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BARRETT S. LITT, SBN 45527

PAUL J. ESTUAR, SBN 167764

LITT & ASSOCIATES,

A LAW CORPORATION

3435 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1100

Los Angeles, California 90010-1912
Telephone: (213) 386-3114

Facsimile: (213) 380-4585

Attorneysfor Plaintiffs

(Please see attached for additiona counsel.)

UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

MUNIQUE WILLIAMS, et d., Case No.: CV 97-03826-CW

o [Consolidated with: CV-98-02475-
Plaintiffs, CW: CV-98-03187-CW: CV-98-
09573-CW; CV-98-09574-CW; CV-
VS, 98-09575-CW; CV-98-09683-C\W:;
CV-98-09695-CW: CV-99-00586-

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES, et W

a., ORDER AWARDING CLASS
COUNSEL ATTORNEYS FEES
Defendants. AND COSTS

Date: October 28, 2002
Time: 9:00 A.M.
Crtrm: 640
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GOOD CAUSE APPEARING, the Court finds as follows on Class

Counsal’s Motion for Attorneys' Fees:

1. Class Counsel engaged in protracted effortsin atotal of 14 federal and
state cases to obtain this settlement, which the Court considersto be an
outstanding settlement both in its monetary and in its non-monetary
terms. The court considersthe results in this case to have been
extraordinary.

2. Thiswas very complex litigation, involving novel issues, and the effort
that went into the results reflects that fact. Thereis extensive
documentation of the time spent by counsel to attest to the exceptional
effort that went into this case, and the Court has reviewed the file, which
also reflects the extensive work performed on both sides. Extraordinary
effort went into the resolution of these cases, not only through litigation,
but through many days of mediation with highly experienced mediators.
These cases were hotly contested both on their merits and on whether a
class would be certified. Class Counsal’ sinitia class certification
motions were denied by two United States District Court, and one
California Superior Court. In one, the denial was reversed on appeal, and
in another the denial was the subject of a motion for reconsideration at
the time of the settlement. Defendants had contested the jurisdiction of
the federal courts to adjudicate the claims involved on the ground that the
Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department was a state agency not suable under 42
U.S.C. 81983, a position appealed to the Ninth Circuit that resulted in a
published opinion. At the time of the settlement, there was a contested
gualified immunity appeal pending in the Ninth Circuit on the strip
search claims.

3. Thelaw was not settled on many of the issuesinvolved in these cases.
The outcome of these cases was unclear and subject to serious risk of
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lack of success at the time the cases were filed, and during the course of
the litigation. Class counsel obviously were cognizant of thelitigation
risks in these cases, and persevered — by filing additional cases, and
pursuing appeal and/or further discovery to assert the basis for
reconsideration — even after their class certification motions were initially
denied, and when the prospect of no or only partial success had been
made clear by the rulings of the courts involved. The Court is aware that
cases of this nature are extremely risky and burdensome for plaintiffs
counsd.

. Class counsel did an outstanding job and obtained exceptional results for

the class. The hourly rates defined in Exhibit A do not account for
exceptional results, and are based on hourly rates for lawyers of the skill
and expertise of Class Counsd independent of the results obtained and of
any contingent risk. In determining the appropriate fee, the Court has
considered the exceptional results as well as the exceptional risks

involved in this litigation.

. The Court considers that substantial benefits were conferred on the class

beyond the monetary recovery for the class, in the form of the significant
policy changesin the operation of the County Jail that resulted from this
litigation. Thisisamajor factor in the Court’ s determination to depart
from the Ninth Circuit benchmark (when judging the case as awhole,
including the prior award of feesto counsel), as are the exceptional
results and risks. The policy achievements obtained through thislitigation
set it gpart from many class fund cases, which provide only monetary
relief.

. Class counsel are among the leading civil rightslitigatorsin the state.

This fact was established through the evidence presented to the court. In
addition, the Court is personally aware of the outstanding reputations of
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plaintiffs counsel. Barry Litt is considered one of the outstanding civil
rightslitigatorsin California, with special expertisein class actions. His
rate of $500 per hour is areasonable hourly rate for alawyer of his skill,
experience and reputation, as are the rates sought for other attorneys and
paralegalsin hisfirm. The other attorneys involved in thislitigation on
behalf of the class are highly regarded, experienced and capable civil
rights attorneys. The Court finds the hourly rates contained in Exhibit A
for each of them reasonable for attorneys of their skill, experience,
reputation and expertise in the Los Angeles area, before accounting for
extraordinary results or contingent risk. The Court also finds the hours
expended (which are set forth in Exhibit A through the filing of the
motion for attorneys' fees) reasonable for litigation of this complexity
and duration.

. Inlight of the recovery of fees already obtained by Class Counsel in

Riley, the Court awards one-half of the total expenses delineated by Class
Counsel asacost award in this case, asit considersthat half of the
expenses should be allocated to the Riley case. Plaintiffs are awarded
$34,743 in cogts.

. The Court accordingly finds the lodestar as of the filing of the Motion for

an Award of Attorneys Fees of $4,160,643 reasonable, and the costs and
expenses of $34,743 reasonable. The Court also considersit likely that
another $100,000 total will be incurred in addition to the approximate
lodestar referred to above (some of which has already been incurred since
the early August cutoff date for that figure, and some of which will be
incurred after this hearing), which will bring the lodestar to $4,260,643.

. The Court is mindful of the $5.5 Million fee obtained by Class Counsel

for settlement of theinjunctiverelief claimsin Riley v. County of Los
Angeles and has factored that into its decision on the claim here for a
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class fund attorneys’ fee award. As acheck in determining the attorneys
fee award from the Class Fund of dightly less than $21,000,000 (after
interest and expenses), the Court has considered there to be a Total Fund
of $27,300,000 (after adding in the fees previoudly paid to Class Counsel
ontheinjunctiverelief claim and the interest), and has analyzed the fee
as a percentage of that Total Fund, as well as under alodestar multiplier.
The Court has determined to award 20% of the current Class Fund, after
Class Administrator expenses and costs, as an attorneys fee award in this
case rather than the 25% requested by Class Counsel. The table below
reflects the Court’s analysis, rounded off to the nearest $1000:

Total Class Fund (including prior Counsel Fee and | $27,300,000
Interest)

Combined Expenses (approximate) (Class
Administrator: $845,380; Counse!: $34,743)[I
Post Expense Class Fund (including prior Counsel | $26,420,000
Fees and interest)
Post Expense Class Fund (excluding prior Counsel | $20,920,000
Fees and interest)
Total Feesto Class Counsel ($5,500,000 plus $9,684,000
$4,184,000 [based on 20% of aremaining class
fund of $20,920,000])

$880,000

L odestar (based on fees through motion for 2 $4,260,643
attorney’ s fees plus $100,000 in additional fees)

Total Feesas % of Tota Class Fund 35.47%
Total Fees as % of Post Expense Class Fund 36.65%
Lodestar Multiple 2.27

! The total expenses are actually $880,123 but, asindicated, this order is based on the rounded
numbers.

2 After the October 28, 2002, hearing, the Court was advised that $50,000 of attorneys' fees were
inadvertently included that were separate because they related to the petition for certiorari for
one plaintiff that was not part of this settlement. Thus, the correct lodestar is $4,210,643 less
$50,000 plus $100,000 for atotal of $4,260,643. This dightly alters the calculations stated by the
court in the hearing, but not the outcome.
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10. Accordingly, the Court awards costs of $34,743, plus an additional fee
of $4,184,000, for a combined total of $4,218,743, to be paid in two
equal installments, per the provisions of Fairness Hearing Order.

11. The Court believes that the foregoing cost and fee award is reasonable in
light of all the factorsinvolved, including the complexity of the case, the
novelty of the legal issues, the exceptional efforts made by Class
Counsal, the exceptional results obtained by Class Counsdl, the
extraordinary monetary and non-monetary benefits visited upon the Class
and the community at large through Class Counsel’ s efforts, the
extremely risky nature of the litigation for which Class Counsel received
no compensation during the many years of litigation, and the market
expectation in the Los Angeles legal market for an enhancement in
contingent fee cases to compensate for litigation risk.

DATED:November 27, 2002 /¢ CarlaWoehrle
MAGISTRATE JUDGE CARLA M. WOEHRLE
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

Submitted by:

LITT & ASSOCIATES
A LAW CORPORATION

By: /¢ Barrett S. Litt
Barrett S. Litt
Lead Class Counsel
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