
1 
5275481v1/015144

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

MELISSA FERRICK, et al., 

Plaintiff,  

vs. 

SPOTIFY USA INC., et al., 

Defendants. 

No. 1:16-cv-08412 (AJN) 

DECLARATION OF STEVEN G. SKLAVER IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR FINAL APPROVAL OF CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT 

AND MOTION FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND PAYMENT OF LITIGATION 
EXPENSES 

I, Steven G. Sklaver, declare as follows: 

1. I submit this declaration in support of Plaintiffs’ Motion for Final Approval of

Class Action Settlement and Class Counsel’s Motion for Attorneys’ Fees in conjunction with the 

settlement among Plaintiffs Melissa Ferrick individually and doing business as Nine Two One 

Music and Right on Records/Publishing (“Ferrick”), Jaco Pastorius, Inc. (“Pastorius”), and 

Gerencia 360 Publishing, Inc. (“G360”) (collectively “Class Plaintiffs” or “Plaintiffs”), for 

themselves and on behalf of the proposed Settlement Class, and Defendant Spotify USA Inc. 

(“Spotify” or “Defendant”). 

2. I am a partner in the law firm of Susman Godfrey L.L.P., which, along with

Gradstein & Marzano, P.C., is interim co-lead counsel (“Class Counsel”) for Class Plaintiffs in 

Civil Action No. 1:16-cv-08412 (AJN).  I have been admitted pro hac vice by this Court in this 

action and am a member of good standing of the California bar.  I have personal, first-hand 
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knowledge of the matters set forth herein and, if called to testify as a witness, could and would 

testify competently thereto. 

3. Susman Godfrey L.L.P. and Gradstein & Marzano P.C. have significant 

experience with copyright litigation and class actions, including settlements thereof. A copy of 

Susman Godfrey L.L.P.’s class action profile was attached to my June 26, 2017 Declaration in 

support of Preliminary Approval as Exhibit A, Dkt. 176-1.  A copy of Gradstein & Marzano 

P.C.’s firm profile was attached to my June 26, 2017 Declaration in support of Preliminary 

Approval as Exhibit B, Dkt. 176-2.  The lawyers working on this case for the Class are 

experienced lawyers who have substantial experience prosecuting large-scale class actions and 

life settlement litigation. 

4. Since filing the initial Complaint, Class Counsel have made significant efforts to 

prepare the case and reach the outstanding Settlement, as detailed below. Six different Susman 

Godfrey attorneys—myself, Los Angeles partner Marc Seltzer, Los Angeles partner Kalpana 

Srinivasan, Seattle partner Stephen E. Morrissey, Los Angeles associate Krysta Kauble 

Pachman, and New York associate Geng Chen—have devoted time to the case.  Five different 

Gradstein & Marzano, P.C. attorneys – former associate Daniel Lifschitz, former partner Harvey 

Geller, partner Henry Gradstein, partner Maryann Marzano, and associate Matt Slater – have also 

devoted time to the case. 

5. Susman Godfrey L.L.P. and Gradstein & Marzano P.C.’s efforts on behalf of the 

Class included, but are not limited to, the following: 

 Conducted an initial investigation of this case to develop the theories and facts 
that formed the basis of the allegations in the complaint, and compiled evidence 
for, and filed, the Consolidated Class Action Complaint (“CCAC”). Dkt. No. 75. 
 

 Defended the CCAC from Spotify’s motion to dismiss, and conducted 
jurisdictional discovery in connection with that effort. Dkt. No. 96. 
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 Defended the CCAC from Spotify’s motion to strike class allegations, both in the 
Central District of California, Dkt. No. 98, and in this Court, Dkt. No. 153. 

 Collected documents from Class Plaintiffs in anticipation of Spotify’s discovery 
requests and drafted initial disclosures (which would have been served absent the 
Settlement).  

 Prepared discovery requests for Spotify and two third parties, Harry Fox Agency 
and the NMPA, and participated in multiple meet and confers with these entities.  

 Reviewed and analyzed documents and data produced by Spotify under Federal 
Rule of Evidence 403 for the purposes of settlement, and worked closely with 
experts to assess the value of the Class’s claims.  

 Attended two full day, in-person mediation sessions in California conducted by a 
highly experienced mediator, preceded by mediation briefing. All sessions were 
attended by counsel for Spotify, counsel for Class Plaintiffs, as well as a 
representative from Spotify. The terms of the Settlement were also negotiated in 
extensive in-person meetings, telephone calls, and email discussions over the 
course of several months. A long-form settlement agreement was heavily 
negotiated thereafter, with the parties participating in telephonic mediation 
sessions with and submitting mediation briefs to Judge Phillips over disputed 
terms and issues.   

 Obtained the excellent result for the class, as described in the Preliminary 
Approval Memorandum and supporting papers. 
 

6. I was among the principal negotiators of the proposed class action settlement with 

Defendants.  The mediation process began in September 2016.  The parties signed a confidential 

term sheet on January 11, 2017, and the final Settlement Agreement was signed on May 26, 

2017.  A true and correct copy of the Settlement Agreement was attached as Exhibit C to my 

June 26, 2017 Declaration, Dkt. 176-3.  It is the opinion of Class Counsel that this settlement and 

the distribution plan with Spotify are fair, adequate, and reasonable.  All three lead Plaintiffs also 

support this settlement and believe it to be fair, adequate, and reasonable.  

7. In my opinion, consistent with the analysis of multiple experts, an overall 

settlement value of $112.55 million adequately compensates the members of the proposed 

Settlement Class for their damages in view of the risks of litigation. The overall value includes 
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monetary relief in the amount of $49.45 million in cash payments by Spotify, including a $43.45 

million cash payment, $5 million payment of attorneys’ fees that Spotify has agreed to pay for 

future monetary relief, and at least $1 million in notice costs, Dkt. 170 ¶46.  

8. The Settlement also includes substantial future monetary relief, including: 

 Spotify will pay mechanical license royalties to Settlement Class Members who become 
Identified Royalty Claimants with respect to one or more Claimed Musical Works.  
Settlement Agreement ¶ 4.   
 

 Spotify and Plaintiffs’ Counsel will appoint members to a “Mechanical Licensing 
Committee” that would meet regularly to discuss and implement processes to increase the 
percentage of usage that can be matched and otherwise to facilitate the mechanical 
licensing of content on Spotify’s service. Id. ¶ 6.   

 
 Spotify will collaborate with other industry participants to improve the sharing of catalog 

and other data among publishers, labels, and online music services.  Id.¶ 7.   
 

 Settlement Class Members may elect to conduct a Plenary Audit of mechanical license 
royalties paid to that Settlement Class Member under the Future Royalty Payments 
Program.  Id. ¶ 5.   
 

 Spotify will receive information about musical compositions on a catalog basis to 
facilitate the mechanical licensing of content that Spotify makes available for interactive 
streaming and/or limited downloading.  Id. ¶ 8.   

As detailed in the declaration of Joao Dos Santos, this future monetary relief is valued at an 

additional $63.1 million. These future monetary guarantees provide substantial benefits to the 

Class that could not have been obtained even if the litigation had been successful. This 

Settlement represents an especially good result for the proposed Class because checks will be 

mailed automatically to eligible class members and none of the cash in the settlement fund will 

be returned to Defendants.  

9. The Settlement Agreement is the result of extensive and protracted negotiations 

between the parties with the assistance of an experienced mediator, Hon. Layn R. Phillips, 
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United States District Judge (Retired).  The mediation process began in September 2016 and did 

not conclude until the Settlement Agreement was signed.  

10. The parties conducted two in-person mediation sessions with Judge Phillips that I 

or one of my partners at Susman Godfrey personally attended and actively participated in.  These 

in-person mediations took place on November 7, 2016, and January 11, 2017, in Judge Phillips’ 

offices in Newport Beach, California, and lasted all day.  Both mediation sessions were attended 

by counsel for Spotify, counsel for Plaintiffs, and a corporate representative from Spotify.  The 

parties also participated in extensive teleconference and email discussions with Judge Phillips.  

11. The memorandum of understanding was negotiated in-person at Judge Phillips’s 

offices in Newport Beach, California on January 11, 2017, during the second in-person 

mediation referenced above.    

12. A long-form settlement agreement was heavily negotiated thereafter, with the 

parties participating in telephonic mediation sessions with and submitting mediation briefs to 

Judge Phillips. 

13. Throughout the process, the settlement negotiations were conducted by highly 

qualified and experienced counsel on both sides at arm’s length.  The terms of the settlement 

were negotiated through extensive mediation briefing, teleconference and email discussions, and 

in-person meetings.  Spotify informally provided extensive information to Class Counsel as part 

of the settlement negotiations, including as to the compositions at issue and data related to 

Spotify’s streaming of those compositions.  Class Counsel was well informed of material facts, 

and retained knowledgeable and experienced experts to develop a thorough understanding of the 

data and information provided by Spotify.  The settlement negotiations were conducted by highly 

qualified and experienced counsel on both sides at arm’s length beginning in September 2016.  
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The settlement negotiations lasted over six months. Class Counsel was well informed of material 

facts, and the negotiations were hard-fought and non-collusive. 

14. The Settlement has received national media attention.  See, e.g., “Spotify Settles 

$43 Million Class Action Copyright Lawsuit,” FORBES, June 1, 2017, available at:  

https://www.forbes.com/sites/legalentertainment/2017/06/01/spotify-settles-43-million-class-

action-copyright-lawsuit/#7d8d44ac1e3f; Robert Levine, “What Will Spotify’s $43 Million 

Class Action Settlement Mean for Songwriters and Publishers?” BILLBOARD, May 30, 2017, 

available at:  http://www.billboard.com/articles/business/7809818/spotify-43-million-class-

action-settlement-songwriters-publishers-analysis; Andrew Flanagan, “In $43 Million 

Settlement, Spotify Forced to Confront a Persistent Problem,” NATIONAL PUBLIC RADIO, June 1, 

2017, available at:  http://www.npr.org/sections/therecord/2017/06/01/531029555/in-43-million-

settlement-spotify-forced-to-confront-a-persistent-problem. 

15. In March 2016, Spotify reached a settlement with the National Music Publishers 

Association (“NMPA”) totaling $30 million to compensate publishers and songwriters for 

infringement of their mechanical licenses.  Ed Christman, “Spotify and Publishing Group Reach 

$30 Million Settlement Agreement Over Unpaid Royalties,” BILLBOARD, March 17, 2016, 

available at:  http://www.billboard.com/articles/business/7263747/spotify-nmpa-publishing-30-

million-settlement-unpaid-royalties. The $112.55 million recovery is more than three times the 

NMPA settlement. 

16. Class Counsel took steps to ensure that we had all the necessary information to 

advocate for a fair, adequate, and reasonable settlement that serves the best interests of the 

Settlement Class. 
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17. Class Counsel analyzed extensive documents produced by Spotify in accordance 

with the mediation and prepared substantial other discovery, including requests for production, 

interrogatories, and third party subpoenas to Harry Fox Agency and the National Music 

Publishers Association.   

18. Class Counsel also analyzed all of the contested legal and factual issues posed by 

the litigation, as required to accurately evaluate Defendant’s positions, advocate for a fair 

settlement that serves the best interests of the class, and make accurate demands of Defendant. 

Class Counsel briefed multiple substantive issues, including a motion to strike class action 

allegations and a motion to dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction, or in the alternative, to 

transfer venue to the Southern District of New York.  

19. Susman Godfrey L.L.P. and Gradstein & Marzano P.C. frequently take cases on a 

contingency basis. In cases like this one where the firm is advancing expenses, Class Counsel 

have standard contingency agreements, under which they receive 40% of the gross sum 

recovered by a settlement that is agreed upon, or other resolution that occurs, on or before the 

60th day preceding any trial. Sophisticated parties and institutions have agreed to these standard 

market terms. The requested fee here of 14% of the overall settlement value or using a less-

accepted and more conservative methodology, 25% of the cash fund, plus up to $5 million in 

attorneys’ fees Spotify agreed to pay in conjunction with the prospective relief provided by the 

Settlement. This is less than what Susman Godfrey would receive under its standard contingency 

agreement. 

20. The schedule below is a summary reflecting the amount of time spent by the 

attorneys and professional support staff of Susman Godfrey who were involved in this litigation, 

and the lodestar calculation based on Susman Godfrey’s 2017 billing rates. The following 
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schedule was prepared from daily time records regularly prepared and maintained by Susman 

Godfrey LLP, which are available at the request of the Court. Time expended in preparing this 

application for fees and reimbursement of expenses is not reflected in the below: 

Attorneys Current Rate Hours Value 

Chen, Geng (Associate) $325  407.3 $132,372.50  

Morrissey, Stephen E. (Partner) $750 194.3 $145,725.00  

Pachman, Krysta K. (Associate) $400  536.7 $214,680.00  

Seltzer, Marc M. (Partner) $1200  4.7 $5,640.00  

Sklaver, Steven G. (Partner) $750 438.5 $328,875.00  

Srinivasan, Kalpana (Partner) $625  401 $250,625.00  

Paralegals, Legal Assistants, 
and Summer Associates Current Rate Hours Value 

Bruton, Rhonda $270  112.6 $34,101.00  

DeGeorges, Simon $270 1.0 $270.00 

Fisher, Matthew $125  38.3 $4,787.50  

Henry, Christopher $125  18.5 $2,312.50  

Tan, Joel $270  42.6 $11,502.00  

Upshaw, Maggie $125  11.2 $1,400.00  

Webb, David $125  9.3 $1,162.50  

TOTALS 2229.7 $1,133,453.00  

 

21. The total number of hours expended on this litigation by Susman Godfrey’s 

attorneys and paralegals is 2,229.7 hours through November 9, 2017. The total lodestar value of 
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Susman Godfrey’s professional services, derived by multiplying each professional’s hours by his 

or her current hourly rates, is $1,133,453.00 through November 9, 2017. All time spent litigating 

this matter was reasonably necessary and appropriate to prosecute the action, and the results 

achieved further confirm that the time spent on the case was proportionate to the amounts at 

stake.   

22. The hourly rates for Susman Godfrey L.L.P.’s attorneys and professional support 

staff are the firm’s standard hourly rates for 2017.  The hourly rates of Susman Godfrey 

attorneys who billed more than 15 hours on this case range from $325 to $700 and the hourly 

rates of paralegals who billed more than 15 hours on this case range from $125 to $270. 

23. As detailed and categorized in the below schedule, Susman Godfrey L.L.P. has 

advanced a total of $625,961.97 in un-reimbursed expenses in connection with the prosecution of 

this litigation.  These expenses were reasonably necessary to the prosecution of this action, and 

are of the type that Susman Godfrey L.L.P. normally incurs in litigation. The following schedule 

was prepared from accounting records regularly prepared and maintained by Susman Godfrey 

L.L.P., which are available at the request of the Court.   

Expense Categories Cumulative Expenses 

B/W Photocopies $187.10

B/W Prints  $1,121.80 

Color Photocopies $106.00

Color Prints  $2,679.00 

Computer Supplies $23.10

Court Document Alerts $552.70
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Expense Categories Cumulative Expenses 

Expert Fees  $525,771.22 

Filing Fees  $1,234.00 

Ground Transportation (taxi, rental, car service)  $277.01 

Hotel & Travel Expenses  $14,781.64

Meals  $5.97 

Mediation Fees and Expenses  $32,075.00

Messenger/Delivery Services  $2,418.47 

Miscellaneous Client Charges $921.84

Online Research Services $11.74

Parking $53.11

Research charges $22,273.59 

Secretarial Overtime  $965.00 

Telephone & Calling Card Expenses  $516.82 

TOTAL EXPENSES $625,961.97

. 

25. The schedule below is a summary reflecting the amount of time spent by the 

attorneys and professional support staff of Gradstein & Marzano P.C. who were involved in this 

litigation, and the lodestar calculation based on Gradstein & Marzano P.C.’s 2017 billing rates. 

The following schedule was prepared from daily time records regularly prepared and 

maintained by Gradstein & Marzano P.C., which are available at the request of the Court. Time 

Case 1:16-cv-08412-AJN   Document 284   Filed 11/13/17   Page 10 of 27



 

 
11 

5275481v1/015144 

expended in preparing this application for fees and reimbursement of expenses is not reflected 

in the below: 

Attorneys Current Rate Hours Value 

Geller, Harvey $700 44.7 $31,290.00 

Gradstein, Henry $750 398.9 $299,175.00 

Lifschitz, Daniel $350 80.5 $28,175.00 

Marzano, Maryann (Partner) $750 696.7 $522,675.00 

Slater, Matthew (Associate) $450 24.9 $11,205 

TOTALS 1245.7 $895,520.00 

 

24. The total number of hours expended on this litigation by Gradstein & Marzano 

P.C.’s attorneys 1,245.7 hours through November 9, 2017. The total lodestar value of Gradstein 

& Marzano P.C.’s professional services, derived by multiplying each professional’s hours by his 

or her current hourly rates, is $895,520.00 through November 9, 2017. All time spent litigating 

this matter was reasonably necessary and appropriate to prosecute the action, and the results 

achieved further confirm that the time spent on the case was proportionate to the amounts at 

stake. 

25. The hourly rates for Gradstein & Marzano P.C.’s attorneys and professional 

support staff are the firm’s standard hourly rates for 2017.  The hourly rates of Class Counsel’s 

attorneys who billed more than 15 hours on this case range from $350 to $750. 

26. As detailed and categorized in the below schedule, Gradstein & Marzano P.C. has 

advanced a total of $6,149.95 in un-reimbursed expenses in connection with the prosecution of 

this litigation.  These expenses were reasonably necessary to the prosecution of this action, and 
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are of the type that Gradstein & Marzano P.C. normally incurs in litigation. The following 

schedule was prepared from accounting records regularly prepared and maintained by Gradstein 

& Marzano P.C., which are available at the request of the Court. 

Expense Categories Cumulative Expenses 

Photocopies $1,291.22

Filing Fees $1204

Ground Transportation (taxi, rental, car service)  $318.69

Hotel & Travel Expenses  $713.80

Meals  $373.56

Messenger/Delivery Services $429.40

Mileage $147.53

Parking $184.00

Research charges $1,012.75

Secretarial overtime $475

TOTAL EXPENSES $6,149.95

 

27. Class Counsel will expend more time and incur more expenses preparing for the 

final approval hearing, handling claims administration issues, responding to Class Member 

inquiries, and working with Spotify to implement the nonmonetary provisions of the Settlement 

Agreement. 

28. Class Plaintiffs have generously contributed their time for the benefit of the Class 

and, in the opinion of Counsel, are deserving of the requested incentive award. Their extensive 

participation included reviewing pleadings, preparing declarations, participating in interviews 
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with Class Counsel, searching for documents, attending in-person meetings with counsel, 

participating in telephone conversations, and offering invaluable input based on their experience 

in the music industry.  All three Class Plaintiffs also evaluated and approved the final settlement.  

Furthermore, all Class Plaintiffs incurred risk by challenging Spotify, including the risk that their 

music would no longer be streamed on Spotify’s service.  As detailed in the Declaration of Clara 

Perez, at least one Class Plaintiff’s works were removed from Spotify’s service during the course 

of the litigation.  See Declaration of Clara Perez ¶ 13, Dkt. No. 94-1. 

29. Attached as Exhibit 1 is a true and correct copy of a 2012 National Law Journal 

Billing Survey and a 2014 article from the National Law Journal on billing rates. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States of America that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 

Dated: November 13, 2017 
 
 

/s/ Steven G. Sklaver    
Steven G. Sklaver
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METHODOLOGY

The National Law Journal's survey of billing rates of the largest U.S. law firms provides the High and Low
rates for partners and associates.
Starting in 2007, associate class billing data was added to the report from those firms that establish rates
based on associate class. The survey results also include:

High and low partner principal billing rates
High and low associate principal billing rates
Firm billing alternatives
Associate & Partner billing averages and medians
Firm wide billing averages and medians
Methodology/Sources:

The National Law Journal asked respondents to its an nual survey of the nation"s largest law firms (the NLJ
250) to provide a range of hourly billing rates for partners and associates. The firms that supplied this
information-including some firms not in the NLJ 250*-are listed below. Firms were also asked to provide
average and median billing rates. The data includes total number of attorneys at the firm, and the city of
the firm"s principal or largest office.

The associate class chart includes a sampling of hourly rates charged by law firms that establish billing
rates based on associate class.

Data for variations and alternatives to hourly billing rates is included where provided by responding firms.
Firms were asked to differentiate between variations on the traditional billable hour (e.g.,discounted and
blended hourly rates) and true alternatives to the billable hour (e.9., fixed or flat fees, contingency fees,
hybrid fees and retrospective fees based on value). The percentages given denote the estimated portions
of the firms"""" revenues obtained through each of these two categories.

* Not allfirms opt to report billing information

3051 1 7 97 _1.xls/Methodology 1of 1 8/8/2013/3:01 PM

Case 1:16-cv-08412-AJN   Document 284   Filed 11/13/17   Page 15 of 27



¡{
.J

vl
I-H

ffi
A

t
IN

TT
LL

ffi
[N

TH
, ug

! 
a:

i¡u
.

C
op

yr
ig

hl
 

@
 A

LM
 M

ed
¡a

 P
rc

pe
rti

es
, L

LC
. 

A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.

20
12

 N
U

 B
ill

in
g 

S
ur

ve
y

20
12

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
y

20
12

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

20
12

 N
LJ

B
¡ll

¡n
g

S
ur

ve
y

20
12

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

20
12

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
y

2O
I2

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

20
12

 N
LJ

B
¡ll

¡n
g

S
ur

ve
v

A
ss

oc
ia

te
S

ill
¡n

g
R

at
e 

lle
d

$2
50

.0
0

$2
50

.0
0

$3
25

.0
0

$3
73

.0
0

$2
34

.0
0

$3
45

.0
0

$1
75

.0
0

$2
25

.0
0

$1
90

.0
0

$2
00

.0
0

$2
10

.0
0

$2
35

.0
0

$2
05

.0
0

$3
05

.0
0

$3
90

.0
0

$4
60

.0
0

$5
50

.0
0

$4
25

.0
0

$5
75

.0
0

$2
80

.0
0

P
ar

tn
er

B
ill

in
g 

R
af

e
fu

le
d

$3
75

.0
0

$4
35

.0
0

$5
60

.0
0

$5
53

.0
C

$3
63

.0
0

$5
13

.0
0

$2
75

.0
0

$3
10

.0
0

$3
25

.0
0

$3
90

.0
0

$2
90

.0
0

$3
20

.0
0

$2
85

.0
0

$5
95

.0
0

$6
25

.0
0

$8
35

.0
0

$7
95

.0
0

$7
50

.0
0

$9
70

.0
0

$5
85

.0
0

Fi
rm

w
id

e
B

ill
in

g 
R

at
e

lll
ed

$3
20

.0
0

$3
90

.0
0

$3
85

.0
0

$4
80

.0
0

$3
13

.0
0

$4
40

.0
0

$1
20

.0
0

$2
25

.0
0

$1
05

.0
0

$2
00

.0
0

$2
10

.0
0

$2
35

.0
0

$5
95

.0
0

$6
25

.0
0

$8
35

.0
0

$7
95

.0
0

$7
50

.0
0

$9
70

.0
0

26
7

19
1

13
5

88
4

14
0

50
3

25
4

N
ew

 O
rle

an
s

R
iv

er
si

de
C

A

C
h¡

ca
go

S
t. 

Lo
u¡

s

D
et

ro
it

P
hi

la
de

lp
hi

a

D
et

ro
it

A
da

m
s 

an
d 

R
ee

se

B
es

t 
B

es
t 

&
 K

r¡
eg

er

B
rin

ks
 H

of
er

 G
ils

on
 &

Li
on

e

B
ry

an
 C

av
e

B
uE

el
 L

on
g

C
oz

en
 O

'G
on

no
r

D
ic

ki
ns

on
 W

rig
ht

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

88
8-

77
0-

56
47

w
-a

lm
-c

om
C

op
yr

¡g
ht

 2
0l

f A
LM

 M
ed

¡a
 p

rc
pe

rti
es

, L
LC

. A
ll 

r¡
gh

ts
 r

es
er

ue
d.

Case 1:16-cv-08412-AJN   Document 284   Filed 11/13/17   Page 16 of 27



$4
60

.0
01

20
12

 N
LJ

lB
ill

in
g

ls
ur

ve
v

$2
25

.0
01

20
12

 N
U

JB
¡ll

in
g

is
ur

ve
v

$5
30

.0
01

20
12

 N
LJ

le
itt

in
g

is
ur

ve
v

$2
75

.0
0i

20
12

 N
LJ

la
ilt

in
g

1s
u*

"v
$3

05
.0

01
20

12
 N

LJ
lB

ill
in

g
ls

u'
ue

v
$3

30
.0

01
20

r2
 N

LJ

]B
ill

in
g

lS
ur

ve
v

$3
05

.0
0i

20
12

 N
LJ

lB
ill

in
s

iS
ur

ve
v

$3
7o

.o
ol

2o
12

 N
LJ

la
itt

in
g

lS
ur

ve
v

$3
1o

.o
oì

20
12

 N
U

lB
ill

in
g

ls
ur

ve
v

$2
05

.0
0i

20
12

 N
LJ

lB
ilt

in
o

iS
ur

ve
v

$3
50

.0
01

20
12

 N
LJ

lB
ill

in
s

lS
ur

ve
v

$3
20

.0
0i

20
r2

 
N

LJ
JB

ill
in

s
ls

u.
ev

$2
5o

.o
ol

20
12

 N
LJ

lB
ill

in
s

ls
ur

ve
v

$2
35

.0
0

$1
30

.0
0

$3
35

.0
0

$2
00

.0
0

$2
35

.0
0

s2
15

.0
0

$2
15

.0
0

$2
00

.0
0

$2
00

.0
0

$1
50

.0
0

$2
35

.0
0

$2
85

.0
0

$1
75

.0
0

$5
70

.0
0

$3
25

.0
0

$7
60

.0
0

$4
20

.0
0

$4
65

.0
0

$4
55

.0
0

$3
95

.0
0

$6
05

.0
0

$4
80

.0
0

$2
75

.0
0

$5
25

.0
0

$4
50

.0
0

$3
50

.0
0

$7
00

.0
0

$3
80

.0
0

$7
75

.0
0

$5
25

.0
0

$5
05

.0
0

$5
35

.0
0

$4
30

.0
0

$5
70

.0
0

$5
00

.0
0

$3
50

.0
0

$5
65

.0
0

$5
00

.0
0

$4
00

.0
0

$5
60

.0
0

$1
80

.0
0

$5
50

.0
0

$3
05

.0
0

$3
95

.0
0

$3
30

.0
0

$3
50

.0
0

$3
90

.0
0

$3
40

.0
0

$2
05

.0
0

$3
95

.0
0

$3
95

.0
0

$2
85

.0
0

$1
25

0.
00

$6
50

.0
0

$ 
12

00
.0

0

$8
35

.0
0

$6
75

.0
0

$7
50

.0
0

$5
65

.0
0

$8
75

.0
0

$7
60

.0
0

$5
25

.0
0

$7
95

.0
0

$8
15

.0
0

$6
25

.0
0

$5
80

.0
0

$3
10

.0
0

$6
35

.0
0

$4
10

.0
0

$4
15

.0
0

$4
35

.0
0

$4
10

.0
0

$4
95

.0
0

$4
35

.0
0

$2
95

.0
0

$4
85

.0
0

$4
50

.0
0

$3
50

.0
0

$2
10

.0
0

$1
30

.0
0

$1
05

.0
0

$2
00

.0
0

$1
30

.0
0

$2
15

.0
0

$2
15

.0
0

$2
00

.0
0

$2
00

.0
0

$1
50

.0
0

$2
30

.0
0

$2
85

.0
0

$1
75

.0
0

$1
25

0.
00

$6
50

.0
0

$1
20

0.
00

$8
35

.0
0

$6
85

.0
0

$7
50

.0
0

$5
65

.0
0

$8
75

.0
0

$7
95

.0
0

$5
25

.0
0

$7
95

.0
0

$8
15

.0
0

$6
25

.0
0

34
3

41
2

37
46 53
1

33
1

27
5

23
7

87
4

47
'l

3S
3

24
2

20
0

18
9

W
as

hi
ng

to
n

C
in

ci
nn

at
i

N
ew

 Y
or

k

M
in

ne
ap

ol
is

C
hi

ca
go

N
ew

 Y
or

k

A
tla

nt
a

M
ilw

au
ke

e

P
hi

la
de

lp
hi

a

C
in

ci
nn

at
i

D
al

la
s

N
ew

ar
k,

 N
J

R
oc

he
st

er
,

N
Y

D
ic

ks
te

in
 S

ha
pi

ro

D
¡n

sm
or

e 
&

 S
ho

hl

D
LA

 P
ip

er

D
or

se
y 

&
 W

hi
tn

ey

D
yk

em
a 

G
os

se
tt

E
ps

te
in

 B
ec

ke
r 

&
 G

re
en

Fi
sh

er
 &

 P
hi

lli
ps

Fo
le

y 
&

 L
ar

dn
er

Fo
x 

R
ot

hs
ch

ild

Fr
os

t 
B

ro
w

n 
To

dd

G
ar

de
re

 W
yn

ne
 S

ew
el

l

G
ib

bo
ns

H
ar

ris
 B

ea
ch

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
't2

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

2
88

8-
77

0-
56

47
M

.a
lm

.c
om

C
op

yr
¡g

ht
 2

01
 1

 A
LM

 M
ed

ia
 p

rc
pe

rti
es

, 
LL

C
. A

ll 
r¡

gh
ts

 re
se

ru
ed

.

Case 1:16-cv-08412-AJN   Document 284   Filed 11/13/17   Page 17 of 27



20
12

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

20
12

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

20
12

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

20
12

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

20
12

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

20
12

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

20
12

 N
L'

B
ill

in
g

S
r¡

ru
ev

20
12

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

20
12

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

20
12

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

20
12

 N
U

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

20
12

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

20
12

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

$1
 i5

.0
01

$2
25

.0
0

$3
10

.0
01

$4
65

-0
0

$1
80

.0
01

$2
68

.0
0

$2
00

.0
01

$3
r0

.0
0

$1
85

.0
01

$2
35

.0
0

$2
85

.0
01

$4
50

.0
0

$2
e5

.o
oÌ

$3
30

.0
0

$2
05

.0
0i I

$2
45

.0
0

$2
25

.0
01

$3
30

.0
0

$2
65

.0
01

$4
00

.0
0

$1
65

.0
0ì

$2
15

.0
0

$1
85

.0
01

$2
70

.0
0

$1
eo

.o
ol

$2
55

.0
0

$2
35

.0
01

$4
41

.0
01

ì

$2
75

.0
0

$5
45

.0
01

 $
75

0.
00

! 
$6

55
.0

0

ti
$2

75
.0

0ì
 

$4
20

.0
0i

 $
40

0.
00

tt ti tì
$3

1 
5.

oo
l

$5
60

.0
01

$5
75

.0
0

$2
40

.0
0Ì

 $
40

5.
00

1 
$4

45
.0

0

$4
50

.0
01

 $
66

0.
00

1 
$6

00
.0

0

lì
$4

25
.0

0ì
 $

52
5.

00
{ 

$4
2o

.o
o

it
$2

85
.0

01
$4

r 
0.

00
i ì I

$3
85

.0
0

$4
10

.0
01

 $
52

0.
00

i 
$4

50
.0

0

tì
$4

55
.0

01
 $

65
5.

00
i 

$6
00

.0
0

$2
50

.0
01

 $
37

5.
00

i 
$2

65
.0

0
tt tt

$3
1 

o.
oo

¡
$4

40
.0

0ì
ì :

$3
70

.0
0

$3
00

.0
01

 $
38

5.
00

ì 
$3

25
.0

0

ll

$6
50

.0
0

$1
20

0.
00

$6
95

.0
0

$9
85

.0
0

$8
90

.0
0

$9
50

.0
0

$7
60

.0
0

$5
95

.0
0

$7
25

.0
0

$1
28

5.
00

$5
00

.0
0

$5
95

.0
0

$5
75

.0
0

$3
61

.0
0

$6
25

.0
0

$3
60

.0
0

$4
90

.0
0

$3
55

.0
0

$5
50

.0
0

$3
80

.0
0

$3
55

.0
0

$4
70

.0
0

$5
60

.0
0

$3
35

.0
0

$3
80

.0
0

$3
00

.0
0

$1
75

.0
0

$2
30

.0
0

$1
 8

0.
00

$2
00

.0
0

$1
85

.0
0

$2
85

.0
0

$1
20

.0
0

$1
75

.0
0

$2
25

.0
0

$2
65

.0
0

$1
65

.0
0

$1
85

.0
0

$1
90

.0
0

$6
50

.0
0

$ 
12

00
.0

0

$6
95

.0
0

$9
85

.0
0

$8
90

.0
0

$9
50

.0
0

$7
60

.0
0

$5
95

.0
0

$7
25

.0
0

$1
28

5.
00

$5
00

.0
0

$6
00

.0
0

$5
75

.0
0

16
5

22
53 39
4

90
8

52
0

30
3

26
5

29
0

18
3

54
0

18
3

12
8

28
6

S
yr

ac
us

e,
N

Y

W
as

hi
ng

to
n

D
en

ve
r

W
as

hi
ng

to
n

S
t. 

Lo
ui

s

N
ew

 Y
or

k

lrv
in

e,
 C

A

K
an

sa
s 

C
ity

,
M

O

P
ho

en
¡x

D
al

la
s

O
kl

ah
om

a
C

ity

C
le

ve
la

nd

M
on

is
to

w
n,

N
J

H
is

co
ck

 &
 B

ar
cl

ay

H
og

an
 L

ov
el

ls

H
ol

la
nd

 &
 H

ar
t

H
ol

la
nd

 &
 K

ni
gh

t

H
us

ch
 B

la
ck

w
el

l

K
el

le
y 

D
ry

e 
&

 W
ar

re
n

K
no

bb
e 

M
ar

te
ns

 O
ls

on
 &

B
ea

r

La
th

ro
p 

&
 G

ag
e

Le
w

is
 a

nd
 R

oc
a

Lo
ck

e 
Lo

rd

M
cA

fe
e 

&
 T

af
t

M
cD

on
al

d 
H

op
ki

ns

M
cE

lro
y,

 D
eu

ts
ch

,
M

ul
va

ne
y 

&
 C

ar
pe

nt
er

20
12

20
'1

2

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

88
8-

77
0-

56
47

w
w

.a
lm

.c
om

co
py

rig
ht

 2
0l

l A
LM

 M
ed

ia
 p

ro
pe

rti
es

, L
LC

. A
ll 

r¡
gh

ts
 re

se
ru

ed
.

Case 1:16-cv-08412-AJN   Document 284   Filed 11/13/17   Page 18 of 27



$3
95

.0
01

20
12

 N
LJ

lB
ill

in
g

ls
ur

ve
v

$2
65

.0
01

20
r2

 
N

LJ
ja

nt
in

s
is

ur
ve

v
$3

00
.0

0i
20

12
 N

LJ

lB
ill

in
s

lS
rr

rv
ev

$2
25

.0
01

20
12

 N
LJ

lB
ill

in
s

lS
ur

ve
v

$2
58

.0
01

20
12

 N
LJ

lg
¡tt

¡n
g

ls
ur

ve
v

$4
35

.0
01

20
12

 N
LJ

lB
ill

in
g

is
ur

ve
v

$3
65

.0
01

20
12

 N
LJ

le
itt

in
g

ls
ur

ve
v

$2
60

.0
01

20
12

 N
LJ

le
¡l¡

ng
f s

ur
ue

v
12

01
2 

N
U

lB
ill

in
s

lS
ur

ve
v

$3
10

.0
01

20
12

 N
LJ

ls
itt

in
g

lS
ur

ve
v

$5
85

.0
01

20
12

 N
LJ

le
ill

in
s

ls
ur

ve
v

$2
60

.0
01

20
12

 N
LJ

lB
¡ll

¡n
g

lS
ur

ve
y

$2
55

.0
0

i2
01

2 
N

LJ
I lB

ill
in

g
IS

ur
ve

v

$2
'r5

.0
0

$2
10

.0
0

$2
30

.0
0

$1
85

.0
0

$1
60

.0
0

$2
40

.0
0

$2
20

.0
0

$2
10

.0
0

$2
00

.0
0

$2
25

.O
O

$2
95

.0
0

$1
57

.0
0

$2
10

.0
0

$5
60

.0
0

$3
50

.0
0

$3
50

.0
0

$2
85

.0
0

$3
70

.0
0

$5
70

.0
0

$6
05

.0
0

$3
25

.0
0

$4
25

.0
0

$5
10

-0
0

$7
05

.0
0

$4
20

.0
0

$3
25

.0
0

$5
50

.0
0

$4
25

.0
0

$4
60

.0
0

$3
85

.0
0

$4
20

.0
0

$6
65

.0
0

$5
60

.0
0

$3
90

.0
0

$5
00

.0
0

$8
95

.0
0

$3
61

.0
0

$3
90

.0
0

$3
75

.0
0

$2
45

.0
0

$3
20

.0
0

$2
50

.0
0

$2
30

.0
0

$4
25

.0
0

$2
90

.0
0

$3
00

.0
0

$3
40

.0
0

$3
35

.0
0

$7
85

.0
0

$1
89

.0
0

$2
80

.0
0

$8
30

.0
0

$6
50

.0
0

$7
00

.0
0

$6
30

.0
0

$8
50

.0
0

$9
90

.0
0

$9
10

.0
0

$6
50

.0
0

$6
50

.0
0

$8
00

.0
0

$9
95

.0
0

$5
87

.0
0

$5
70

.0
0

$4
55

.0
0

$3
80

.0
0

$4
05

.0
0

$3
40

.0
0

$3
30

.0
0

$5
50

.0
0

$4
85

.0
0

$3
50

.0
0

$4
50

.0
0

$6
05

.0
0

$2
99

.0
0

$3
75

.0
0

$2
15

.0
0

$2
1 

0.
00

$2
30

.0
0

$1
80

.0
0

$8
0.

00

$1
70

.0
0

$2
20

.0
0

$2
10

.0
0

$2
00

.0
0

$2
25

.0
0

$1
25

.0
0

$1
57

.0
0

$1
80

.0
0

$8
30

.0
0

$6
50

.0
0

$7
00

.0
0

$6
30

.0
0

$8
50

.0
0

$9
90

.0
0

$9
10

.0
0

$6
50

.0
0

$6
50

.0
0

$8
00

.0
0

$9
95

.0
0

$4
20

.0
0

$5
70

.0
0

42
4

19
6

21
3

16
9

41
4

49
1

74
7

50
3

14
4

21
9

37
1

34
3

21
9

A
tla

nt
a

M
ilw

au
ke

e

B
al

t¡m
or

e

C
ha

tta
no

og
a,

TN C
ol

um
bi

a
S

C W
as

hi
ng

to
n

S
ea

ttl
e

K
an

sa
s 

C
ity

,
M

O

C
os

ta
 M

es
a,

C
A

P
hi

la
de

lp
h¡

a

N
ew

 Y
or

k

S
an

Fr
an

ci
sc

o

To
le

do
, 

O
H

M
cK

en
na

 L
on

g 
&

 A
ld

rid
ge

M
ic

ha
el

 B
es

t &
 F

rie
d¡

ic
h

M
ile

s 
&

 S
to

ck
br

id
ge

M
ill

er
 &

 M
ar

tin

N
el

so
n 

llu
lli

ns
 R

ile
y 

&
S

ca
rb

or
ou

gh

P
at

to
n 

B
og

gs

P
er

ki
ns

 C
oi

e

P
ol

si
ne

lli
 S

hu
gh

ar
t

R
ut

an
 &

 T
uc

ke
r

S
au

l E
w

¡n
g

S
ch

ul
te

 R
ot

h 
&

 Z
ab

el

S
ed

gw
ic

k

S
hu

m
ak

er
, 

Lo
op

 &
K

en
dr

ic
k

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
't2

20
12

20
12

20
12

20
12

4
88

8-
77

0-
56

47
w

w
w

,a
lm

.c
om

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 2

0l
l A

LM
 M

ed
ia

 p
rc

pe
rt¡

es
, 

LL
C

. 
A

ll 
r¡

gh
ts

 re
se

rv
ed

,

Case 1:16-cv-08412-AJN   Document 284   Filed 11/13/17   Page 19 of 27



20
12

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
rr

rv
ev

20
12

 N
U

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

20
12

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

20
12

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

20
12

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

20
12

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

2O
I2

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

20
12

 N
LJ

B
ill

in
g

S
ur

ve
v

$2
95

.0
0

$3
20

.0
0

$2
63

.0
0

$2
76

.0
0

$2
43

.0
0

$4
30

.0
0

$3
65

.0
0

$2
60

.0
0

$2
15

.0
0

$1
90

.0
0

$2
00

.0
0

$1
90

.0
0

$3
20

.O
0

$2
00

.0
0

$r
 9

5.
00

$3
70

.0
0

$4
35

.0
0

$3
85

.0
0

$5
40

.0
0

$4
80

.0
0

$4
60

.0
0

$3
95

.0
0

$4
25

.0
0

$6
70

.0
0

$5
95

.0
0

$4
20

.0
0

$4
75

.0
0

$4
15

.0
0

$4
63

.0
0

$4
02

.0
0

$3
00

.0
0

$6
55

 0
01

$2
50

.0
0

$6
35

.0
01

$2
r 

3.
00

$6
4e

 0
01

$5
00

.0
0

$e
00

 0
ol

$4
40

.0
0

$e
oo

.o
ol

$3
30

.0
0

$7
50

.0
01

$2
65

.0
0

$6
1 

5.
oo

l

$3
75

.0
0

$6
45

.0
0¡

$1
$3

80
.0

0
90

.0
01

I ¡ i !

$4
00

.0
0

$2
00

.0
01

I

$3
97

.0
0

$1
89

.6
51

t

$5
70

.0
0

$3
20

.0
01

i I ;

$5
30

.0
0

$2
6o

.o
o¡

$2
00

.0
0j

$l
$3

50
.0

0
,5

.0
0ì

$4
10

.0
0

5.
00

1 I

$2
1

$6
35

.0
0

$6
55

.0
0

$6
49

.3
6

$9
00

.0
0

$9
00

.0
0

$7
50

.0
0

$6
15

.0
0

$6
45

.0
0

21
2

37
4

21
2

14
4

29
1

30
9

17
8

25
8

M
ia

m
i

P
or

tla
nd

. 
O

R

D
al

la
s

B
os

to
n

D
al

la
s

S
t. 

Lo
ui

s

C
le

ve
la

nd
,

O
H

D
al

la
s

hu
tts

 &
 B

ow
en

'l*
20

1

20
12

R
¡v

es
iS

to
el

I

&
 P

¡ic
e

2i
S

tra
sb

ur
ge

r
I I

20
1

ul
liv

an
 &

 W
or

ce
st

er
2l

s ì ì ì

20
1

&
 K

ni
gh

t
2l

Th
om

ps
on

I I ì

20
1

C
ob

ur
n

2t
Th

om
ps

on
¡ ! I

20
1

&
 B

er
ne

2l
U

lm
er

! I

20
1 2{

W
in

st
ea

d
ì ì ì

20
1

5
88

8-
77

0-
56

47
w

w
w

.a
lm

.c
om

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 2

0 
11

 A
LM

 M
ed

¡a
 p

ro
pe

rt¡
es

, 
LL

C
. A

ll 
r¡

gh
ts

 re
se

rv
ed

.

Case 1:16-cv-08412-AJN   Document 284   Filed 11/13/17   Page 20 of 27



ç1,A00 Per Hour.tsn't Rare Anymore; Nominal billing levels rise, but discaunts ease blow. The
National Law Journal January 13, 2014 Monday

Copyright 2014 ALM Media Propefties, LLC
All Rights Reserved

Further duplication without permission is prohibited
TH I N,'T,T|$NAL

IÂWIOURNAL
The National Law Journal

January L3,2OL4 Monday

SHCTION: NLI'S BILUNG SURVEY; Pg. 1 Vol. 36 No. 20

LHNGTHT 1860 words

HEADLINE: $1,000 Per Hour Isn't Rare Anymore;
Nominal billing levels rise, but discounts ease blow.

BYLTNË: KAREN SLOAN

BOTIV:

As recently as five yeans ago, law paûners charging $1,000 an hour were outliers. Today, four-
figure houtly rates for indemand pa*ners at the nnst prestigious firnrs don't raise eyebrows-and a
few top earners are closing in on $2,000 an hour.

These rate increases conÊ despite hand-wringing over price pressures from clients amid a tough
econonry. But everrising standard billing rates also obscure the growing practice of discounts,
falling collection rates, and slow rnarch toward alternative fee arrangen-rcnts.

Nearly 20 percent of the firms included in The National Law Journal's annual suruey of large law
firm billing rates this year had at least one partner charging rnore than $1,000 an hour. Gibson,
Dunn & Crutcher partner Theodore Olson had the highest rate recorded in our survey, billing
$1,800 per hourwhile representing rnobile satellite service provider LightSquared Inc. in Chapter
11 proceedings.

Of course, few law firm paftners claim Olson's star power. His rate in that case is nearly the twice
the $980 per hour average charged by Gibson Dunn partners and three tinres the average $604
hourly rate annng padners at NLI 350 firrrrs. Gibson Dunn chairnmn and nnnaging partner Ken
Doran said Olson's rate is "substantially" above that of other partneru at the firm, and that the
firm's standard rates are in line with its peers.

"While the rnajority of Ted Olson's work is done under alternative billing arrangerrents, his hourly
rate reflects his stature in the legal community, the high dernand for his services and the unique
value that he offers to clients given his extraordinary experience as a fornnr solicitor general of
the United States who has argued more than 60 cases before the U.S, Suprenre Court and has
counseled several presidents," Doran said.
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In reviewing billing data this year, we took a new approach, asking each firmon the NU 350-our
survey of the nation's 350 largest firnæ by attorney headcount-to provide their highest, lowest
and average billing rates for associates and paûners. We supplennnted those data through public
records. All together, this year's survey includes infornration for 159 of the country's largest law
firns and reflects billing rates as of October.

The figures show that, even in a down economy, hiring a large law firm rernins a pricey prospect.
The median affnng the highest partner billing rates repoded at each firm is $775 an hour, while
the rnedian low partner rate is $405. For associates, the rnedian high stands at $510 and the low
at $235, The average associate rate is $370.

Multiple industry studies show that law firm billing rates continued to climb during 2Ot3 despite
efforts by corporate counsel to rein them in. TyMetrix's 2013 Real Rate Repoft Snapshot found
that the average law firm billing rate increased by 4.8 percent compared with 2012. Similarly, the
Center for the Study of the Legal Profession at the Georgetown University Law Center and
Thorcon Reuters Peer Monitor found that law firns increased their rates by an average 3.5
percent during 2013.

Of course, rates charged by firns on paper don't necessarily reflect what clients actually pay.
Billing realization rates-which reflect the percentage of work billed at firnrs'standard rates- have
fallen from 89 percent in 2010 to nearly 87 percent in 2013 on average, according to the
Georgetown study. When accounting for billed hours actually collected by firns, the realization
rate falls to 83.5 percent.

"What this næans, of course, is that- on average-law firnr are collecting only 83.5 cents for
every $1.00 of standard tine they record," the Georgetown repoft reads. 'To understand the full
impact, one need only consider that at the end of 2007, the collected realization rate was at the
92 percent level."

In other words, law firrs set rates with the understanding that they aren't likely to collect the
full arrnunt, said Mark Medice, who oversees the Peer Monitor Index. That index gauges the
strength of the legal nnrket according to economic indicators including denrand for legal services,
productivity, rates and expenses. "FirÍls staft out with the idea of, 'I want to achieve a ceftain
rate, but it's likely that my client will ask for discounts whether or not I increase my rate,"'
Medice said.

Indeed, firns bill nearly all hourly work at discounts ranging from 5 percent to 20 percent off
standard rates, said Peter Zeughauser, a consultant with the Zeughauser Group. Discounts can
run as high as 50 percent for rnatters billed under a hybrid system, wherein a law firm can earn a
premium for keeping costs under a set level or for obtaining a ceftain outcome, he added, "Most
firns have gone to a two-tier system, with what is essentially an aspirational rate that they
occasionally get and a lower rate that they actually budget for," he said.

Most of the discounting happens at the front end, when firns and clients negotiate rates, Medice
said. But additional discounting happens at the billing and collections stages. Handling alternative
fee arrangenents and discounts has becone so complex that n¡ore than half of the law firns on
the Am Law 1,00-NLl affiliate The Arnerican Lawyer's ranking of firms by gross revenue-have
created new positions for pricing directors, Zeughauser said.

THE ROLE OF GEOGRAPHY

Unsurprisingly, rates vary by location. Firns with their largest office in New York had the highest
average partner and associate billing rates, at $BB2 and $520, respectively. Similarly, TyMetrix
has repofted that rnore than 25 percent of paftners at large New York firns charge $1,000 per
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hour or more for contracts and commercial work

Washington was the next priciest city on our suruey, with partners charging an average $748 and
associates *429. Partners charge an average $691 in Chicago and associates $427. In Los
Angeles, paftners charge än average $665 while the average associate rate is $401.

Pricing also depends heavily on practice area, Zeughauser and Medice said. Bet-the-company
patent litigation and white-collar litigation largely rennin at premium prices, while practices
including labor and employrrent have come under huge pressure to reduce prices.

"If there was a way for law firrs to hold rates, they would do it. They recognize how sensitive
clients are to price increases," Zeughauser said. But declining profit rnargins-due in part to higher
technology costs and the expensive lateral hiring rnrket-nnan that firns simply lackthe option
to keep rates flat, he said.

BILLÏNG SURVEY M EÏHODOLOGY

The National Law Journal's survey of billing rates of the largest U.S. law firns provides the high,
low and average rates for partners and associates.

The NU asked respondents to its annual survey of the nation's largest law firns (the NU 350) to
provide a range of hourly billing rates for par[ners and associates as of October 2013.

For firnu that did not supply data to us, in nrany cases we were able to supplernent billing-rate
data derived from public records.

In total, we have rates for 159 of the nation's 350 largest firrns.

Rates data include averages, highs and low rates for paftners and associates. Inforrmtion also
includes the average full-tirre equivalent (FTE) attomeys at the firm and the city of the firm's
principal or largest office,

We used these data to calculate averages forthe nation as a whole and for selected cities.

Billing Rates at the Country's Priciest Law Firns

Here are the 50 firr¡æ that charge the highest average hourly rates for paftners.

Billing Rates at the Country's Priciest Law Firms
FTRJvI NAME LARGEST AVERAGE PARTNER ASSOCIATE

U.S. FULL-TIME HOURLY HOURLY
OFFTCEX EQUWALENT RATES RATES

ATTORNEYS*
AVERAGE HIGH LOW AVERAGE HIGH LOW

* Full*tirne equivalent attorney numbers and the largest U.S. office are from the NU 350
published in April 2013. For complete numbers, please see NLl.com.
** Firm did not exist in this form for the entire year.
Debevoise & New York 615 $1,055 $1,075 $955 $490 $760 $120
Plimpton
Paul, Weiss, New York 803 $1,040 $1,120 $760 $600 $760 $250
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Rifkind,
Whafton &
Ga rrison
Skadden,
Arps, Slate,
Meagher &
Flom
Fried, Frank,
Harris, Shriver
& Jacobson
Latham &
Watkins
Gibson, Dunn
& Crutcher
Davis Polk &
Wardwell
Willkie Farr &
Gallagher
Cadwalader,
Wickersham &
Taft
Weil, Gotshal
& Manges
Quinn
Errnnuel
Urquhaft &
Sullivan
Wilrrer Cutler
Pickering Hale
and Dorr
Decheft
Andrews
Kurth
Hughes
Hubbard &
Reed
Irell & Manella

Proskauer
Rose
White & Case
Morrison &
Foerster
Pillsbury
Winthrop
Shaw Pittrnan
Kaye Scholer
Krarner Levin
Naftalis &
Frankel
Hogan Lovells

New York L,735

New York 476

New York 2,033

New York 1,086

New York 787

New York 540

New York 435

New York 1,201

New York 697

Washington 961

New York 803
Houston 348

New York 344

Los t64
Angeles
New York 746

New York 1,900
San 1,010
Fra nc isc o
Washington 609

New York 4L4
New York 320

Washington 2,28O

$670 $s30
$74s $s2B

$7oo $s2s
$ses $szs

$7ls $s10
$740 $seO

$735 $395
$7Bs $26s

$1,050 $220
*72s $230

$1,035 $1,1s0 $845 $620 $845 $340

$1,000 $1,100 $930 $595 $760 $375

$990 $1,110 $Bgs $605 $725 $465

$9Bo $1,800 $765 $590 $930 $175

$e7s $e8s $Bs0 $61s $97s $130

$950 $1,090 $790 $580 $790 $350

$e3o $1,0s0 $800 $6os $7so $39s

$930 $1,07s $62s $600 $790 $300

$915 $1,075 $810 $410 $675 $320

$90s $1,2s0 $735 $290 $6ss $7s

$890 $ees $72s $sss $67s $36s

$8eo $e7s $Boo $s3s $7so $3es

$BB0 $es0 $72s $46s $67s $2es

$e00
$Be0

$B7s
$B6s

$B6o
$84s

$1,095
$1,090

$1,050
$ 1, 195

$1,080
$1,025

$680
$7s0

$320
$400

$865 $1,070 $615 $s20 $860 $37s

$835 $1,000 $705 -
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Kasowitz,
Benson,
Torres &
Friednnan

New York 365

Kirkland & Ellis Chicago L,5L7
Cooley Palo Alto 632
Arnold & Washington 748
Porter
Paul Hastings New York 899
Curtis, Mallet- New York 322
Prevost, Colt
& Mosle
Winston & Chicago 842
Strawn
Bingham Boston 900
McCutchen
Akin Gump Washington 806
Strauss Hauer
& Feld
Covington & Washington 738
Burling
King & Atlanta B3B
Spalding
Nofton Rose N/¡x* N/¡**
Fulbright
DLA Piper New York 4,036
Bracewell & Houston 432
Giuliani
Baker & Chicago 4,A04
McKenzie
Dickstein Washington 308
Shapiro
Jenner & Chicago 432
Bloc k
Jones Þay New York 2,363
Manatt, Los 325
Phelps & Angeles
Phillips
Seward & New York I52
Kissel
O'Melveny & Los 738
Myers Angeles
McDermott Chicago L,Q24
Will & Emery
Reed Smith Pittsburgh L,468
Dentons N/Ax r' N/Ax x

Jeffer Mangels Los t26
Butler & Angeles
Mitchell
Sheppard, Los 52L

$835 $1,195 $600 $340 $625 $2oo

$B2s
$B2o
$B1s

$B1s
$800

9745
$740

$73s

$71s

$710

$710
$700
$6e0

900
860

$
$

$ees
$e90
$950

$945
$1,050
$B7s

$seo $s4o
$660 $szs
$670 $s00

$7s0 $s40
$730 $480

$54s $420
$345 $42s
$s60 -

$7ss $33s
$7Bs $34s

$71s
$630
$610

$530
$68s

$23s
$160
$345

$2es
$210

$800 $ees $6s0 $s20 $se0 *42s

$795 $1,080 $220 $450 $605 $l8s

$785 $1,22A $615 $525 $660 $365

$780 $Be0 $6os $41s $s6s $320

$77s $ees $s4s $460 $73s $125

$77s $e00 $szs $400 $sls $300

$ $1,025
$1,125

765
764$

$7s0 $2s0
$700 *27s

$7ss $1,130 $260 $39s $92s $100

$750 $1,250 $590 $475 $s8s $310

g74s $e2s $s6s $46s $sso $380

$4s0 $s10
$57s $440

$44s $43s
$640 -

577s $205

$62s $400 $600 $2e0

$615 -

$szs -

$97s
$7es

$Bs0

$950

$B3s

$6Bs $B7s $4e0 $41s $s3s $275
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THE FOUR-FIGURE CLUB

These 10 firns posted the highest paftner billing rates.

THE FOUR.FIGURE CLUB
Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher
Þickstein Shapiro
Wilnnr Cutler Pickering Hale and Dorr
Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld
Kasowìtz, Benson, Torres & Friedrnn
Morrison & Foerster
Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom
Baker & McKenzie
Bracewell & Giuliani
Paul, Weiss, Rifkind, Wharton & Garrison

Contact Karen Sloan at ksloan6]alm.com
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

 The undersigned hereby certifies that on November 13, 2017, all counsel of record who 

are deemed to have consented to electronic service are being served with a copy of this document 

via the Court’s SDNY Procedures for Electronic Filing. 

 
      /s/  Steven G. Sklaver 
      Steven G. Sklaver 
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