers a common fund for the benefit of
14| | persons other than himself or his client is entitled to a reasonable attorney’s fee from
15 the fund as a whole.”). One of Plaintiffs’ claims arises under California’s
16| | Confidentiality of Medical Information Act, which independently authorizes fee
17 || recovery for prevailing plaintiffs. Cal. Civ. Code § 56.35.
18 Plaintiffs seek an attorneys’ fee award of $737,500, amounting to 25% of the
19 $2,950,000 common fund, or 10.9% of the total Settlement Benefits made available to
~0 || the Class, assuming the current value of the Credit Monitoring and Identity Theft
»1 || Insurance Services benefit in addition to their monetary benefit.? Considering Class
77 || Counsels” lodestar is in excess of $759,590, this represents a negative .97 multiplier.
23 || 1d. 99 27-28. The requested fees are consistent with comparable settlements and
24 || supported by factors considered by the Ninth Circuit including: (a) the results achieved;
25 . . . .
2 This was calculated by combining the total Settlement Fund ($2,950,000) with the
26| | combined retail value of the CMIS claimed so far ($3,801,600.00), which produces
27 || the total settlement benefit amount of $6,751,600. The award sought ($737,500) is
10.9% of the total settlement benefit ($6,751,600). This will likely increase as
28 || additional claims are made and approved. Schwartz Decl. 9] 22.
3
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(b) the risk of litigation; (c) the skill required and the quality of work; and (d) the
contingent nature of the fee. See Vizcaino v. Microsoft Corp., 290 F.3d 1043 (9th Cir.
2002).

In common fund cases, courts within the Ninth Circuit have discretion to use one
of two methods to determine whether the fee request is reasonable: (1) percentage-of-
the-fund, or (2) lodestar plus a risk multiplier. See, e.g., Staton v. Boeing, 327 F.3d 938,
967-68 (9th Cir. 2003); In re Mercury Interactive Corp. Sec. Litig., 618 F.3d 988, 992
(9th Cir. 2010). While the court has discretion to use either method, “the primary basis
of the fee award remains the percentage method.” Vizcaino, 290 F.3d at 1050;
Fitzhenry-Russell v. Coca-Cola Co., No. 5:17-CV-00603-EJD, 2019 WL 11557486, at
*8 (N.D. Cal. Oct. 3, 2019) (“Where a settlement involves a common fund, courts
typically award attorneys’ fees based on a percentage of the total settlement.”).

The requested fees are reasonable under both methods, as discussed below.

B. The Results Obtained, Risk Borne by Class Counsel, Counsels’
Contingent Investment and Negative Multiplier Compel Approval.

District courts may also adjust the fee award to account for several factors,
including the quality of representation, the benefits obtained for the class, the
complexity and novelty of the issues presented, and the risk of non-payment. See In re
Bluetooth Headset Prods. Liab. Litig., 654 F.3d 935, 942 (9th Cir. 2011). Here, the
requested fee is reasonable given the relief obtained for the Settlement Class, the risks
of continued data breach litigation (including challenges to standing, causation,
damages, and class certification), and Class Counsels’ contingent investment of time
and resources.

1. Class Counsel achieved substantial benefits for the Class.
The most important factor in granting a fee award is the degree of success counsel
achieved for the class. See Vizcaino, 290 F.3d at 1048; see also Six (6) Mexican Workers
v. Ariz. Citrus Growers, 904 F.2d 1301, 1311 (9th Cir. 1990). To measure that success,

“the factor given the greatest emphasis is the size of the fund created, because a common
4
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fund is itself the measure of success . . . [and] represents the benchmark from which a
reasonable fee will be awarded.” Manual for Complex Litigation (Fourth) § 14.121
(2004) (quotations omitted).

Here, Class Counsels’ efforts resulted in an excellent result for the Class,
delivering direct monetary relief together with meaningful non-monetary relief.
Counsel Decl. 9 37-40. The Settlement provides a non-reversionary common fund to
pay valid claims and measured against similar-sized data breach settlements in the Ninth
Circuit, the per capita relief is $7.30,> which is consistent or above comparable awards.
See, e.g., Hellyer et al. v. Smile Brands, Inc. et al., No. 8:21-cv-01886-DOC-ADS (C.D.
Cal.) ($1.92 per class member); In re Post Meds, Inc., No. 4:23-cv-05710-HSD (N.D.
Cal.) ($3.74 per class member); Cochran, et al. v. The Kroger Co. et al., No. 5:21-cv-
01887-EJD (N.D. Cal.) ($1.31); Adlouni v. UCLA Health Systems Auxiliary, et al., No.
BC589243 (Cal. Super. Ct., 2019) ($0.44).

The Credit Monitoring and Identity Theft Insurance Services (“CMIS”) benefit
being offered is also significant. Given that the market value (i.e. retail value) for the
Credit Monitoring and Identity Theft Insurance Services benefit offered is $30 per
month per person ($720 over the twenty-four month coverage period offered), ¢ if
purchased by a single class member, the value anticipated to be delivered here is
substantial. Plaintiffs estimate the total benefit of the CMIS will be at least
$3,801,600.00, before excluding its cost to the Settlement Fund of $48,153.60.
Schwartz Decl. 9 22. See also In re Equifax Inc. Customer Data Sec. Breach Litig., No.

3 Per capita amount is calculated by dividing the total settlement amount by the total
number of class members, before deducting litigation costs, administration costs, and
attorneys’ fees. In this case, it would divide the common fund ($2,950,000) by the total
number of Class members (404,296).

* The value of the Credit Monitoring and Identity Theft Insurance Services benefit is
$360 per person annually ($720 over the twenty four-month period). Schwartz Decl.
22. The fund’s actual cost is $9.12 per enrolled claimant for the full two year term — the
rate Class Counsel negotiated with IDX. Id.
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1:17-MD-2800-TWT, 2020 WL 256132, at *38 (N.D. Ga. Mar. 17, 2020), aff'd in part,
rev'd in part and remanded, 999 F.3d 1247 (11th Cir. 2021) (“[C]Jourts have often
recognized the benefit of credit monitoring, use its retail cost as evidence of value, and
consider that value in awarding fees.”).

The Settlement also provides meaningful non-monetary relief because Defendant
is required to take, maintain, or continue implementation of certain administrative and
technical cybersecurity measures intended to further secure personal information within
its systems for at least three years after final approval of the settlement, if granted by
the Court. See Settlement Agreement ECF No. 54-3 9 2.6.

Here, Class Counsels’ attorneys’ fee request, amounts to 25% of the Settlement
Fund, and does not include the total value made available to the Class, including the
Credit Monitoring and Identity Theft Insurance Services benefit, estimated at a retail
value of $3,801,600.00 (which is likely to increase as additional claims are made) and
three years of mandatory cybersecurity improvements. Schwartz Decl. 9§ 22. Courts
expressly authorize consideration of both in evaluating the reasonableness of attorneys’
fees. See Pokorny v. Quixtar, Inc., No. C 07-0201 SC, 2013 WL 3790896, at *1 (N.D.
Cal. July 18, 2013) (A “court may properly consider the value of injunctive relief
obtained as a result of settlement in determining the appropriate fee™); see also e.g.,
Miller v. Ghirardelli Chocolate Co., No. 12-CV-04936-LB, 2015 WL 758094, at *5
(N.D. Cal. Feb. 20, 2015) (“When determining the value of a settlement, courts consider
both the monetary and nonmonetary benefits that the settlement confers.” (collecting

cases)). Thus, Class Counsels’ attorneys’ fee request is reasonable and warranted.

But for Class Counsels’ efforts, no recovery would have been possible, especially
given the risks in this litigation, as discussed further below. The Settlement
accomplishes the central goal of this litigation: providing redress to individuals
impacted by the Data Security Incident and promoting improved data security practices

to better protect Class Members’ Private Information.
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2. The risks involved justify the requested award.

The substantial degree of risk faced by Class Counsel also justifies the requested
fee award. Data breach litigation can be “extremely risky” and complex, and “[r]isk is
a relevant circumstance” in the fee analysis. See Vizcaino, 290 F.3d at 1048. “Data
privacy law is a relatively undeveloped and technically complex body of law, which
creates uncertainty and, therefore, additional risk for Class Counsel.” See In re TikTok,
Inc., Consumer Priv. Litig., 617 F. Supp. 3d 904, 941 (N.D. Ill. 2022) (awarding 33%
of $92 million settlement, where a case resolved in the early stages of litigation, and
recognizing that “[t]he need to provide financial incentives for zealous and effective
representation of consumers in legally and technologically complex data privacy cases
such as this . . . weighs in favor of granting the request”).

Given these risks and uncertainties inherent in data breach litigation, the
Settlement represents a strong and meaningful outcome for the Settlement Class.
Although Plaintiffs believe their case is strong, that confidence is tempered by the
significant risks and expense associated with achieving and maintaining class
certification through trial. Although courts have certified nationwide data breach cases,
Defendant would have pointed out that a number have denied certification. A denial or
reversal of class certification, like a loss on the merits, would effectively extinguish any
recovery by the Settlement Class. Class certification in contested data breach cases is
also far from assured, and recently several nationwide class certification orders have
been vacated. See Flores-Mendez v. Zoosk, Inc., No. C 20-04929 WHA, 2022 WL
2967237 (N.D. Cal. July 27, 2022); Almon v. Conduent Bus. Servs., LLC, No. SA-19-
CV-01075-XR, 2022 WL 902992 (W.D. Tex. Mar. 25, 2022); McGlenn v. Driveline
Retail Merch., Inc., No. 18-CV-2097, 2021 WL 165121 (C.D. Ill. Jan. 19, 2021). Thus,
the risk of achieving and maintaining class status through trial alone justifies this
Settlement. Further underscoring Class Counsels’ effective advocacy, Defendant was
represented by experienced counsel, which contested liability. See In re Equity Funding

Corp. Sec. Litig., 438 F. Supp. 1303, 1337 (C.D. Cal. 1977) (the quality of opposing
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counsel is important in evaluating the quality of class counsel’s work). Because success
was far from guaranteed, Class Counsels’ willingness to take on the risk of nonpayment
substantially benefited Plaintiffs and the Settlement Class. Accordingly, this factor
favors the requested award.

The burdens borne by Class Counsel in taking on the litigation also support the
requested award. See Vizcaino, 290 F.3d at 1050; see also Six (6) Mexican Workers,
904 F.2d at 1311. Class Counsel undertook this litigation on a purely contingency-fee
basis, requiring them to shoulder not only the cost of hundreds of hours of dedicated
attorney time, but also all out-of-pocket costs. Counsel Decl. § 9. This Court and others
have long recognized the public policy of rewarding attorneys for accepting
representation on a contingency-fee basis. See Campos v. Converse, Inc., No.
EDCV201576JGBSPX, 2022 WL 4099756, at *6 (C.D. Cal. Aug. 15, 2022) (approving
attorneys’ fees of approximately 33% where “resulting lodestar multiplier of .51 is well-
below the ‘most common’ multipliers of 1.5 to 3”); In re Wash. Pub. Power Supply Sys.
Sec. Litig., 19 F.3d 1291, 1299 (9th Cir. 1994). When counsel takes cases on a
contingency-fee basis, the risk of non-payment after years of litigation also justifies a
fee award. See, e.g., Hopkins v. Stryker Sales Corp., No. 11-CV-02786-LHK, 2013 WL
496358, at *3-6 (N.D. Cal. Feb. 6, 2013) (in awarding fees of 30 percent of the
settlement, explaining that “Class Counsel took a significant risk investing in this case”
because it “was conducted on an entirely contingent fee basis against a well-represented
[d]efendant” and because “[a]ll of the financial risk of litigation was therefore assumed
by Class Counsel, whose fee arrangement with Plaintiffs required Class Counsel to bear
all the costs of litigation[.]””). While numerous other courts have granted a fee award of
33% or more, Plaintiffs’ Counsel here is requesting simply the Ninth Circuit benchmark
of 25%.

Class Counsels’ commitment to pursuing this complex litigation to completion,
despite the substantial risks, including receiving no compensation at all, merits

recognition and reward in accordance with Ninth Circuit precedent. See Vizcaino, 290
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F.3d at 1049.

3. The novelty and difficulty of the issues involved and Class
Counsels’ skill in presenting them warrant approval of the
requested attorneys’ fees.

This case involves complicated issues on the merits, in the constantly evolving
area of data privacy, and Class Counsel are highly experienced and skilled in this area.

Data breach litigation is particularly complex regarding damages and causation,
and Plaintiffs faced a substantial risk of losing at summary judgment or trial. See
Hashemi v. Bosley, Inc., No. 21-cv-946, 2022 WL 2155117, at *7 (C.D. Cal. Feb. 22,
2022) (“[D]ata breach class actions are a relatively new type of litigation and that
damages methodologies in data breach cases are largely untested and have yet to be
presented to a jury.”); Cheryl Gaston v. FabFitFun, Inc., No. 2:20-cv-09534, 2021 WL
6496734, at *3 (C.D. Cal. Dec. 9, 2021) (“Historically, data breach cases have
experienced minimal success in moving for class certification.”); Koenig v. Lime Crime,
Inc., No. 16-cv-503, 2018 WL 11358228, at *3 (C.D. Cal. Apr. 2, 2018) (approving
data breach settlement and finding, in part, “[b]ecause of the difficulty of proving
damages and causation, Plaintiff faced a substantial risk of losing at summary judgment
or at trial.”). It also entails significant expenses, requiring involvement of experts in
cybersecurity, causation, and damages. As those costs accumulate over the course of
expert discovery, dispositive motions, class certification, trial, and potential appeals,
the net recovery available to the Class would be substantially reduced. Given the
relatively modest size of the Settlement Class, continued litigation could materially
reduce the net value ultimately available to class members, even if Plaintiffs ultimately

prevailed years from now.

Courts also consider the experience and skill of counsel in determining an
appropriate fee award. See Hanlon v. Chrysler Corp. 150 F.3d 1011, 1029 (9th Cir.
1998). Given the complexity and novelty of this litigation, Class Counsels’ proven

reputation, deep experience, and skill were essential to the success of this litigation.
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Litigation of this type is also inherently risky. This is an area of the law that is still
developing, with courts coming to different interpretations of the relevant statutes, as
well as on liability and other factors, creating additional uncertainty. Class Counsel have
extensive experience litigating class actions and other complex civil litigation,
particularly litigation involving data breach and other data privacy issues. See Counsel
Declaration in Support of Motion for Preliminary Approval of Class Action Settlement,
ECF 54-2 99 29-32 (describing experience of Class Counsel and their firms). It is
extremely important that complex cases like this are staffed by skilled and experienced
counsel, and recovery of fees properly incentivizes this pursuit of justice on behalf of
everyday people.

Class Counsel have also consistently displayed a high level of skill regarding the
complex legal issues presented in this litigation. The lawsuit raised complex issues of
law and fact that required skill to maneuver. Over the course of this litigation, Class
Counsel worked diligently to ultimately secure a settlement delivering to Class
Members real and substantial benefits, while also requiring business practice changes
that will substantially benefit the Class Members through improved security for their
Private Information.

Class Counsel were able to achieve the Settlement due to considerable expertise
and experience in prosecuting and settling complex class actions. See ECF 54-4
(Clarkson Law Firm Resume); ECF 54-5 (Cotchett, Pitre & McCarthy Firm Resume).

4. Lack of Objections by Class Members to Requested Fees
Supports the Requested Award.

Finally, the current lack of objections from the class to the Settlement or fees
requested further demonstrates the reasonableness and fairness of the fees request, as
does the only 2 opt-out requests to date. See, e.g., Garner v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins.
Co., No. CV081365CW (EMC), 2010 WL 1687829, at *2 (N.D. Cal. Apr. 22, 2010)
(noting “a single objection out of a sizeable class, after notice, further demonstrates the
reasonableness and fairness of Class Counsels’ request”); In re Omnivision Techs., Inc.,
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559 F. Supp. 2d 1036, 1043 (N.D. Cal. 2008) (“The Court received objections from
only 3 out of 57,630 potential Class Members who received the notice. By any standard,
the lack of objection of the Class Members favors approval of the Settlement.”). Class
Counsel informed the Class, through Plaintiffs’ Preliminary Approval Motion and
Notice, that Class Counsel intended to seek up to 25% of the common fund, consistent
with the Settlement. To date, there have been no objections to the anticipated fees’
request, while 11,641 net valid claims have been submitted. Schwartz Decl., 4 13-15.
The Settlement Class’s response has been overwhelmingly positive. /d. Thus, well-
versed and experienced Class Counsel have achieved an excellent result for the
Settlement Class by investing significant resources to take significant risks to litigate
complex issues, with no guarantee of remuneration, such that the requested 25% award
is warranted and consistent with the numerous similar cases described supra at page 8
and infra at pages 13-14 (collecting cases).
5. Class Counsels’ Lodestar Supports the Requested Fee Award.

The requested fee is also appropriate under the lodestar cross check to confirm
the reasonableness of the fee. See Philips v. Munchery Inc., No. 19-CV-00469-JSC,
2021 WL 326924, at *9 (N.D. Cal. Feb. 1, 2021). As the Ninth Circuit explained in Van
Gerwen, “[t]he lodestar amount is presumptively the reasonable fee amount, and thus a
multiplier may be used to adjust the lodestar amount upward or downward only in ‘rare’
and ‘exceptional’ cases, supported by both ‘specific evidence’ on the record and
detailed findings by the lower courts’ that the lodestar amount is unreasonably low or
unreasonably high.” Van Gerwen v. Guarantee Mut. Life Co., 214 F.3d 1041, 1045 (9th
Cir. 2000). Here, Class Counsels’ lodestar is in excess of $759,590, representing a
negative multiplier of .97, which is well below multipliers other courts have regularly
granted, and thus strongly supports the finding of reasonableness of Class Counsels’

requested fee.
6. Class Counsels’ hours expended are reasonable.

From this case’s inception to the present, Class Counsel recorded a combined
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795.1 hours litigating this matter. Counsel Decl.  27. Because this was a contingency-
fee case, Class Counsel had no incentive to spend unnecessary time on tasks. /d. 9 34.
The hours Class Counsel spent investigating and litigating the case were limited to that
reasonably necessary to position the Class to succeed if it proceeded to class
certification, on the merits at trial, in any subsequent appeals, and, ultimately, to achieve
the exceptional settlement of Plaintiffs’ and the Settlement Class’s claims. Accordingly,
the hours expended were reasonably and necessarily incurred. /d. Class Counsel have
also broken down their time by types of tasks in their declaration, which provides
additional information as to the appropriate time and resources dedicated to this case.

Id. 9 19-25°
7. Class Counsels’ hourly rates are reasonable.

Under the lodestar method, a reasonable hourly rate “is the rate prevailing in the
community for similar work performed by attorneys of comparable skill, experience,
and reputation.” Camacho v. Bridgeport Financial, Inc., 523 F.3d 973, 979 (9th Cir.
2008). Ordinarily, reasonable hourly rates are based on each attorney’s current hourly
rates. Vizcaino, 290 F.3d at 1051. The relevant community is the location where the
district court sits—here, the Central District of California. Camacho, 523 F.3d at 979.
Courts also consider billing rates in excess of prevailing market rates justified for
contingency fee work. Hensley v. Eckerhart, 461 U.S. 424, 448-449, n. 8 (1983)
(Brennan, J., concurring) (“Attorneys who take cases on contingency, thus deferring
payment of their fees until the case has ended and taking upon themselves the risk that

they will receive no payment at all, generally receive far more in winning cases than

> The firms which represented plaintiffs in the related “Anderson” state court action
have also, separately, billed over 298.50 hours and in excess of $218,054.25 lodestar.
These hours and amounts are not included in the lodestar figures stated above. However,
if they were, the combined lodestar of all plaintiffs’ firms would be $977,644.25 for a
total of 1,093.6 hours. Measured against that combined lodestar, the requested fee of
$737,500 represents approximately 75.4% of total lodestar, reflecting a negative
multiplier of approximately 0.75.
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they would if they charged an hourly rate.”).

Here, Class Counsels’ hourly rates are reasonable in light of their significant
experience, expertise, and skill in litigating complex privacy class actions. Counsel
Decl. 49 34-35; see Blum v. Stenson, 465 U.S. 886, 895 n.11 (1984) (a prevailing market
rate is one “in line with those prevailing in the community for similar services by
lawyers of reasonably comparable skill, experience, and reputation”). Class Counsels’
customary rates of $490-$900 for Associates, and $1,100-$1,385 for Partners and
Counsel, are in line with prevailing rates in this forum, have been regularly approved
by courts in this forum and other courts. See, e.g., Doe v. Marinhealth Medical Center,
No. CV0002218, (Cal. Super. Ct. Nov. 19, 2025) (approving Clarkson’s fees and costs
with hourly rates ranging from $980-$1,270 for Partners, $425-$660 for Associates, and
$380 for paralegals.); Kandel v. Dr. Dennis Gross Skincare, LLC, No. 1:23-cv-01967-
ER (S.D.NY Oct. 31, 2024) (approving Clarkson’s fees and costs with hourly rates
ranging from $935-$1,210 for Partners, $440-$850 for Associates, and $360 for
paralegals.); Hope Med. Enters., Inc. v. Fagrgon Compounding Serv., LLC, No. 219-
CV-07748-CAS-PLAx, 2022 WL 826903, at *3 (C.D. Cal. Mar. 14, 2022) (finding
rates “of $895 to $1,295 per hour for partners and counsel, and between $565 and $985
for associates is reasonable within the legal community of Los Angeles for attorneys of
similar  skill and experience”); N.T.A.A. v. Nordstrom, Inc., No.
221CV00398DDPAGRX, 2024 WL 1723524, at *4 (C.D. Cal. Apr. 19, 2024) (finding
rates between $848 to $1,364.70 for partners and senior counsel to be reasonable).

8. Class Counsels’ negative multiplier further supports the
requested fees.

Using the reasonable hourly rates and hours expended in the course of this
Litigation, Class Counsels’ lodestar is in excess of $759,590. Counsel Decl. 9 28. In
class actions, courts “routinely enhance” the lodestar through a multiplier. Wash. Pub.
Power Supply Sys., 19 F.3d at 1299 (*“[C]Jourts have routinely enhanced the lodestar to

reflect the risk of nonpayment by paying them a premium over their normal hourly rates
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for winning contingency cases.”). Class Counsel here seeks a negative multiplier of
approximately .97, which further supports the finding of reasonableness. See Moreno v.
Capital Bldg. Maint. & Cleaning Serv., 2021 WL 4133860, at *6 (N.D. Cal. Sept. 10,
2021) (awarding one-third of the common fund where there was a substantial negative
multiplier); Taylor v. Shutterfly, Inc., No. 5:18-CV-00266-BLF, 2021 WL 5810294, at
*9 (N.D. Cal. Dec. 7,2021) (“The fact that [p]laintiff’s counsel are seeking substantially
less in fees than they reasonably incurred further demonstrates the reasonableness of
the fee award” (collecting cases)).

Likewise, the negative multiplier “strongly suggests the reasonableness” of the
requested fee. Rosado v. Ebay Inc., No. 5:12-cv-04005-EJD, 2016 WL 3401987, at *8
(N.D. Cal. June 21, 2016); see e.g., Marshall v. Northrop Grumman Corp., No. 2:16-
cv-06794-AB-JC, 2020 WL 5668935, at *7 (C.D. Cal. Sept. 18, 2020) (awarding one-
third of the fund where class counsel’s lodestar was greater than the requested award).

C. Reimbursement of Litigation Costs is Warranted

“Reasonable costs and expenses incurred by an attorney who creates or preserves
a common fund are reimbursed proportionately by those class members who benefit
from the settlement.” Medoffv. Minka Lighting, LLC, No. 2:22-CV-08885-HDV, 2024
WL 5275593, at *2 (C.D. Cal. July 10, 2024) (citing In re Media Vision Tech. Sec.
Litig., 913 F. Supp. 1362, 1366 (N.D. Cal. 1996)). Here, Class Counsel initially
estimated litigation costs not to exceed $30,000. ECF 54-1, pg. 8. Class Counsel seeks
a modest increase of that number, in the amount $31,121.32. These costs consist of
mediation fees, filing fees, services fees, and travel for Class Counsel. These types of
costs are regularly approved because they are reasonably necessary to case prosecution.
See, e.g., Pfeiffer v. RadNet, Inc., No. 2:20-CV-09553-RGK-SK, 2022 WL 2189533, at
*4 (C.D. Cal. Feb. 15, 2022) (court awarded attorneys reimbursement of “expenses such
as filing fees, service of process, online research, travel, photocopying, and fees for
mediation...[b]ecause these costs are the type that would customarily be billed to fee-

paying clients.”) (internal citation omitted). Accordingly, Class Counsel respectfully
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requests reimbursement of $31,121.32 in litigation expenses.
D.  The Service Awards for the Named Plaintiffs are Warranted

Class Counsel move for $2,500 in Service Awards for each Class Representative
(a total of $15,000) for their active participation and dedication to this litigation.
Counsel Decl., ] 41.

The Class Representatives— G.E., Donald Hatch, Bradley Anderson, Daniel
Martinez, Lorenzo Montoya, and Elizabeth Orozco-Preza— have participated in this
Litigation from its inception, spent time providing information to Class Counsel,
reviewed and approved key filings and settlement materials, and remained available to
assist with case strategy and settlement discussions as needed. By serving as Class
Representatives, they also undertook obligations and potential burdens associated with
litigation, including providing information and engaging in regular communication with
their counsel, as well as the risk of scrutiny concerning their experiences related to the
Data Security Incident. These Service Awards reasonably compensate the Class
Representatives for their efforts and contributions on behalf of the Settlement Class.

The proposed Service Awards are comparable to those awarded in recent data
privacy settlements. See, e.g., In re Yahoo! Inc. Customer Data Sec. Breach Litig., No.
16-MD-02752-LHK, 2020 WL 4212811, at *44 (N.D. Cal. July 22, 2020), aff'd, No.
20-16633, 2022 WL 2304236 (9th Cir. June 27, 2022) (approving $2,500 to $7,500
awards in data breach case), In re Advoc. Aurora Health Pixel Litig., 740 F. Supp. 3d
736, 763-64 (E.D. Wis. 2024) (approving $3,500 incentive award for each class

representative in data privacy settlement).
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IV. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiffs respectfully request that the Court approve
their request for: (i) an award of reasonable attorneys’ fees in the amount of $737,500;
(i1) reimbursement of reasonable and necessary litigation costs in the amount of
$31,121.32; and (iii) a $2,500 Service Award for each of the Class Representatives,
totaling $15,000.

Dated: August 12, 2026 Respectfully submitted,

By: /s/Yana Hart

Ryan J. Clarkson (SBN 257074)
rclarkson@clarksonlawfirm.com
Yana Hart (SBN 306499)
vhart@clarksonlawfirm.com
Bryan P. Thompson (SBN 354683)
bthompson(@clarksonlawfirm.com
CLARKSON LAW FIRM, P.C.
22525 Pacific Coast Highway
Malibu, CA 90265

Tel: (213) 788-4050

Fax: (213) 788-4070

Thomas E. Loeser (SBN: 202724)
COTCHETT, PITRE &
McCARTHY, LLP

840 Malcolm Road

Burlingame, CA 94010

Tel: (206) 802-1272

Fax: (650) 697-0577
tloeser@cpmlegal.com

Counsel for Plaintiffs and the Settlement
Class
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ATTESTATION UNDER LOCAL RULE 5-4.3.4(a)(2)(i)
Pursuant to Civil Local Rule 5-4.3.4(a)(2)(1) the undersigned filer hereby attests

that all signatories listed, and on whose behalf the filing is submitted, concur in the
filing’s content, and have authorized the filing.
DATED: August 12, 2026 CLARKSON LAW FIRM, P.C.

/s/ Yana Hart
Yana Hart, Esq.
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CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE WITH LOCAL RULE 11-6.1

I certify that this memorandum contains 5,038 words, as counted by the Word-
processing program, including all headings, footnotes, and quotations, but excluding

the caption, tables, and the signature block.

DATED: August 12, 2026 CLARKSON LAW FIRM, P.C.

/s/ Yana Hart
Yana Hart, Esq.
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JOINT DECLARATION OF CLASS COUNSEL THOMAS E. LOESER, YANA
HART., AND BRYAN P. THOMPSON

We, Thomas E. Loeser, Yana Hart, and Bryan P. Thompson, declare as follows:

1. We are attorneys appointed as Class Counsel in this action. We
respectfully submit this Joint Declaration in support of Plaintiffs’ Motion for Attorneys’
Fees and Costs, and Plaintiffs’ Service Awards. Except as otherwise noted, we each
have personal knowledge of the facts set forth below and could testify competently to
them if called upon to do so. If called as witnesses, we would and could competently
testify to all facts within our personal knowledge set forth herein. We submit this joint
declaration, as opposed to individual declarations, for efficiency and to decrease
duplicate or similar filings before this Court.

2. I, Thomas E. Loeser, am a member in good standing of the bar of (1) the
State of California and duly licensed to practice before all courts of the State of
California; (2) the State of Washington and duly licensed to practice before all courts
of the State of Washington; and (3) the District of Columbia; as well as other state and
federal courts. I am Managing Counsel of the Seattle Office of Cotchett, Pitre &
McCarthy, LLP (“CPM”), where my practice is focused on privacy and complex
consumer class actions, and have litigated complex consumer actions for over two
decades. Previously, I was an Assistant United States Attorney in the Cyber and
Intellectual Property Section of the United States Attorney’s Office in Los Angeles.

3. I, Yana Hart, am a member in good standing of the bar of the State of
California and duly licensed to practice before all courts of the State of California as
well as other state and federal courts. I am a partner at Clarkson Law Firm, P.C.
(“Clarkson”), leading the Al & Data Privacy Litigation department at Clarkson Law
Firm, and have prosecuted highly complex consumer actions for nearly a decade.

4. I, Bryan P. Thompson, am a member in good standing of the bar of the

State of California and duly licensed to practice before all courts of the State of
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California as well as other state and federal courts. I am a Counsel at Clarkson, where
my practice is focused on data privacy and complex consumer class actions, and have
litigated complex consumer actions, both individual and class, for over a decade.
PROCEDURAL AND FACTUAL BACKGROUND

5. This litigation alleges that Stiiizy, Inc. (“Stiiizy” or “Defendant”) failed to
properly monitor its computer networks and cloud-based systems, leading to a data
breach occurring between October 10, 2024, and November 10, 2024, wherein
cybercriminals accessed and obtained sensitive and confidential Private Information
belonging to Plaintiffs and Class Members (“Data Security Incident”), which was
subsequently held for ransom, including leaking some of it onto the dark web. Stiiizy
announced the Data Security Incident on January 7, 2025, which affected hundreds of
thousands of individuals in California and across the country.

6. Before and after filing the Consolidated Class Action Complaint (ECF 34),
we conducted a thorough independent investigation, including gathering all publicly
available information regarding the Data Security Incident, examining Stiiizy’s
business practices and its relationship with Class Members, reviewing the
circumstances of the Data Security Incident and Stiiizy’s public statements and
response to the breach, and conducting interviews with victims of the Data Security
Incident, including the proposed Class Representatives. After filing, we continued
investigating the incident, including assessing the adequacy of Stiiizy’s remedial
measures, its compliance with notification requirements, and the sufficiency of state-
mandated data breach notices.

7. We researched potential legal claims and remedies arising from the Data
Security Incident, including claims under the California Consumer Privacy Act, the
California Customer Records Act, the California Unfair Competition Law, the
Consumers Legal Remedies Act, and other applicable state laws addressing the

safeguarding of personal information. We analyzed pleading requirements, standing
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considerations, and potential defenses typically asserted in data breach litigation, and
gathered sufficient information to draft and file complaints on behalf of Plaintiffs and
the proposed Class.

8. Based on our review of the facts and the applicable law, we agreed to
prosecute this matter on a contingency basis. We understood this Litigation would be
fact and expert driven, potentially requiring input from qualified professionals
(including, for example, cybersecurity, incident response, and damages experts) to
evaluate the nature of the incident, the reasonableness of Defendant’s security
measures, and the extent of class wide harm and damages. We also understood the
substantial risk of non-payment given the defenses and legal challenges commonly
presented in data breach class actions, including motions to dismiss and disputes
concerning standing, causation, and damages.

0. Plaintiff G.E. filed the initial action in this District on January 17, 2025,
and related actions were subsequently filed. On April 14, 2025, the Court consolidated
Wenzel v. STIIIZY, Inc. and, Hatch v. STIIIZY, Inc. into G.E. v. STIIIZY, Inc. The Court
also appointed Yana Hart of Clarkson Law Firm, P.C. and Thomas E. Loeser of
Cotchett, Pitre & McCarthy, LLP, as Interim Co-Lead Counsel. ECF No. 28. On May
20, 2025, Defendant removed the related case of Anderson v. STIIIZY, Inc. (Case No.
2:25-cv-04515, previously 25STCV01219) from the Superior Court of Los Angeles to
the U.S. District Court for the Central District of California (the “Anderson case”). Prior
to removal the following Los Angeles Superior Court Cases had been consolidated into
the Anderson case. Alberto Ruiz v. Stiiizy Inc., Case No. 25STCV01549 (filed January
21, 2025); Lorenzo Montoya v. Stiiizy Inc., Case No. 25STCV01558 (filed January 21,
2025) Daniel Martinez v. Stiiizy Inc., Case No. 25STCV01624 (filed January 21, 2025);
Robert Krauth v. Stiiizy Inc., Case No. 25STCV01633 (filed January 21, 2025); and
Elizabeth Orozco-Preza v. Stiiizy Inc., Case No. 25STCV01707 (filed January 22,

2025). After these cases were removed, we coordinated with counsel for the
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consolidated cases in Anderson to move forward with the case, including interviewing
numerous plaintiffs in Anderson, and including them as named Plaintiffs in the
consolidated action, where beneficial. On July 3, 2025, Plaintiffs filed their
Consolidated Class Action Complaint, which had been consolidated under the lead
caption IN RE: STIIIZY INC., DATA BREACH SECURITY LITIGATION, Master File
No. 2:25-cv-00490-GW-SSC. ECF 34. On August 7, 2025, the Court consolidated
Anderson, et al. v. Stiiizy, Inc., and administratively closed it. ECF 39. Since the initial
Litigation was filed, we have dedicated substantial time and resources to advancing the
case on behalf of the Class, including investigating the incident, evaluating the claims
and defenses, engaging in case management and informal discovery, and preparing for
and participating in mediation and settlement discussions.

SETTLEMENT NEGOTIATION

10.  After the actions were filed and consolidated, the Parties engaged in arm’s-
length settlement negotiations. These discussions occurred after we had investigated the
incident, evaluated the claims and defenses, and assessed the potential benefits and risks
of continued litigation for the proposed Class. On July 9, 2025, the Parties informed the
Court that they had agreed to engage in private mediation with Jill R. Sperber, Esq., of
Judicate West, an experienced and highly qualified mediator.

11. Prior to the mediation, the Parties engaged in informal discovery and
exchanged information in furtherance of settlement, including data regarding the scope
of the affected Class, the categories of Private Information involved in the Data Security
Incident, and Stiiizy’s investigative findings and remedial actions. The Parties
additionally exchanged mediation briefs setting forth the legal and factual arguments
for their respective positions.

12.  On November 21, 2025, the Parties participated in a full-day mediation
with Ms. Sperber, which resulted in a settlement in principle on a class-wide basis.

During the mediation, the Class Counsel obtained further information regarding
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Defendant’s financial status, which convinced us that the Settlement amount was fair.
After the mediation, and with Ms. Sperber’s continued oversight, the Parties reached a
settlement in principle subject to review of Defendant’s financial records to confirm the
representations made during the mediation. Defendant then provided substantial
financial records, including audited financial statements confirming its constrained
financial capacity, which confirmed to us that the Settlement amount is fair, reasonable,
and adequate for the Class. All negotiations were conducted at arm’s length, in good
faith, and free of any collusion.

13. We engaged in extensive negotiations regarding the form and content of
class notice, the terms governing dissemination, and the claims process to ensure the
best notice practicable and an efficient claims process for Settlement Class Members.
We subsequently finalized the terms and exhibits, and the Parties fully executed the
Class Action Settlement Agreement and Release (“Settlement” or “SA”). See ECF 54-
3, Ex. A. Pursuant to the Settlement, Defendant also provided a confidential declaration
describing the enhanced data security measures it has implemented and will maintain,
with the specific measures remaining confidential for security purposes.

CLASS ADMINISTRATION AND NOTICE

14.  We solicited competing bids and negotiated with several separate third-
party administrators for settlement notice and administration. Following an in-depth
evaluation of all available bids, we determined that Eisner Advisory Group, LLC’s
(“EAG”) bid was the most competitive and in the best interests of the Class, and the
Court appointed EAG as the Claims Administrator. EAG estimated that settlement
administration costs will be approximately $264,640, including postage, based on a 5%
claims rate. As of August 12, 2026, EAG has incurred $242,957.38 in notice and
administration fees and estimates the total notice and administration cost through

completion of the administration will be $313,741.56.
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15. We also prepared and drafted the Motion for Preliminary Approval and a
supplemental brief in support thereof, which the Court granted on May 28, 2026. ECF
72, 73. Thereafter, we coordinated with the Claims Administrator to ensure notice was
sent to Settlement Class Members promptly and in accordance with the Court’s order.
We also review regular submissions and reports regarding the claims administration
process to ensure it is proceeding smoothly and continue to communicate with
representatives of EAG, as needed.

16. The Claims Administrator is responsible for tracking opt-outs, objections,
and claims submissions and reporting those figures to the Parties and the Court
consistent with the Settlement and the Court’s orders. After the Court granted the
Preliminary Approval Motion, the Claims Administrator sent the approved Notice to
Class Members by email, or by U.S. mail where there was not a valid email address.
The Objection Deadline and Opt-Out Deadline is August 26, 2026. As of August 10,
2026, the Claims Administrator reported that 117,165 claims had been submitted, of
which 99,368 were identified as high-confidence fraudulent submissions, 1,863 as
suspicious, 639 as duplicates, and 3,654 as submitted by persons who are not Settlement
Class Members, leaving 11,641 net valid claims. Of those net valid claims, 10,984 have
been approved with no adjustment required and 558 have been approved with
adjustment, while 99 remain pending validation, reflecting $1,731,052.68 in approved
claim value as of that date. The Claims Administrator has also received two (2) requests
for exclusion and no objections to date. The specific number of exclusions, and claims
submissions will be included in EAG’s declaration filed contemporaneously with the
Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Costs, and Plaintiffs’ Service Awards. See also
Supplemental Declaration of Brandon Schwartz in Support of Motion for Attorneys’
Fees, Costs, and Service Awards.

17.  All attorneys and support staff at Clarkson Law Firm, P.C. and Cotchett,

Pitre & McCarthy, LLP are required to maintain detailed time records, consisting of
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contemporaneous logs, with separate entries for the hours spent on specific tasks,
indicating who performed the work, and providing detailed descriptions of each task
completed. The Firms do not use “block billing,” and instead maintain accurate time-
keeping records allowing supervising attorneys and/or partners to review everyone’s
work.

18.  The attorneys and staff at Clarkson Law Firm, P.C. have spent a total of

656.6 hours litigating the above-captioned case. Below is a table reflecting the work

completed by Clarkson attorneys and staff on this case, which was necessary to secure

the Settlement reached in this case:

Attorney / | Role Hourly | Hours Value
Professional Rate
Ryan Managing
Clarkson Partner $1,385 52 $72,020.00
Yana Hart Partner | $1,175 144.1 $169,317.00
Bryan 1 ¢ unsel | $1,175 | 237.60 $279,180.00
Thompson
Cassandra Sempr $760 0.6 $456.00
Rasmussen | Associate
Jay Zheng | Associate | $490 2 $980.00
Nestor | alegal | $435 | 32.8 $14,268.00
Castillo ' U
Danielle
Paralegal | $435 129.3 $56,245.00
Murray
Jasmin b alegal | $435 31 $13,485.00
Rodriguez
Gravson Litigation
Rgst Support | $350 7.2 $2,520.00
Staff
7
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1}|| Denetta | Intake g5, 7 $2,450.00
) Marler Specialist
Amir Law
3 Kalantary Clerk $350 2.5 $875.00
4 :
Danielle | Intake | 350 | o5 §3,675.00
5 Gumbs Specialist
6 Total 656.60 $615.470.00
7
8 19. The following chart lists the number of hours worked in each respective
9 || category of work completed for Clarkson, which was necessary to secure this
10 || Settlement:
11
Lodestar Category Hours
12
Pre-Complaint Investigation 13.7
13
" Class Member Communications 27.8
s Complaint Prep. 71.5
16 Court Hearings 214
17 Litigation Strategy and Analysis 40.2
18 Other Practices/Research 103.50
19 Discovery 3.4
20 Requests/Responses/Meet &
o1 Confer
2 Factual Analysis/Document 9.7
3 Review
24 Mediation 61.8
75 Settlement/Settlement 303.6
26 Administration/Notice
27 Total: 656.60
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20. The following chart lists the number of hours worked in each respective

category of work by Yana Hart of Clarkson:

Yana Hart Fee Summary

Lodestar Category Hourly Rate Hours | Lodestar
Pre-Complaint Investigation $1,175.00 0.8 $ 940.00
Complaint Prep. $1,175.00 3.6 $ 4,230.00
Court Hearings $1,175.00 17.1 $ 20,092.00
Litigation Strategy and Analysis | $1,175.00 13.2 $ 15,510.00
Other Practices/Research $1,175.00 10.5 $ 12,337.50
Discovery

Requests/Responses/Meet & $1,175.00

Confer 0.6 $ 705.00
Factual Analysis/Document

Review $1,175.00 59 $ 6,932.50
Mediation $1,175.00 25.0 $ 29,375.00
Settlement/Settlement

Administration/Notice $1,175.00 67.4 $ 79,195.00
Total: 144.1 $169,317.00

21. The following chart lists the number of hours worked in each respective

category of work by Bryan Thompson of Clarkson:

Bryan Thompson Fee Summary

Lodestar Category Hourly Rate Hours | Lodestar
Pre-Complaint Investigation $1,175.00 8.8 $ 10,340.00
Class Member Communications | $1,175.00 7.6 $ 8,930.00
Complaint Prep. $1,175.00 33.5 $ 39,362.50
Court Hearings $1,175.00 2.5 $ 2,937.50
Litigation Strategy and Analysis | $1,175.00 11.4 $ 13,395.00

9
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Other Practices/Research $1,175.00 36.80 $ 43,240.00
Discovery

Requests/Responses/Meet & $1,175.00

Confer 1.4 $ 1,645.00
Factual Analysis/Document

Review $1,175.00 2.8 $  3,290.00
Mediation $1,175.00 16.1 $ 18,917.50
Settlement/Settlement $1.175.00 $137,122.50
Administration/Notice T 116.7

Total: 237.60 $279,180.00

22.  The attorneys and staff at Cotchett, Pitre & McCarthy, LLP (“CPM”) have
spent a total of 138.5 hours litigating this case. Below is a table reflecting the work
completed by CPM attorneys and staff on this case, which was necessary to secure the

Settlement reached in this case:

Attorney/ Professional Role Hourly Rate | Hours Value
Thomas E. Loeser Managing Partner $1,350 §9.40 $120,690.00
Karin B. Swope Partner $1,100 0.5 $550.00
Andrew Fuller Senior Associate $900 3.2 $2,880.00
Ellen J. Wen Associate Attorney $600 12.7 |  $7,620.00
Tara Faulds Senior Paralegal $400 18.7| $7,480.00
Lucy Gould Paralegal $350 | 13.30 $4,655.00
Madeline Rutowski Paralegal $350 0.7 $245.00
TOTAL: 138.5 | $144.120.00

23.  The following chart lists the number of hours worked in each respective

category of work completed for CPM:

Lodestar Category Hours

Pre-Complaint Investigation 1.8

Complaint Prep. 7.8

Court Hearings 35.30
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Other Practices/Research 43
Mediation 24.10
Settlement/Settlement 26.5
Administration/Notice
Total: 138.5

24.  The following chart lists the number of hours worked in each respective

category by Thomas E. Loeser of CPM.

Lodestar Category Hours
Pre-Complaint Investigation 1.8
Complaint Prep. 5.10
Court Hearings 21.40
Other Practices/Research 15.20
Mediation 22.60
Settlement/Settlement 23.30
Administration/Notice
Total: 89.40

25.  All counsel’s and staff’s rates are based on their experience and skill
required in performing the work.

26. The lodestar in this case is $759,590.00. This represents $144,120.00 billed
by CPM for 138.5 hours of work and $615,470.00 billed by Clarkson for 656.6 hours

of work, for a total of 795.1 hours between the two firms.!

! Class Counsel are informed and believe that these additional firms which represented
plaintiffs in the related “Anderson” state court action have billed the 298.5 hours at
$218,054.25 lodestar. These hours and amounts are not included in the lodestar figures

stated above.
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27. The fee amount sought is $737,500, which represents 25% of the
Settlement Fund. That amount is approximately 97.00% of Class Counsel’s total
lodestar of $759,590.00, reflecting a negative multiplier of approximately 0.97, which
is well within the range approved by courts in this District in other similar cases.

28.  This lodestar does not include the attorneys’ fees expended in the cases
that were consolidated with Anderson prior to being removed to this Court and in this
case after removal, which consists of $218,054.25 in fees, and $17,686.09 in costs. .2

29.  Courts in this Circuit routinely find that a negative multiplier is strong
support that the fee being sought is reasonable. See Taylor v. Shutterfly, Inc., No. 5:18-
cv-00266-BLF, 2021 WL 5810294, at *9 (N.D. Cal. Dec. 7, 2021) (holding that the
“fact that Plaintiff's counsel are seeking substantially less in fees than they reasonably
incurred further demonstrates the reasonableness of the fee award”) (collecting cases).

30. The hours we have billed in this Litigation are reasonable and reflect the
amount of work necessary to litigate and resolve the matter, significant communications
with Defendant’s counsel and Plaintiffs, and extensive settlement negotiations.

31.  We also anticipate that we will continue to expend time on this Litigation,
including an estimated 30-50 additional hours assisting Settlement Class Members in
the claims process, responding to Settlement Class Member inquiries, corresponding
with EAG, drafting final approval motions and supporting materials, preparing for and
attending the Final Approval Hearing on October 19, 2026, and monitoring the
distribution of settlement benefits post-final approval. As of August 10, 2026, 99 claims

remained pending validation with the Claims Administrator, and we will continue to

2 Taking into account the hours and lodestar billed by the additional firms that
represented plaintiffs in the related state court action, see supra fn. 1, the combined
lodestar of all plaintiffs’ firms is $977,644.25 for a total of 1,093.6 hours. Measured
against that combined lodestar, the requested fee of $737,500 represents approximately
75.4% of lodestar, reflecting a negative multiplier of approximately 0.75.
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work with them on the review, validation, and fraud screening of any additional claims
and on the issuance of Award Letters to claimants whose claims are approved with
adjustment.

32. This Litigation raised complex issues and Class Counsel expertly
navigated the constantly evolving legal terrain surrounding data privacy litigation, an
area in which precedent-setting decisions continue to emerge regularly.

33.  Class Counsel faced a significant risk of non-payment given the contingent
nature of the fee arrangement. We understood when taking this case that if we were not
successful, we would not be compensated for our work. If Plaintiffs failed in their
pursuit, we would not have recovered anything and would have lost substantial funds
expended in litigating this action.

34. Based on each of our Firm’s knowledge and experience, the hourly rates
charged by our Firm are within the range of market rates charged by attorneys of
equivalent experience, skill, and expertise. Our Firms’ rates are based on the market
rates charged by attorneys in California, and are based on periodic review and
evaluation of: (a) litigating attorneys’ fee applications; (b) discussions of fees charged
by other firms/attorneys practicing in similar areas of law; (c) declarations regarding
prevailing market rates filed by other attorneys seeking award of fees; and (d) attorneys’
fee applications and awards in other cases, as well as surveys and articles on attorneys’
fees in legal newspapers and treatises. These hourly rates have been found reasonable
by numerous other cases handled by Class Counsel, including:

a. Heath v. Keenan & Associates, No. 24STCV03018, (Cal. Super. Ct.
November 26, 2025), approving Clarkson’s fees and costs with hourly
rates ranging from $980-$1,270 for Partners, $450-$520 for Associates,
and $380 for paralegals.

b. Doe v. Marinhealth Medical Center, No. CV0002218, (Cal. Super. Ct.
November 19, 2025), approving Clarkson’s fees and costs with hourly
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rates ranging from $980-$1,270 for Partners, $425-$660 for Associates,
and $380 for paralegals.

c. B.K. v. Eisenhower Medical Center, No. 5:23-cv-02092-JGB-DTB, (C.D.
Cal. October 20, 2025), approving Clarkson’s fees and costs with hourly
rates ranging from $980-$1,270 for Partners, $400-$495 for Associates,
and $380 for paralegals.

d. Kandel v. Dr. Dennis Gross Skincare, LLC, No. 1:23-cv-01967-ER,
(S.D.NY October 31, 2024), approving Clarkson’s fees and costs with
hourly rates ranging from $935-$1,210 for Partners, $440-$850 for
Associates, and $360 for paralegals.

e. Moore v. GlaxoSmithKline Consumer Healthcare Holdings US LLC No.
4:20-cv-09077-JSW, 2024 WL 4868182 (N.D. Cal. October 3, 2024),
approving Clarkson’s fees and expenses with the hourly rates for partners
ranging from $990 to $1,210 for partners, $440 to $660 for associates, and
$360 for litigation support staff.

f. Hezi v. Celsius Holdings, Inc., No. 1:21-CV-09892-JHR, 2023 WL
2786820 (S.D.N.Y. Apr. 5, 2023), approving Clarkson’s fees and expenses
with the hourly rates ranging between $850 to $1,100 for partners, $425 to
$775 for associates, and $300 to $365 for litigation support staff.

35. The information we have gathered shows that Class Counsel’s rates are in
line with the nomn-contingent market rates charged by attorneys of reasonably
comparable experience, skill, and reputation for reasonably comparable class action
work. The reasonableness of our firms’ hourly rates is supported by several surveys of
legal rates, including the following:

a. OnJune 9, 2022, Bloomberg Law published an article examining the rapid
rise in billing rates for law firms in recent years, finding that rates rose by

roughly 40% from 2007 to 2020. This increase includes a surge of more
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than 6% in 2020, followed by another 5.6% through November of 2021
among the nation’s largest firms. The article noted that several top law
firms are currently billing at hourly rates in excess of $2,000, with
individual attorneys billing at rates as high as $2,465 per hour. A true and
correct copy of this article is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

. A true and correct copy of the ALM Legal Intelligence NLJ Billing Survey

from 2014 is attached hereto as Exhibit B, reflecting billing rate averages
for partners as high as $1,055 per hour and for associates as high as $675

per hour in and around 2014.

. In an article entitled “On Sale: The $1,150-Per Hour Lawyer,” written by

Jennifer Smith and published in the Wall Street Journal on April 10, 2013,
the author describes the rapidly growing number of lawyers billing at
$1,150 or more revealed in public filings and major surveys. The article
also notes that in the first quarter of 2013, the 50 top-grossing law firms
billed their partners at an average rate between $879 and $882 per hour. A

true and correct copy of this article is attached hereto as Exhibit C.

. In an article published April 16, 2012, the Am Law Daily described the

2012 Real Rate Report, an analysis of $7.6 billion in legal bills paid by
corporations over a five-year period ending in December 2011. A true and
correct copy of that article is attached hereto as Exhibit D. That article
confirms that the rates charged by experienced and well-qualified attorneys
have continued to rise over this five-year period, particularly in large urban
areas like Los Angeles and New York. It also shows, for example that the

top quartile of lawyers bill at an average of “just under $900 per hour.”

. Similarly, on February 23, 2011, the Wall Street Journal published an

online article entitled “Top Billers.” A true and correct copy of that article

1s attached hereto as Exhibit E. This article listed the 2010 and/or 2009
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hourly rates for more than 125 attorneys, in a variety of practice areas and
cases, who charged $1,000 per hour or more.

f. On February 22, 2011, the ALM’s Daily Report listed the 2006-2009
hourly rates of numerous San Francisco attorneys. A true and correct copy
of that article is attached hereto as Exhibit F.

g. The Westlaw CourtExpress Legal Billing Reports for May, August, and
December 2009 (a true and correct copy of which is attached hereto as
Exhibit G) show that as far back as 2009, attorneys with as little as 19
years of experience were charging $800 per hour or more. Again, current
rates are significantly higher.

SETTLEMENT
36. Under the Settlement, Defendant has agreed to pay $2,950,000.00 to

establish a non-reversionary Settlement Fund that will be used to provide benefits to
Settlement Class Members as set forth in the Settlement Agreement.

37. The common fund will also pay for Court-approved Administrative
Expenses (including Notice and Settlement Administrative Expenses), Taxes, Service
Awards, and any attorneys’ fees and costs awarded by this Court.

38.  The Settlement also provides meaningful non-monetary relief. In addition
to the monetary benefits available from the Settlement Fund, each Settlement Class
Member may claim two (2) years of Credit Monitoring and Identity Theft Insurance
Services, including three-bureau credit monitoring and alerts from Equifax,
TransUnion, and Experian, CyberScan dark web monitoring, fully managed identity
restoration, lost wallet assistance, and up to $1,000,000 in identity theft insurance.
Separately from the Settlement Fund, Defendant has also agreed to implement and
maintain certain administrative and technical data security measures for at least three
(3) years following the Class Settlement, as described in the confidential declaration

provided to Class Counsel.
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39. The Settlement confers substantial benefits to the Settlement Class of
approximately 404,296 individuals and provides meaningful relief to individuals whose
Private Information was impacted by the Data Security Incident, while avoiding the
risks, delays, and expense associated with continued litigation.

40. Class Counsel will share any awarded attorneys’ fees among themselves
by agreement.

41.  The Settlement provides that Class Counsel may seek Service Awards for
the Class Representatives of up to $2,500 each, and not to exceed $15,000 in total,
subject to Court approval, in recognition of their efforts on behalf of the Settlement
Class. The Class Representatives are G.E., Donald Hatch, Bradley Anderson, Daniel
Martinez, Lorenzo Montoya, and Elizabeth Orozco-Preza.

42. Class Counsel’s clients have issued written approval of this arrangement
in signing the Settlement Agreement.

43.  Additionally, Class Counsel seeks reimbursement of reasonable litigation
costs, which were advanced by Class Counsel and the attorneys in the consolidated
Anderson action, without any guarantee that they would be reimbursed, in the amount
of $31,121.32.3 These expenses are reflected in the records of Class Counsel and others
and were necessary to prosecute this litigation. All expenses were carefully and
reasonably expended, and they reflect market rates for various categories of expenses
incurred. Expense items were billed separately, and such charges were not duplicated

in our Firms’ billing rates.

s These expenses include the expenses incurred by Class Counsel as well as out-of-
pocket expenses incurred by the counsel for the Anderson matter which was included
in the Consolidated Complaint. While the Anderson firms were not part of a formal
leadership structure and did not act as Class Counsel, they represented four of the six
Named Plaintiffs and contributed meaningfully in terms of time, effort, and expenses,

including the mediation expenses and participating in mediation.
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Cotchett, Pitre & McCarthy, LLP Expenses

Page 19 of 21 Page

Item Category Total Cost
Travel to leadership hearing, $2,774.43
Air Transportation and Preliminary Approval
Hearing
Airport and courthouse $1,595.30
Ground Transportation treHlsportation, parking, and
tolls
Lodging Hotel for Preliminary $601.85
Approval Hearing
Meals Working. meals during travel $223.57
and mediation
: Mediation fees (Judicate $2,850.00
Professional Fees
West)
Internal In-house photocopies $17.00
Reproduction/Copies
Total: $8,062.15
Clarkson Expenses
Item Category Amount
Court/Filing Fees Federal and state court complaint $1,923.70
filing fees; motion for voluntary
dismissal in state court
Process Server Fees Service of federal and state $428.00
complaints
Professional Fees Mediation fees (Judicate West) $2,850.00
Postage/Express CLRA/CCPA notices; chambers $76.94
Delivery/Messenger copy re: stipulation to continue
status conference
Ground Transportation | Parking for leadership hearing; $55.31
parking and tolls for Preliminary
Approval Hearing
Meals Working meal during full-day $39.13
mediation
Total: $5,373.08
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Page 20 of 21 Page

Strauss Borrelli PLLC
Item Total Cost
Filing Fees/Court Costs $2,268.45
CA Bar PHV Fees $1,056.32
Total: $3,324.77
Cole & Van Note
Item Total Cost
Filing Fees/Court Costs $1,983.10
Total: $1,983.10
Milberg, PLLC Expenses
Item Total Cost
Filing Fees/Court Costs $1,663.24
Postage $11.02
Process Server Fees $216.82
Total: $1,891.08
Tousley Brain Stephens PLLC Expenses
Item Total Cost
Mediation fees (Judicate $2.,850
West)
Total: $2,850
Ellzey Kherkher Sanford Montgomery LLP (“EKSM”) Expenses
Item Total Cost
Filing Fees/Court Costs $1,437.25
CA Bar PHV Fees $1,525.00
Process Server Fees $113.49
Total: $3,075.74
Ahdoot & Wolfson
Item Total Cost
Filing Fees/Court Costs $1,711.40
Mediation fees (Judicate $2,850.00
West)
Total: $4,561.40
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Total CPM Expenses

$8,062.15

Total Clarkson Expenses

$5,373.08

Total Strauss Borrelli PLL.C Expenses

$3,324.77

Total Cole & Van Note Expenses

$1,983.10

Total Milberg PLLC Expenses

$1,891.08

Total Tousley Brain Stephens PLL.C Expenses

$2,850

Total EKSM LLP Expenses

$3,075.74

Total Ahdoot & Wolfson Expenses

$4,561.40

Total:

$31,121.32

We declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California,

that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on August 12, 2026, in Seattle, Washington.

/s/ Thomas E. Loeser

Thomas E. Loeser

Executed on August 12, 2026, in San Diego, California.

/s/ Yana Hart

Yana Hart

Executed on August 12, 2026, in Chicago, Illinois.

/s/ Bryan P. Thompson

Bryan P. Thompson
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Business & Practice

Big Law Rates Topping $2,000 Leave
Value ‘In Eye of Beholder’

By Roy Strom

Column
June 9, 2022, 2:30 AM

Welcome back to the Big Law Business column on the changing legal marketplace written by me, Roy Strom.
Today, we look at a new threshold for lawyers’ billing rates and why it’s so difficult to put a price on high-
powered attorneys. Sign up to receive this column in your inbox on Thursday mornings. Programming note: Big
Law Business will be off next week.

Some of the nation’s top law firms are charging more than $2,000 an hour, setting a new pinnacle after a

two-year burst in demand.

Partners at Hogan Lovells and Latham & Watkins have crossed the threshold, according to court

documents in bankruptcy cases filed within the past year.

Other firms came close to the mark, billing more than $1,900, according to the documents. They include
Kirkland & Ellis, Simpson Thacher & Bartlett, Boies Schiller Flexner, and Sidley Austin.

Simpson Thacher & Bartlett litigator Bryce Friedman, who helps big-name clients out of jams, especially
when they're accused of fraud, charges $1,965 every 60 minutes, according to a court document.

In need of a former acting US Solicitor General? Hogan Lovells partner Neal Katyal bills time at $2,465 an
hour. Want to hire famous litigator David Boies? That'll cost $1,950 an hour (at least). Reuters was first to

report their fees.

Eye-watering rates are nothing new for Big Law firms, which typically ask clients to pay higher prices at
least once a year, regardless of broader market conditions.

“Value is in the eye of the beholder,” said John O’Connor, a San Francisco-based expert on legal fees. “The

perceived value of a good lawyer can reach into the multi-billions of dollars.”

Kirkland & Ellis declined to comment on its billing rates. None of the other firms responded to requests to

comment.


https://news.bloomberglaw.com/business-and-practice/
mailto:rstrom@bloomberglaw.com
http://blawgo.com/NxW2TwZ
mailto:rstrom@bloomberglaw.com
https://profile.bna.com/profile/email_register/business_and_practice_newsletter
https://news.bloomberglaw.com/business-and-practice/never-underestimate-big-laws-ability-to-raise-billing-rates
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Charge It Up
Big Law firms are crossing the $2,000-an-hour threshold after two years of
surging rates driven by an increase in demand for lawyers.

Firm Highest Billing Rate
Hogan Lovells $2465
Latham & Watkins $2,075
Kirkland & Ellis $1,995
Simpson Thacher & Bartlett $1,965
Boies Schiller Flexner $1,950
Sidley Austin $1,900

Source: Court documents Bloomberg Law

Law firms have been more successful raising rates than most other businesses over the past 15 years.

Law firm rates rose by roughly 40 percent from 2007 to 2020, or just short of 3 percent per year, Thomson
Reuters Peer Monitor data show. US inflation rose by about 28% during that time.

The 100 largest law firms in the past two years achieved their largest rate increases in more than a
decade, Peer Monitor says. The rates surged more than 6% in 2020 and grew another 5.6% through
November of last year. Neither level had been breached since 2008.

The price hikes occurred during a once-in-a-decade surge in demand for law services, which propelled
profits at firms to new levels. Fourteen law firms reported average profits per equity partner in 2021 over
$5 million, according to data from The American Lawyer. That was up from six the previous year.

The highest-performing firms, where lawyers charge the highest prices, have outperformed their smaller
peers. Firms with leading practices in markets such as mergers and acquisitions, capital markets, and real
estate were forced to turn away work at some points during the pandemic-fueled surge.

Firms receive relatively tepid pushback from their giant corporate clients, especially when advising on bet-
the-company litigation or billion-dollar deals.

The portion of bills law firms collected—a sign of how willingly clients pay full-freight—rose during the
previous two years after drifting lower following the Great Financial Crisis. Collection rates last year
breached 90% for the first time since 2009, Peer Monitor data show.
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Professional rules prohibit lawyers from charging “unconscionable” or “unreasonable” rates. But that
doesn't preclude clients from paying any price they perceive as valuable, said Jacqueline Vinaccia, a San
Diego-based lawyer who testifies on lawyer fee disputes.

Lawyers' fees are usually only contested when they will be paid by a third party.

That happened recently with Hogan Lovells’ Katyal, whose nearly $2,500 an hour fee was contested in May
by a US trustee overseeing a bankruptcy case involving a Johnson & Johnson unit facing claims its talc-
based powders caused cancer.

The trustee, who protects the financial interests of bankruptcy estates, argued Katyal's fee was more than
$1,000 an hour higher than rates charged by lawyers in the same case at Jones Day and Skadden Arps
Slate Meagher & Flom.

A hearing on the trustee’s objection is scheduled for next week. Hogan Lovells did not respond to a
request for comment on the objection.

Vinaccia said the firm’'s options will be to reduce its fee, withdraw from the case, or argue the levy is
reasonable, most likely based on Katyal's extensive experience arguing appeals.

Still, the hourly rate shows just how valuable the most prestigious lawyers’ time can be—even compared
to their highly compensated competitors.

“If the argument is that Jones Day and Skadden Arps are less expensive, then you're already talking about
the cream of the crop, the top-of-the-barrel law firms,” Vinaccia said. “I can't imagine a case in which |
might argue those two firms are more reasonable than the rates I'm dealing with.”

Worth Your Time

On Cravath: Cravath Swaine & Moore is heading to Washington, opening its first new office since 1973 by
hiring former heads of the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission and Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation. Meghan Tribe reports the move comes as Big Law firms are looking to add federal

government expertise as clients face more regulatory scrutiny.

On Big Law Promotions: It's rare that associates get promotions to partner in June, but Camille Vasquez is
now a Brown Rudnick partner after she shot to fame representing Johnny Depp in his defamation trial
against ex-wife Amber Heard.

On Working From Home: | spoke this week with Quinn Emanuel’s John Quinn about why he thinks law
firm life is never going back to the office-first culture that was upset by the pandemic. Listen to the
podcast here.


https://aboutblaw.com/3oE
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https://news.bloomberglaw.com/business-and-practice/new-yorks-last-holdout-cravath-makes-play-at-dc-legal-market
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That's it for this week! Thanks for reading and please send me your thoughts, critiques, and tips.

To contact the reporter on this story: Roy Strom in Chicago at
rstrom@bloomberglaw.com

To contact the editors responsible for this story: Chris Opfer at
copfer@bloomberglaw.com; John Hughes at jhughes@bloombergindustry.com
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Firm Name Location Average FTE Partner Billing Partner Billing Partner Billing Rate |Associate Associate Associate Billing Counsel Counsel Counsel NLJ Billing Source
Attorneys Rate High Billing Rate Billing Rate Rate Avg Avg Low High
High Low

2014 Adams and Reese New Orleans, LA 318 $700.00 $305.00 $420.00 $315.00 $220.00 $270.00 $500.00 $425.00 $575.00 National Law Journal, Full-time equivalent (FTE)
December 2014 attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

2014 Akerman Miami, FL 523 $880.00 $360.00 $535.00 $465.00 $205.00 $305.00 National Law Journal, Full-time equivalent (FTE)
December 2014 attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

2014 Akin Gump Strauss Hauer &  Washington, DC 809 $1220.00 $615.00 $785.00 $660.00 $365.00 $525.00 National Law Journal, Full-time equivalent (FTE)
Feld December 2014 attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

2014 Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Los Angeles, CA 181 $680.00 $525.00 $615.00 National Law Journal, Full-time equivalent (FTE)
Mallory & Natsis December 2014 attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

2014 Alston & Bird Atlanta, GA 789 $875.00 $495.00 $675.00 $575.00 $280.00 $425.00 National Law Journal, Full-time equivalent (FTE)
December 2014 attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

2014 Andrews Kurth Houston, TX 337 $1090.00 $745.00 $890.00 $1090.00 $265.00 $670.00 National Law Journal, Full-time equivalent (FTE)
December 2014 attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

2014 Archer & Greiner Haddonfield, NJ 194 $460.00 $330.00 $400.00 $295.00 $200.00 $245.00 National Law Journal, Full-time equivalent (FTE)
December 2014 attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

2014 Arent Fox Washington, DC 330 $860.00 $500.00 $650.00 $595.00 $275.00 $395.00 National Law Journal, Full-time equivalent (FTE)
December 2014 attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Copyright 2014 ALM Media properties, LLC. All rights reserved.
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2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

Arnall Golden Gregory

Arnold & Porter

Arnstein & Lehr

Baker & Hostetler

Baker & McKenzie

Baker, Donelson, Bearman,

Caldwell & Berkowitz

Ballard Spahr

Barnes & Thornburg

Benesch, Friedlander, Coplan

& Aronoff

Best Best & Krieger

Atlanta, GA

Washington, DC

Chicago, IL

Cleveland, OH

Chicago, IL

Memphis, TN

Philadelphia, PA

Indianapolis, IN

Cleveland, OH

Riverside, CA

140

720

144

798

4087

588

483

522

150

176

$520.00

$950.00

$595.00

$670.00

$1130.00

$495.00

$650.00

$580.00

$635.00

$655.00

$430.00

$670.00

$350.00

$275.00

$260.00

$340.00

$395.00

$330.00

$360.00

$340.00

$490.00

$815.00

$465.00

$449.00

$755.00

$400.00

$475.00

$480.00

$455.00

$455.00

$610.00

$350.00

$350.00

$925.00

$465.00

$495.00

$370.00

$475.00

$385.00

$345.00

$175.00

$210.00

$100.00

$245.00

$235.00

$260.00

$155.00

$235.00

$500.00

$250.00

$272.00

$395.00

$295.00

$315.00

$320.00

$280.00

$280.00

$439.83

$340.00

$595.00

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report
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2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

Bingham McCutchen

Blank Rome

Bond, Schoeneck & King

Bowles Rice

Bracewell & Giuliani

Bradley Arant Boult

Cummings

Broad and Cassel

Brown Rudnick

Brownstein Hyatt Farber

Schreck

Bryan Cave

Boston, MA

Philadelphia, PA

Syracuse, NY

Charleston, WV

Houston, TX

Birmingham, AL

Orlando, FL

Boston, MA

Denver, CO

St. Louis, MO

795

447

198

140

a41

413

150

187

214

985

$1080.00

$940.00

$520.00

$285.00

$1125.00

$605.00

$465.00

$1045.00

$700.00

$900.00

$220.00

$445.00

$240.00

$165.00

$575.00

$325.00

$295.00

$650.00

$310.00

$410.00

$795.00

$640.00

$355.00

$230.00

$760.00

$430.00

$380.00

$856.00

$520.00

$620.00

$605.00

$565.00

$310.00

$180.00

$700.00

$340.00

$345.00

$595.00

$185.00

$175.00

$160.00

$115.00

$275.00

$200.00

$265.00

$220.00

$450.00

$350.00

$225.00

$135.00

$440.00

$260.00

$305.00

$405.00

$360.00

$635.00

$275.00

$355.00

$485.00

$865.00

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Copyright 2014 ALM Media properties, LLC. All rights reserved.
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2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

Buchalter Nemer

Burr & Forman

Butler Snow

Cadwalader, Wickersham &

Taft

Carlton Fields

Cole, Schotz, Meisel, Forman

& Leonard

Connell Foley

Cooley

Covington & Burling

Cozen O'Connor

Los Angeles, CA

Birmingham, AL

Ridgeland, MS

New York, NY

Tampa, FL

Hackensack, NJ

Roseland, NJ

Palo Alto, CA

Washington, DC

Philadelphia, PA

139

261

280

437

272

118

129

673

760

495

$695.00

$525.00

$335.00

$1050.00

$840.00

$730.00

$575.00

$990.00

$890.00

$1135.00

$475.00

$300.00

$235.00

$800.00

$455.00

$590.00

$275.00

$660.00

$605.00

$275.00

$605.00

$371.00

$302.00

$930.00

$600.00

$653.00

$425.00

$820.00

$780.00

$570.00

$375.00

$275.00

$750.00

$340.00

$325.00

$640.00

$565.00

$640.00

$350.00

$200.00

$395.00

$275.00

$200.00

$335.00

$320.00

$180.00

$365.00

$241.00

$605.00

$302.00

$265.00

$515.00

$415.00

$355.00

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Copyright 2014 ALM Media properties, LLC. All rights reserved.
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2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

Curtis, Mallet-Prevost, Colt & New York, NY

Mosle

Davis Graham & Stubbs

Davis Polk & Wardwell

Debevoise & Plimpton

Dechert

Dentons

Dickstein Shapiro

Dinsmore & Shohl

DLA Piper

Dorsey & Whitney

Denver, CO

New York, NY

New York, NY

New York, NY

New York, NY

Washington, DC

Cincinnati, OH

New York, NY

Minneapolis, MN

323

145

810

595

845

2503

254

415

3962

501

$860.00

$635.00

$985.00

$1075.00

$1095.00

$1050.00

$1250.00

$850.00

$1025.00

$585.00

$730.00

$315.00

$850.00

$955.00

$670.00

$345.00

$590.00

$250.00

$450.00

$340.00

$800.00

$435.00

$975.00

$1055.00

$900.00

$700.00

$750.00

$411.00

$765.00

$435.00

$785.00

$350.00

$975.00

$760.00

$735.00

$685.00

$585.00

$365.00

$750.00

$510.00

$345.00

$200.00

$130.00

$120.00

$395.00

$210.00

$310.00

$160.00

$250.00

$215.00

$480.00

$255.00

$615.00

$490.00

$530.00

$425.00

$475.00

$238.00

$510.00

$315.00

$360.00

$150.00

$615.00

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report
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2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

Duane Morris

Edwards Wildman Palmer

Faegre Baker Daniels

Foley & Lardner

Foley Hoag

Fox Rothschild

Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver &

Jacobson

Frost Brown Todd

Gardere Wynne Sewell

Gibbons

Philadelphia, PA

Boston, MA

Minneapolis, MN

Milwaukee, WI

Boston, MA

Philadelphia, PA

New York, NY

Cincinnati, OH

Dallas, TX

Newark, NJ

613

540

673

844

221

531

450

414

218

201

$960.00

$765.00

$580.00

$860.00

$775.00

$750.00

$1100.00

$600.00

$775.00

$865.00

$415.00

$210.00

$355.00

$405.00

$590.00

$335.00

$930.00

$220.00

$430.00

$440.00

$589.00

$535.00

$455.00

$600.00

$670.00

$530.00

$1000.00

$387.00

$635.00

$560.00

$585.00

$415.00

$315.00

$470.00

$385.00

$500.00

$760.00

$315.00

$330.00

$475.00

$280.00

$245.00

$110.00

$210.00

$290.00

$245.00

$375.00

$150.00

$290.00

$295.00

$373.00

$325.00

$260.00

$335.00

$325.00

$310.00

$595.00

$234.00

$303.00

$360.00

$638.00

$417.00

$460.00

$350.00

$1015.00

$540.00

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report
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2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher

Gordon Rees Scully

Mansukhani

Greenberg Traurig

Harris Beach

Harter Secrest & Emery

Haynes and Boone

Hogan Lovells

Holland & Hart

Holland & Knight

New York, NY

San Diego, CA

New York, NY

Rochester, NY

Rochester, NY

Dallas, TX

Washington, DC

Denver, CO

Washington, DC

Honigman Miller Schwartz and ' Detroit, M|

Cohn

1154

478

1690

198

132

483

2313

423

956

231

$1800.00

$475.00

$955.00

$400.00

$465.00

$1020.00

$1000.00

$725.00

$1085.00

$560.00

$765.00

$375.00

$535.00

$298.00

$300.00

$450.00

$705.00

$305.00

$355.00

$290.00

$980.00

$420.00

$763.00

$348.00

$385.00

$670.00

$835.00

$442.00

$625.00

$390.00

$930.00

$325.00

$570.00

$285.00

$290.00

$580.00

$425.00

$595.00

$225.00

$175.00

$285.00

$325.00

$175.00

$195.00

$310.00

$175.00

$210.00

$205.00

$590.00

$300.00

$470.00

$230.00

$250.00

$405.00

$277.00

$340.00

$220.00

$287.50

$363.00

$575.00

$175.00

$225.00

$420.00

$400.00

$535.00

$910.00

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report
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2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

Hughes Hubbard & Reed

Husch Blackwell

Ice Miller

Irell & Manella

Jackson Kelly

Jackson Lewis

Jackson Walker

Jeffer, Mangels, Butler &

Mitchell

Jenner & Block

Jones Day

New York, NY

St. Louis, MO

Indianapolis, IN

Los Angeles, CA

Charleston, WV

Los Angeles, CA

Dallas, TX

Los Angeles, CA

Chicago, IL

New York, NY

351

539

291

166

179

724

333

125

434

2464

$995.00

$785.00

$530.00

$975.00

$535.00

$440.00

$675.00

$875.00

$925.00

$975.00

$725.00

$250.00

$335.00

$800.00

$270.00

$310.00

$575.00

$560.00

$565.00

$445.00

$890.00

$449.00

$450.00

$890.00

$345.00

$380.00

$622.00

$690.00

$745.00

$745.00

$675.00

$440.00

$305.00

$750.00

$315.00

$315.00

$385.00

$550.00

$775.00

$365.00

$190.00

$245.00

$395.00

$200.00

$275.00

$255.00

$380.00

$205.00

$555.00

$275.00

$270.00

$535.00

$243.00

$290.00

$335.00

$465.00

$435.00

$418.00

$240.00

$625.00

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report
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2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

Jones Walker

Kasowitz, Benson, Torres &

Friedman

Katten Muchin Rosenman

Kaye Scholer

Kelley Drye & Warren

Kilpatrick Townsend &

Stockton

King & Spalding

Kirkland & Ellis

Knobbe Martens Olson & Bear

Kramer Levin Naftalis &
Frankel

New Orleans, LA

New York, NY

Chicago, IL

New York, NY

New York, NY

Atlanta, GA

Atlanta, GA

Chicago, IL

Irvine, CA

New York, NY

363

372

612

392

293

561

874

1554

260

313

$425.00

$1195.00

$745.00

$1250.00

$815.00

$775.00

$995.00

$995.00

$810.00

$1100.00

$275.00

$600.00

$500.00

$725.00

$435.00

$400.00

$545.00

$590.00

$450.00

$745.00

$385.00

$835.00

$615.00

$860.00

$640.00

$550.00

$775.00

$825.00

$575.00

$921.00

$240.00

$625.00

$595.00

$795.00

$600.00

$475.00

$735.00

$715.00

$455.00

$815.00

$200.00

$200.00

$340.00

$370.00

$305.00

$315.00

$125.00

$235.00

$305.00

$515.00

$225.00

$340.00

$455.00

$597.00

$430.00

$385.00

$460.00

$540.00

$360.00

$675.00

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report
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2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

Lane Powell

Latham & Watkins

Lathrop & Gage

Lewis Roca Rothgerber

Lindquist & Vennum

Littler Mendelson

Lowenstein Sandler

Manatt, Phelps & Phillips

McCarter & English

McDermott Will & Emery

Seattle, WA

New York, NY

Kansas City, MO

Phoenix, AZ

Minneapolis, MN

San Francisco,

CA

Roseland, NJ

Los Angeles, CA

Newark, NJ

Chicago, IL

170

2060

283

228

178

1002

261

329

371

1021

$675.00

$1110.00

$700.00

$695.00

$600.00

$615.00

$990.00

$795.00

$625.00

$835.00

$375.00

$895.00

$285.00

$380.00

$460.00

$395.00

$600.00

$640.00

$450.00

$525.00

$516.00

$990.00

$420.00

$505.00

$520.00

$550.00

$765.00

$740.00

$530.00

$710.00

$425.00

$725.00

$375.00

$525.00

$470.00

$420.00

$650.00

$370.00

$260.00

$465.00

$195.00

$205.00

$275.00

$245.00

$300.00

$220.00

$331.00

$605.00

$250.00

$400.00

$365.00

$290.00

$450.00

$300.00

$477.00

$300.00

$650.00 National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report
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Page

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

McElroy, Deutsch, Mulvaney

& Carpenter

McGuireWoods

McKenna Long & Aldridge

Michael, Best & Friedrich

Miles & Stockbridge

Moore & Van Allen

Morgan, Lewis & Bockius

Morris, Manning & Martin

Morrison & Foerster

Nelson Mullins

Morristown, NJ

Richmond, VA

Atlanta, GA

Milwaukee, WI

Baltimore, MD

Charlotte, NC

Philadelphia, PA

Atlanta, GA

San Francisco,

CA

Columbia, SC

274

931

518

189

226

274

1363

148

1020

466

$560.00

$725.00

$650.00

$650.00

$740.00

$870.00

$765.00

$575.00

$1195.00

$800.00

$325.00

$450.00

$480.00

$235.00

$340.00

$315.00

$430.00

$400.00

$595.00

$250.00

$445.00

$595.00

$530.00

$445.00

$478.00

$490.00

$620.00

$480.00

$865.00

$444.00

$335.00

$525.00

$425.00

$425.00

$425.00

$430.00

$585.00

$725.00

$395.00

$200.00

$285.00

$375.00

$200.00

$230.00

$190.00

$270.00

$230.00

$215.00

$295.00

$360.00

$395.00

$283.00

$290.00

$280.00

$390.00

$525.00

$271.00

$419.00

$376.00

$225.00

$195.00

$695.00

$600.00

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Copyright 2014 ALM Media properties, LLC. All rights reserved.




AhM :;JE'PE‘?:I__IEENDE

More business.

2014 NLJ Billing Survey

Copyright © ALM Media Properties, LLC. All rights reserved.

Case 2:25-cv-00490-GW-SSC  Document 74-4

ID #:981

Filed 08/12/26

Page 13 of 18 Page

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

Nixon Peabody

Norris McLaughlin & Marcus

Norton Rose Fulbright

Nossaman

Nutter McClennen & Fish

Ogletree Deakins

O'Melveny & Myers

Orrick Herrington & Sutcliffe

Parker Poe Adams &

Bernstein

Paul Hastings

Boston, MA

Bridgewater, NJ

Houston, TX

Los Angeles, CA

Boston, MA

Atlanta, GA

Los Angeles, CA

New York, NY

Charlotte, NC

New York, NY

584

128

3537

148

146

668

721

954

185

889

$850.00

$505.00

$900.00

$800.00

$715.00

$650.00

$950.00

$1095.00

$500.00

$900.00

$295.00

$485.00

$525.00

$370.00

$470.00

$250.00

$615.00

$715.00

$425.00

$750.00

$520.00

$495.00

$775.00

$579.00

$575.00

$360.00

$715.00

$845.00

$450.00

$815.00

$550.00

$365.00

$515.00

$490.00

$460.00

$365.00

$375.00

$755.00

$180.00

$185.00

$300.00

$255.00

$295.00

$200.00

$710.00

$335.00

$300.00

$275.00

$400.00

$340.00

$375.00

$260.00

$560.00

$540.00

$495.00

$315.00

$735.00

$440.00

$230.00

$685.00

$550.00

$555.00

$850.00

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report
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2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

Paul, Weiss, Rifkind, Wharton New York, NY

& Garrison

Pepper Hamilton

Perkins Coie

Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw

Pittman

Polsinelli

Proskauer Rose

Quarles & Brady

Quinn Emanuel Urquhart &

Sullivan

Reed Smith

Richards, Layton & Finger

Philadelphia, PA

Seattle, WA

Washington, DC

Kansas City, MO

New York, NY

Milwaukee, WI

New York, NY

Pittsburgh, PA

Wilmington, DE

854

510

861

591

616

712

422

673

1555

124

$1120.00

$950.00

$1000.00

$1070.00

$775.00

$950.00

$625.00

$1075.00

$890.00

$800.00

$760.00

$465.00

$330.00

$615.00

$325.00

$725.00

$425.00

$810.00

$605.00

$600.00

$1040.00

$645.00

$615.00

$865.00

$435.00

$880.00

$519.00

$915.00

$737.00

$678.00

$735.00

$525.00

$610.00

$860.00

$350.00

$675.00

$600.00

$675.00

$530.00

$465.00

$595.00

$280.00

$215.00

$375.00

$235.00

$295.00

$210.00

$320.00

$295.00

$350.00

$678.00

$390.00

$425.00

$520.00

$279.00

$465.00

$335.00

$410.00

$420.00

$414.00

$635.00

$376.00

$280.00

$300.00

$800.00

$450.00

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report
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2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

Riker Danzig Scherer Hyland

& Perretti

Robinson & Cole

Rutan & Tucker

Saul Ewing

Schiff Hardin

Sedgwick

Seward & Kissel

Seyfarth Shaw

Sheppard Mullin Richter &

Hampton

Shumaker Loop & Kendrick

Morristown, NJ

Hartford, CT

Costa Mesa, CA

Philadelphia, PA

Chicago, IL

San Francisco,

CA

New York, NY

Chicago, IL

Los Angeles, CA

Toledo, OH

146

201

147

240

317

342

143

779

549

224

$495.00

$700.00

$675.00

$875.00

$615.00

$850.00

$860.00

$875.00

$595.00

$430.00

$295.00

$345.00

$375.00

$305.00

$625.00

$375.00

$490.00

$305.00

$455.00

$500.00

$490.00

$546.00

$425.00

$735.00

$610.00

$685.00

$413.00

$295.00

$445.00

$500.00

$590.00

$415.00

$475.00

$600.00

$505.00

$535.00

$330.00

$210.00

$215.00

$230.00

$225.00

$250.00

$250.00

$290.00

$225.00

$275.00

$160.00

$250.00

$300.00

$320.00

$344.00

$333.00

$325.00

$400.00

$365.00

$415.00

$256.00

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report
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2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

Shutts & Bowen

Skadden, Arps, Slate,

Meagher & Flom

Snell & Wilmer

Spilman Thomas & Battle

Squire Patton Boggs

Sterne, Kessler, Goldstein &

Fox

Stevens & Lee

Stoel Rives

Strasburger & Price

Stroock & Stroock & Lavan

Miami, FL

New York, NY

Phoenix, AZ

Charleston, WV

Washington, DC

Reading, PA

Portland, OR

Dallas, TX

New York, NY

230

1664

411

131

122

154

365

217

285

$660.00

$1150.00

$845.00

$950.00

$795.00

$800.00

$800.00

$690.00

$1125.00

$250.00

$845.00

$325.00

$350.00

$450.00

$525.00

$300.00

$290.00

$675.00

$430.00 $345.00

$845.00

$1035.00

$470.00

$525.00

$655.00 $530.00

$577.00

$470.00

$625.00

$492.00

$465.00

$365.00

$435.00

$960.00 $840.00

$195.00

$340.00

$180.00

$250.00

$265.00

$205.00

$210.00

$350.00

$260.00

$620.00

$280.00

$355.00

$346.00

$287.00

$270.00

$549.00

$280.00

$483.57

$312.00

$475.00

$979.00

$215.00

$450.00

$280.00

$300.00

$745.00

$350.00

$520.00

$510.00

$690.00

$1095.00

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Location data not available
due to merger in 2014. Full-
time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report
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2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

Taft Stettinius & Hollister

Thompson & Knight

Thompson Coburn

Troutman Sanders

Ulmer & Berne

Varnum

Venable

Vinson & Elkins

Waller Lansden Dortch &

Davis

Weil, Gotshal & Manges

Cincinnati, OH

Dallas, TX

St. Louis, MO

Atlanta, GA

Cleveland, OH

Grand Rapids, Ml

Washington, DC

Houston, TX

Nashville, TN

New York, NY

357

290

317

567

178

133

533

650

178

1157

$535.00

$740.00

$510.00

$975.00

$415.00

$465.00

$1075.00

$770.00

$600.00

$1075.00

$285.00

$425.00

$330.00

$400.00

$315.00

$290.00

$470.00

$475.00

$350.00

$625.00

$415.00

$535.00

$440.00

$620.00

$380.00

$390.00

$660.00

$600.00

$460.00

$930.00

$475.00

$610.00

$350.00

$570.00

$575.00

$565.00

$335.00

$790.00

$200.00

$240.00

$220.00

$245.00

$295.00

$275.00

$190.00

$300.00

$285.00

$370.00

$270.00

$340.00

$430.00

$390.00

$245.00

$600.00

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report
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2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014

2014 Associate Class Billing Survey

White & Case

Wiley Rein

Williams Mullen

Willkie Farr & Gallagher

Wilmer Cutler Pickering Hale

and Dorr

Winston & Strawn

Wolff & Samson

Womble Carlyle Sandridge &

Rice

Wyatt Tarrant & Combs

New York, NY

Washington, DC

Richmond, VA

New York, NY

Washington, DC

Chicago, IL

West Orange, NJ

Winston-Salem,

NC

Louisville, KY

1895

277

233

526

988

822

125

492

202

$1050.00

$950.00

$410.00

$1090.00

$1250.00

$995.00

$450.00

$640.00

$500.00

$700.00

$550.00

$360.00

$790.00

$735.00

$650.00

$325.00

$470.00

$280.00

$875.00

$665.00

$385.00

$950.00

$905.00

$800.00

$400.00

$554.00

$418.00

$1050.00

$535.00

$350.00

$790.00

$695.00

$590.00

$450.00

$220.00

$320.00

$260.00

$350.00

$75.00

$425.00

$225.00

$525.00

$445.00

$295.00

$580.00

$290.00

$520.00

$340.00

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

National Law Journal,
December 2014

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Full-time equivalent (FTE)
attorneys at the firm and the
city of the firm’s largest U.S.
office as listed in the 2014
NLJ 350 report

Copyright 2014 ALM Media properties, LLC. All rights reserved.
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On Sale: The $1,150-per-Hour Lawyer --- Legal Fees Keep Rising, but Don't
Believe Them: Clients Are Demanding, and Getting, Discounts

The Wall Street Journal
April 10, 2013 Wednesday

Copyright 2013 Factiva ®, from Dow Jones
All Rights Reserved

FACTIVA

Copyright © 2013, Dow Jones & Company, Inc.)

THE WALL STREET JOURNAL.

Section: Pg. B1
Length: 1047 words

Byline: By Jennifer Smith

Body

Top partners at leading U.S. law firms are charging more than ever before, yet those hourly rates aren't all they
appear to be.

Having blown past the once-shocking price tag of $1,000 an_hour, some sought-after deal, tax and trial lawyers are
commanding hourly fees of $1,150 or more, according to an analysis of billing rates compiled from public filings.

But, as law firms boost their standard rates, many are softening the blow with widespread discounts and write-offs,
meaning fewer clients are paying full freight. As a result, law firms on average are actually collecting fewer cents on
the dollar, compared with their standard, or "rack," rates, than they have in years.

Think of hourly fees "as the equivalent of a sticker on the car at a dealership," said legal consultant Ward Bower, a
principal at Altman Weil Inc. "It's the beginning of a negotiation. . . . Law firms think they are setting the rates, but
clients are the ones determining what they're going to pay."

Star lawyers still can fetch a premium, and some of them won't budge on price. The number of partners billing
$1,150-plus an hour has more than doubled since this time last year, according to Valeo Partners, a consulting firm
that maintains a database of legal rates pulled from court filings and other publicly disclosed information. More than
320 Jawyers in the firm's database billed at that level in the first quarter of 2013, up from 158 a year earlier.

That gilded circle includes tax experts such as Christopher Roman of King & Spalding LLP and Todd Maynes of
Kirkland & Ellis LLP, intellectual-property partner Nader A. Mousavi of Sullivan & Cromwell LLP, and deal lawyers
such as Kenneth M. Schneider of Paul, Weiss, Rifkind, Wharton & Garrison LLP.


https://advance.lexis.com/api/document?collection=news&id=urn:contentItem:5859-VKM1-DYGY-Y3NX-00000-00&context=
https://advance.lexis.com/api/document?collection=news&id=urn:contentItem:5859-VKM1-DYGY-Y3NX-00000-00&context=
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On Sale: The $1,150-per-Hour Lawyer --- Legal Fees Keep Rising, but Don't Believe Them; Clients Are

Demanding, and Getting, Discounts
Those lawyers and their firms either declined to comment or didn't reply to requests for comment.

When corporate legal departments need a trusted hand to fend off a hostile takeover or win a critical court battle,
few general counsels will nitpick over whether a key lawyer is charging $900 an hour or $1,150 an hour. But for
legal matters where their future isn't on the line, companies are pushing for -- and winning -- significant price
breaks.

"We almost always negotiate rates down from the rack rates," said Randal S. Milch, general counsel for phone giant
Verizon Communications Inc. The result, he said, is a "not-insignificant discount."

For the bread-and-butter work that many big law firms rely on, haggling has become the norm. Many clients grew
accustomed to pushing back on price during the recession and continue to demand discounts.

Some companies insist on budgets for their legal work. If a firm billing by the hour exceeds a set cap, lawyers may
have to write off some of that time.

Other clients refuse to work with firms who don't discount, lopping anywhere from 10% to 30% off their standard
rates. Some may grant rate increases to individual partners or associates they deem worthy. Another tactic: locking
in prices with tailored multiyear agreements with formulas governing whether clients grant or refuse a requested
rate increase.

In practical terms, that means the gap between law firms' sticker prices and the amount of money they actually bill
and collect from their clients is wider than it has been in years.

According to data collected by Thomson Reuters Peer Monitor, big law firms raised their average standard rate by
about 9.3% over the past three years. But they weren't able to keep up on the collection side, where the increase
over the same period was just 6%.

Firms that used to collect on average about 92 cents for every dollar of standard time their lawyers worked in 2007,
before the economic downturn, now are getting less than 85 cents. "That's a historic low," said James Jones, a
senior fellow at the Center for the Study of the Legal Profession at Georgetown Law.

To be sure, the legal business has picked up since the recession, when some clients flat-out refused to pay rate
increases.

In the first quarter of 2013, the 50 top-grossing U.S. law firms boosted their partner rates by as much as 5.7%,
billing on average between $879 and $882 an hour, according to Valeo Partners. Rates for junior lawyers, whose
labors have long been a profit engine for major law firms, jumped even more.

While some clients resisted using associate_lawyers during the downturn, refusing to pay hundreds of dollars an
hour for inexperienced attorneys, the largest U.S. law firms have managed to send the needle back up again. This
year, for the first time, the average rate for associates with one to four years of experience rose to $500 an hour,
according to Valeo.

The increases continue the upward trend of 2012, when legal fees in general rose 4.8% and associate billing rates
rose by 7.4%, according to a coming report by TyMetrix Legal Analytics, a unit of Wolters Kluwer, and CEB, a
research and advisory-services company. Those numbers are based on legal-spending data from more than 17,000
law firms.

More than a dozen leaders at major law firms declined to discuss rate increases on the record, though some said
privately that the increase in associate rates could be caused in part by step increases as junior lawyers gain in
seniority.

Joe Sims, an antitrust partner at Jones Day and former member of the firm's partnership committee, said clients
don't mind paying for associates, as long as they feel they are getting their money's worth.
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Sophisticated clients, he said, tend to focus on the overall price tag for legal work, not on individual rates. "They are

more concerned about how many people are working on the project and the total cost of the project,” Mr. Sims said.
"Clients want value no matter who is on the job."

While a handful of elite lawyers have successfully staked out the high end -- the deal teams at Wachtell, Lipton,

Rosen & Katz, for example -- legal experts say that client pressure to control legal spending means most law firms
must be more flexible on price.

"There will always be some 'bet the company' problem where a client will not quibble about rates," said Mr. Jones of
Georgetown. "Unfortunately, from the law firms' standpoint, that represents a small percentage of the work."
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When It Comes to Billing, Latest Rate Report Shows the Rich Keep Getting Richer

Posted by Sara Randazzo
Hourly rates just keep rising—and the best-paid lawyers are raising their rates faster than everyone else.

Those are two of the key findings contained in the 2012 Real Rate Report, an analysis of $7.6 billion in legal
bills paid by corporations over a five-year period ending in December 2011. The report, released Monday, is the
second such collaboration between TyMetrix, a company that manages and audits legal bills for corporate legal
departments, and the Corporate Executive Board.

Many of the new rate report's findings echo those contained in the 2010 study, including the fact that rates keep
going up, almost across the board, and that the cost of a given matter can vary dramatically depending on a law
firm's size and location and its relationship with a particular client.

At the same time, this year's study shows that the legal sector is becoming increasingly bifurcated, with top firms
raising rates faster than those at the bottom of the market and large firms charging a premium price based purely
on their size.

"What it's really showing is that there's an increased premium being paid for experience and expertise," says
Julie Peck, vice president of strategy and market development at TyMetrix. "Some parts of the lawyer market are
able to raise rates much more quickly, and are more impervious to economic forces than others."

To compile the current rate report, TyMetrix received permission from its clients to examine legal fees billed to
62 companies across 17 industries including energy, finance, retail, technology, insurance, and health care. The
bills, which represent the amount actually paid by the companies in question rather than the amount initially
charged, came from more than 4,000 firms in 84 metropolitan areas around the country. Every firm on the 2011
Am Law 100 is represented in the data.

The report's key data points include:

A Widening Gap: Hourly rates charged by lawyers in the legal sector's upper echelon grew faster between 2009
and 2011 than those charged by lawyers toiling on the lower rungs. Particularly striking was the jump in
associate rates billed by those falling in the report's top quartile: 18 percent on average, to just over $600 per
hour. Rates billed by top quartile partners, meanwhile, rose 8 percent, to just under $900 per hour. In the bottom
quartile, associate rates rose 4 percent and partner rates rose 3 percent during the same period.

The Recession's (Minor) Toll: Even amid the economic downturn, the cost of an hour of a lawyer's time
continued to rise faster than key measures of inflation. That said, the legal industry wasn't completely immune to
the broader economy's slowdown. After rising 8.2 percent between 2007 and 2008, hourly rates rose just 2.3
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percent in 2009. Law s bounced back a bit last yeagggth rates climbing 5.1 percent, to an average of $530
an hour.

Location Counts: Not surprisingly, lawyers working in major metropolitan areas—where, as the rate report
notes, rents are typically higher—are the priciest. An address in Boston, Chicago, Los Angeles, San Francisco,
or Washington, D.C., alone adds about $161 to the hourly rate charged by an individual lawyer. Those six cities
and Baltimore, Houston, Philadelphia, and San Jose are the ten U.S. markets with the highest hourly rates. With
an average partner rate topping $700 per hour and average associate rate of more than $450 per hour, New York
is the most expensive market in the country. The least expensive? Riverside, California, where the average
partner bills at under $250 per hour and associates bill at just over $300 an hour.

In the Minority: A small group of lawyers—12 percent—bucked the trend toward higher fees and actually
lowered rates between 2009 to 2011—and 3 percent trimmed rates by $50 or more per hour. (Most of those in
the rate-cutting camp were based outside the big six markets identified above.) At the other end of the spectrum,
52 percent of lawyers increased rates by between $25 and $200 or more per hour. Another 18 percent increased
rates by less than $25 per hour, and the final 18 percent held rates steady.

First-Year Blues: Even before the recession hit, clients balked at paying for what they considered on-the-job
training for first-year associates. The latest rate report is likely to reinforce that reluctance, given its finding that
using entry-level lawyers adds as much as 20 percent to the cost of a legal matter. The report offers evidence that
firms may be accommodating clients on this front: The percentage of bills attributed to entry-level associates
dropped from 7 percent in 2009 to 2.9 percent last year.

Ties That Bind: The more work one firm handles for a client—and the longer the client relationship extends—
the higher the average rate the firm charges. For companies that paid one firm $10 million or more in a single
year, the average hourly rate paid was $553 in 2011. By comparison, clients that limited their spending on an
individual firm to $500,000 paid that firm an average of $319 per hour.

Four-Digit Frontier: Data has consistently shown that many lawyers hesitate to charge more than $1,000 an
hour, and in 2011 just under 3 percent of the lawyers covered by the rate report had broken that barrier. Of those,
the vast majority were working in the six main legal markets identified above and 60 percent of the time, they
billed in increments of one hour or less.

Playing Favorites: Across all practice areas, 90 percent of lawyers charged different clients different rates for
similar types of work. (The figure for mergers and acquisitions lawyers was 100 percent.) The differences from
client to client can be extreme, and were even more pronounced in the current report than in the 2010 edition.
Rates charged by intellectual property specialists, for instance, had a median variance of 23.1 percent, while
lawyers doing commercial and contract work showed a 18.7 percent median difference.

Who's Doing What? A closer look at law firm bills for work performed on litigation and intellectual property
assignments shows that the kind of timekeeper billing on a matter varies by practice type. On patent matters, the
report shows, 47 percent of hours billed on average are attributed to paralegals, and 37 percent by partners. By
comparison, paralegals account for just 8 percent of the work done on labor and employment litigation hours,
while partners handle 45 percent.
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Management

Top attorneys in the U.S. are asking for as much as $1,250 an hour, according to recent court filings, significantly more than in previous years, as they take advantage of big
clients willing to pay top dollar even amid the downturn. The move is contributing to price inflation across the struggling $100 billion global corporate law firm industry, where
lawyers often study rival attomey fee filings in bankruptcy cases. See which attorneys had some of the highest-known hourly rates in 2010 and 2009. Click on column

headers to sort.
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Hourly

Name Firm Practice Area 1 Practice Area 2 Practice Area 3 Rate Case Name

2 Reader's Digest
Radke, Kirk A. Kirkland & Eliis LLP Corporate $1,250 . it Ing
Taplin, lan Kirkland & Ellis LLP Tax $1,220 Visteon Corp.
Schmidt, . . Mergers and
G t: Weil Gotshal Finance Corporate Acquisition $1,165 Aleris International
Gon, Michelle : Mergers and Motors Liquidation
YL Baker McKenzie Real Estate Acquisition Intellectual Property $1,163 Company
Shutter, Andrew Cleary Gottlieb Bankruptcy 2 $1,160 Truvo
McDonald, . Mergers and
Michael Cleary Gottlieb Corporate Acquisition $1,160 Truvo
Vandermeersch, Environmental
Dirk Cleary Gottlieb Litigation Litigation $1,130 Truvo

" Mergers and .
Reding, Jacques Cleary Gottlieb Bankruptcy Acquisition Equities $1,130 Truvo
McArdle, Wayne Lehman Brothers Holding
P, Gibson Dunn Corporate $1,110 Ine
DuBois, Pierre- " Reader’s Digest
Andie Kirkland & Eliis LLP Intellectual Property $1,105 A ORI
Scheler, Brad Fried Frank Bankruptcy $1,100 Stations Casinos
Lewin-Smith, Debevoise &
Guy Plimpton LLP Corporate $1,080 MIG Inc
Brown, Michael Jones Day Finance Litigation Regulatory $1,075 :.nechman Brothers Holding
Coffey, Lee Jones Day Litigation International Law Energy $1,075 :;‘echman Brothers Holding
Stueck, Barnaby Lehman Brothers Holding
e Jones Day Bankruptcy $1,075 o
f‘""" Mitchell Gibson Dunn Litigation $1,075 Almatis
Brockway, David Bingham McCutchen Corporate $1,065 :;;hma" Brothers Holding
Magee, John B. Bingham McCutchen Tax $1,065 anechman Brothers Holding
'r:lelson. William Bingham McCutchen Tax $1,065 Il.nechman Brothers Holding
Pistillo, Bernie T-ginselaso ol i $1,065 Worldspace
Meyerson, Lee Simpson Thacher Capital Markets Mer gers and $1,050 Washington Mutual
Acquisition
Nesgos, Peter Milbank Tweed Finance $1,050 Sea Launch Company
Clayton, Lewis Paul Weiss Intellectual Property $1,050 SP Wind Down Inc
Labor and

Fleder, Robert Paul Weiss Employment $1,050 SP Wind Down Inc
sg::‘:’““mv Paul Weiss Corporate Tax $1,050 SP Wind Down Inc
Baronsky, Mergers and .
Kennath ) Milbank Tweed Bankruptcy Acquisition Securities Litigation $1,050 Stations Casinos
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Name Firm Practice Area 1 Pnctlu#mlﬂoo Practice Area 3 Rate Case Name Date
Palmer, Deryck Mergers and Lyondell Chemical
A Cadwalader Finance Bankruptcy Acquisition $1,050 Company 2010
Aronzon, Paul Milbank Tweed Bankruptcy $1,050 S Dromers PR’ | " 2010
Bray, Gregory Milbank Tweed Bankruptcy $1,050 Midway Games Inc 2010
Dunne, Dennis Milbank Tweed Bankruptcy $1,050 Mt SR TS | a0
Schiff, Kenneth ; Mergers and
E. Weil Gotshal Acquisitions $1,030 Extended Stay Inc 2010

Reader's Digest

Kar, Partha Kirkland & Ellis LLP Bankruptey $1,030 A Sation Inc: 2010
i Gibson Dunn Finance $1,027 momelie el B
n?m' Robert Milbank Tweed Bankruptcy $1,025 Claim Jumper 2010
Dakin-Grimm, Milbank Tweed Litigation $1,025 Lehman Brothers Holding | 554
Linda Inc
Davis, Trayton Milbank Tweed Finance Bankruptcy lm{est!'nent Funds $1,025 Lehman Brothers Holding 2010
M. Litigation Inc
Grushkin, JayD. | Milbank Tweed International Law Finance Transportation $1,025 il Brothers Holding | 5449
Heller, David S. Latham Watkins Bankruptcy $1,025 In re: NEC Holdings Corp. 2010
Hirschfeld, Milbank Tweed Tax Real Estate Finance $1,025 Lahman Brothers Holding | 5949
Michael Inc
Magold, Rainer Milbank Tweed Finance $1,025 k::’“"’" Brothers Holding | 5949
Tomback, o " Lehman Brothers Holding
AW E, Milbank Tweed Litigation Finance $1,025 he 2010
Sharp, Richard Milbank Tweed Litigation $1.025 h;"'“’" Brothers Holding | 5949
Clowry, Karl JK. | Paul Hastings Corporate $1,021 petievansiiogac SN I
Eagan, Mark J. Paul Hastings Real Estate $1,021 :-r;"'""" Brothers Holding | 5949
O'Sullivan, Lehman Brothers Holding
Ronan P. Paul Hastings Corporate Real Estate $1,021 Iné 2010
Lincer, Richard . Mergers and
s. Cleary Gottlieb Corporate Finance Acquishtion $1,020 Truvo 2010
2““""- James Cleary Gottlieb Finance Tax $1,020 Truvo 2010
Peaslee, James Cleary Gottlieb Tax $1,020 Truvo 2010
Gorin, William F. Cleary Gottlieb Corporate Government Capital Markets $1,020 Truvo 2010
Moloney, g
Thomas ). Cleary Gottlieb Bankruptcy Litigation Finance $1,020 Truvo 2010

<<first <prev 1 2] 3 next> last>>

Source: Valeo partners, Washington, D.C. Notes: Based on recent filings in a range of bankruptcy cases. Some lawyers may have standard hourly rates above what they
charged in these cases.
(See correction.)
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