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In support of their previously submitted Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Litigation
Expenses under the Voting Rights Act, 52 U.S.C. § 10310 (ECF 86) and Local Rule 109(2),
Plaintiffs submit the following memorandum.

INTRODUCTION

This is a case about the ability of Black voters to challenge their elected officials when they
brazenly flout the protections of the federal VVoting Rights Act—one of the crown jewels of this
nation’s civil rights laws. In a significant victory for racial justice and democracy in Maryland,
this Court preliminarily enjoined Baltimore County’s racially discriminatory redistricting plan,
finding it unlawfully diluted the votes of the County’s burgeoning Black population and requiring
County officials to enact a new, fairer plan in time for the 2022 elections. This was a landmark
win for the County’s Black community, which they undeniably could not have achieved without
their pursuit of this litigation and the preliminary injunction issued by this Court.

While the instant motion pertains to Black voters’ efforts to recover their fees and expenses
incurred in securing this victory, the dispute remaining between the parties is about much more
than just money. Rather, the matter now before the Court bears upon the ability of civil rights
organizations and individuals like the Plaintiffs to retain counsel to be able to vindicate their rights
at all. In the words of Supreme Court Justice Thurgood Marshall, at issue is the “continued full
and vigorous commitment to this Nation’s lofty, but as yet unfulfilled, agenda to make the

promises of this land available to all citizens, without regard to race or sex or other impermissible
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characteristic.”* As Justice Marshall noted, our collective commitment to equality can be

undermined in two ways:

The first is open and direct: a repeal of this Nation’s anti-discrimination laws. The
second is more indirect and, for this reason, somewhat insidious: to deny victims
of discrimination a means for redress by creating an economic market in which
attorneys cannot afford to represent them and take their cases to court.

1d.

The en banc Fourth Circuit embraced this principle just this year, in overturning circuit
precedent that had categorically barred plaintiffs from attaining prevailing party status through a
preliminary injunction:

Congress enacted § 1988(b), we have noted, “in furtherance of the policy of
facilitating access to judicial process for the redress of civil rights grievances.”
Brandon v. Guilford Cnty. Bd. of Elections, 921 F.3d 194, 198 (4" Cir. 2019). ...
Our [pre-Stinnie] circuit rule, however, may undermine that policy by allowing
government defendants to game the system. Faced with a suit challenging a
potentially or even very probably unlawful practice, a defendant may freely litigate
the case through the preliminary injunction phase, hoping for the best or, perhaps,
to outlast an indigent plaintiff. And when the court confirms the likely merit of the
plaintiff’s claim, the government will have ample time to cease the challenged
conduct, moot the case, and avoid paying fees. That leaves the plaintiff, who likely
devoted considerable resources to obtaining the preliminary injunction, holding the
bag. The predictable outcome of this gamesmanship is fewer attorneys willing to
represent civil rights plaintiffs in even clearly meritorious actions — particularly
those whose urgent situations call for interim relief . . . [I]nstead of opening the
courthouse doors to meritorious civil rights claimants, Smyth’s rule gives the
government the key, allowing it to lock out civil rights plaintiffs whenever their
success seems imminent. This cannot have been Congress’s intent in passing
§ 1988.

Stinnie v. Holcomb, 77 F.4" 200, 210 (4" Cir. 2023) (en banc).

YWest Virginia Univ. Hosp. v. Casey, 499 U.S. 83, 102 (1991) (Marshall, J. dissenting), quoting
U.S. District Judge Myron H. Thompson in Hidle v. Geneva Cnty. Bd. of Educ., 681 F. Supp. 752,
758-89 (M.D. Ala. 1988).



Case 1:21-cv-03232-LKG Document 105 Filed 02/05/24 Page 5 of 28

In light of Stinnie, this is a textbook case in which fees and costs ought to be reimbursed.
The Baltimore County Council enacted Bill 103-21 despite widespread community objection and
repeated public warnings from Plaintiffs prior to the institution of litigation that the proposed map
violated the Voting Rights Act by unlawfully packing Black voters into District 4 (giving that
district a nearly 75% black voting age population) and leaving the remaining six councilmanic
districts controlled by white majorities. Prior to adoption of Bill 103-21, Plaintiffs hired an expert
demographer to develop alternative maps, which were provided to the County Council and that
would have remedied the clear violation in the proposed plan and obviated the need for any
litigation. The County Council passed Bill 103-21 anyway, disregarding all criticism and the
expert’s alternatives. Given the timing of the passage of Bill 103-21 in December 2021 and filing
deadlines related to the November 2022 election, Plaintiffs moved expeditiously: one day after its
passage, Plaintiffs filed a Complaint seeking declaratory and injunctive relief in an effort to stop
the County from using Bill 103-21 in future elections. ECF 1, (Compl.) at 25. Plaintiffs’ complaint
included a request for attorneys’ fees and costs.

As detailed below, Plaintiffs prepared and presented to the Court an extensive factual and
legal challenge to Bill 103-21 on an expedited basis in the weeks leading up to the February 15,
2022 hearing on their motion for preliminary injunction. The Court held an evidentiary hearing,
during which Plaintiffs presented live expert testimony, and soon thereafter the Court issued a
preliminary injunction prohibiting use of Bill 103-21 in future elections and requiring the County
to adopt a new map. Balt. Cnty. Branch of NAACP v. Balt. Cnty., Md., No. 21-cv-03232-LKG,
2022 WL 657562, at *13 (D. Md. Feb. 22, 2022) (“PI Opinion”) (ECF 55). Defendants did not
appeal the preliminary injunction. The Court stopped elections from proceeding under the Bill

103-21 map, and in doing so granted much of the relief sought by Plaintiffs in their Complaint.



Case 1:21-cv-03232-LKG Document 105 Filed 02/05/24 Page 6 of 28

Following the preliminary injunction, the County rescinded Bill 103-21 and enacted a new
councilmanic map that this Court found better complied with the VRA. Accordingly, there is no
doubt that this litigation was successful in achieving its goal and that Plaintiffs should be entitled
to reasonable fees and expenses. The Court’s preliminary injunction was the defining moment of
this litigation; it addressed the substantive merits of Plaintiffs’ case and granted relief that is
concrete, irreversible, and enduring—it barred use of Bill 103-21 and required the adoption of a
new map.

This case represents a paradigmatic example of when a preliminary injunction confers
prevailing party status. Bill 103-21, the legislation challenged in this litigation, is no more because
of this litigation and the Court’s preliminary injunction granting the relief sought by Plaintiffs.
Consistent with Stinnie and other binding Fourth Circuit precedent, the Court should award
reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs for Plaintiffs’ preparation and presentation of their successful
motion for preliminary injunction as well as for their motion for attorneys’ fees and expenses.
Although Plaintiffs were required by Court order to review and evaluate the County’s response to
the injunction, they do not seek attorneys’ fees for their work opposing the County’s remedial map,
Bill 22-22.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

L Plaintiffs’ Complaint challenged Bill 103-21 under the Voting Rights Act.

Throughout Baltimore County’s redistricting process, there was enormous opposition to
the Council’s proposal to enact a plan that denied Black voters a fair opportunity to elect candidates
of their choice. See ECF 28-4, (Fugett Decl.) 11 23-24. Dozens of community members—
including several of the Plaintiffs—spoke and wrote in opposition to the Plan, imploring the

Council to reject the Plan as racially discriminatory and unlawful. Id. In addition, in advance of
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the Council’s scheduled vote on the Plan, residents working with the Baltimore County Coalition
for Fair Maps hand delivered to each Council member hundreds of letters, emails, testimonies, and
statements opposing Bill 103-21 as undemaocratic, racially discriminatory, and unlawful. Id.

Despite this opposition, the Council unanimously adopted Bill 103-21 as its final
redistricting plan on December 20, 2021. As passed, Bill 103-21 packed Black voters into a single
district (District 4), with the result that the district's voting age population was nearly 75% Black
while no other district’s voting age population was more than 32% Black. See ECF 28-2, (Cooper
Decl.) 11 37-38. In every district except District 4, the white voting age population outnumbered
the Black voting age population by at least 19 percentage points. /d. { 40.

The day after Bill 103-21 was enacted, Plaintiffs filed their Complaint, which sought a
declaratory judgment invalidating Bill 103-21 as unlawful, an injunction to prevent the County
from conducting elections pursuant to that map, and an award of reasonable attorneys’ fees and
costs. See ECF 1. The County retained outside counsel and showed no sign of wavering from its
position that Bill 103-21 should govern future elections. On January 19, 2022 (the same day the
Court entered its Scheduling Order permitting the filing of the motion, ECF 26), Plaintiffs filed a
Motion for Preliminary Injunction to enjoin the use of Bill 103-21 in governing future elections.
ECF 28. Plaintiffs’ Motion recognized that, should a preliminary injunction be granted and not
overturned on appeal, a remedial map would follow. In other words, there was no question that
the Motion for Preliminary Injunction could produce the relief sought by the Complaint (i.e., bar
elections under Bill 103-21) and require further proceedings for the County’s remedial plan to be
approved by the Court.

Plaintiffs’ motion for a preliminary injunction compiled an extensive factual and expert

record to challenge Bill 103-21. Specifically, Plaintiffs secured expert reports by (i) a
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demographer who analyzed census data and prepared two proposed councilmanic plans that would
comply with the Voting Rights Act (Cooper Decl., ECF 28-2); (ii) a political scientist who
analyzed racially polarized voting and the effect of white bloc voting in Baltimore County (Barreto
Decl., ECF 28-3); and (iii) an historian who detailed Baltimore County’s history of racial
discrimination (Brown Decl., ECF 28-5). Plaintiffs marshaled this evidence, along with lay
witness evidence, in moving the Court for a preliminary injunction. ECF 28.

IL. The Court enjoined use of Bill 103-21 and ordered the County to adopt a new
redistricting plan.

After extensive briefing, analysis by demographers and political science experts, and a
hearing with multiple expert witnesses, this Court found that Plaintiffs had established a
“substantial likelihood of success of the merits of their Section 2 claim.” Pl Opinion at *6 (ECF
55). The Court stopped elections from going forward under Bill 103-21 and in doing so granted

much of the relief sought by Plaintiffs in their Complaint:

Relief Sought in Complaint Success Achieved Through Litigation

(ECF 1 at 25) (PI Opinion, ECF 55)
“A declaratory judgment that the Plan violates | “At this preliminary stage, the Court need not
the rights of Plaintiffs as secured by the VVoting | resolve plaintiffs’ Section 2 claim on the
Rights Act, 52 U.S.C. § 10301;” merits. But, plaintiffs must show, among other
things, that they have a substantial likelihood
of succeeding on the merits of their Section 2
claim, to obtain emergency injunctive relief.
Winter, 555 U.S. at 20. Plaintiffs have met
their burden.”
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“Permanent injunctive relief preventing the
Defendants and their officers, agents, and
employees, successors in office, and all other
persons in active concert and participation with
them, from conducting future elections for
Baltimore County Council under the unlawful

Preliminary injunction preventing “defendants
from conducting future elections in the County
under the County’s 2021 redistricting plan[.]”

redistricting plan for the election of members
to the Baltimore County Council that comports
with the Voting Rights Act, 52 U.S.C. § 10301,
as well as all other relevant constitutional and
statutory requirements|.]”

redistricting plan enacted December 20,
2021;”
“An Order of this Court adopting a | Order directing “the County to adopt a

redistricting map that either includes two
reasonably compact majority-Black Districts
for the election of County councilmembers, or
an additional County District in which Black
voters otherwise have an opportunity to elect a
representative of their choice and that
comports with the requirements of the Voting
Rights Act, 52 U.S.C. § 10301, and any other
relevant  constitutional and  statutory
requirements|.]”

Following the Court’s preliminary injunction, the County Council reconvened, developed

a new remedial map, and proposed it to the Court. While recognizing that the remedial map

improved Black voters’ chances of electing a candidate of their choice, Plaintiffs objected to the

remedial map, and the Court held another evidentiary hearing to assess the lawfulness of the

remedial plan. The Court ultimately accepted the remedial map as compliant with its preliminary

injunction, and the County enacted it into law. ECF 80.

In the bill adopting the remedial

redistricting map, the Council expressly acknowledged that the new map responded to the Court’s

preliminary injunction: “in compliance with the Court’s Order, the Council submitted a new

Redistricting Plan on March 8, 2022, which included a new Redistricting map[.]”?

2 See Bill 22-22, https://resources.baltimorecountymd.gov/Documents/CountyCouncil/

Bills%202022/b02222.pdf.
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LEGAL STANDARD

The Voting Rights Act, 52 U.S.C. § 10310, expressly provides that, “[i]n any action or
proceeding to enforce the voting guarantees of the fourteenth or fifteenth amendment, the court,
in its discretion, may allow the prevailing party . . . a reasonable attorney’s fee, reasonable expert
fees, and other reasonable litigation expenses as part of the costs.”

A party “prevails” for purposes of the fee-shifting statute “when actual relief on the merits
of his claim materially alters the legal relationship between the parties by modifying the
defendant’s behavior in a way that directly benefits the plaintiff.” Farrar v. Hobby, 506 U.S. 103,
111-12 (1992).3 The plaintiff need not achieve its “central” goal to prevail; instead, if “the plaintiff
has succeeded on any significant issue in litigation which achieved some of the benefit the parties
sought in bringing suit, the plaintiff has crossed the threshold to a fee award of some kind.” Tex.
State Teachers Ass’n v. Garland Indep. Sch. Dist., 489 U.S. 782, 791-92 (1989) (cleaned up); see
also Hensley v. Eckerhart, 461 U.S. 424, 433 (1983) (describing prevailing party standard as “a
generous formulation” that merely brings plaintiff “across the statutory threshold” to eligibility for
fees). Indeed, the Fourth Circuit has held that even where an injunction is not granted, changes
of the scope that occurred here suffice to establish the plaintiffs as prevailing parties entitled to
full recovery of their attorneys’ fees and costs. See Reyazuddin v. Montgomery Cnty., 988 F.3d
794 (4th Cir. 2021), cert. denied 142 S. Ct. 389 (2021) (plaintiff was a prevailing party entitled to
fee recovery even though no equitable relief or damages were awarded, because liability for

discrimination was established and defendant conformed its conduct to the law as a result of this

3 Although Farrar involved a different fee-shifting statute, the analysis is the same because
“*[p]revailing party’ . . . is a legal term of art that we interpret consistently across all federal fee-
shifting statutes.” Stinnie, 77 F.4th at 206 (cleaned up).

10
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determination); Project Vote v. Dickerson, 444 Fed. Appx. 660 (4th Cir. 2011) (per curiam)
(reversing district court’s denial of fee and cost recovery to civil rights plaintiffs who secured
reform of unlawful government practices through so-called “voluntary” government compliance).

The en banc Fourth Circuit’s Stinnie decision squarely addresses the legal issue presented
here and thus controls: Prevailing party status is satisfied because plaintiffs (a) obtained a
preliminary injunction that provides concrete, irreversible relief on the merits of their claim by
materially altering the parties’ legal relationship, and (b) that relief became moot before final
judgment such that the injunction cannot be “reversed, dissolved, or otherwise undone” by a later
decision. Stinnie, 77 F.4th at 216 (overturning long-standing circuit precedent when considering
preliminary injunction that led to repeal of challenged act).

In calculating a reasonable award of attorneys’ fees, a district court must first determine
the “lodestar” amount, which is equal to the number of hours reasonably expended on the litigation
multiplied by a reasonable hourly rate. Hensley, 461 U.S. at 433. The Fourth Circuit has
emphasized that the lodestar amount represents a presumptively reasonable fee award. Buffington
v. Balt. Cnty., Md., 913 F.2d 113, 127 n.11 (4th Cir. 1990); accord Pennsylvania v. Del. Valley
Citizens’ Council for Clean Air, 478 U.S. 546, 565 (1986) (finding there is a strong presumption
that the lodestar figure represents a reasonable fee). The lodestar should be calculated using
current, rather than historic, rates to offset the effects of inflation and lost interest resulting from
delay in payment of fees. Missouriv. Jenkins, 491 U.S. 274, 283-84 (1989); Daly v. Hill, 790 F.2d

1071 (4th Cir. 1986).

11



ARGUMENT
I. Plaintiffs are prevailing parties entitled to reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs.

The en banc Fourth Circuit’s Stinnie decision leaves no doubt that Plaintiffs are prevailing
parties entitled to reasonable fees and costs. Plaintiffs satisfy both elements of Stinnie’s two-part
test. First, Plaintiffs obtained a preliminary injunction that prohibited the County from conducting
elections under its unlawful map and required the County to adopt a remedial map, thereby
providing concrete, irreversible relief on the merits of Plaintiffs’ Voting Rights Act claim. Second,
the relief awarded by the preliminary injunction became moot before final judgment when the
County passed legislation adopting a remedial map in place of the enjoined, unlawful map. By
winning a preliminary injunction that led to repeal of the challenged map, Plaintiffs meet Stinnie’s
straightforward test.

A. Plaintiffs received concrete, irreversible relief on the merits through the
preliminary injunction barring use of Bill 103-21.

The first part of Stinnie’s test requires that a preliminary injunction provide concrete,
irreversible relief on the merits by materially altering the parties’ legal relationship. Stinnie, 77
F.4th at 216. The Court’s preliminary injunction enjoined use of Bill 103-21 and required the
County to adopt a new map of County Council districts. The County did not appeal and instead
replaced Bill 103-21’s map with a new map approved by the Court. By successfully obtaining a

preliminary injunction that provided permanent

12
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relief and ordered the County to adopt a new map. See Pl Opinion (ECF 55). In the wake of this
decision, the County abandoned Bill 103-21 and adopted a new map.

Given that Plaintiffs achieved much of the relief sought in the Complaint, the Court’s
preliminary injunction “materially alter[ed] the legal relationship between the parties by modifying
the defendant’s behavior in a way that directly benefits the plaintiff[s].” Farrar, 506 U.S. at 111-
12; see Tex. State Teachers Ass’'n, 489 U.S. at 791-92 (noting that plaintiffs need only achieve
“any significant issue in litigation which achieved some of the benefit the parties sought in bringing
suit” and not their “central” goal). Before the injunction, Plaintiffs were obliged to elect their
representatives under an unlawful redistricting map that violated the VVoting Rights Act and diluted
their voting power. Now (and likely for the next decade, until after the 2030 Census results), they
are voting under a substantially revised remedial map that the Court has concluded complied with
the VRA and the terms of the injunction. ECF 80. Accordingly, the preliminary injunction
materially altered the County’s behavior and secured a direct benefit sought by Plaintiffs.

Indeed, the circumstances here exemplify a preliminary injunction that provided “actual
relief on the merits” of a claim. The Complaint brought a single cause of action under Section 2
of the Voting Rights Act, seeking to enjoin use of Bill 103-21 in future elections. ECF 1. The
Court’s preliminary injunction ordered precisely that relief after a robust analysis on the merits of
Plaintiffs’ claim. See Pl Opinion, at *6 (ECF 55) (ruling that “Plaintiffs have met their burden” in
showing “that they have a substantial likelihood of succeeding on the merits of their Section 2
claim”) (citing Winter v. Nat. Res. Def. Council, 555 U.S. 7, 20 (2008)). In other words, the Court
ordered affirmative relief on the Complaint’s sole cause of action.

When the Fourth Circuit considered similar circumstances—"“where the district court

enjoined a longstanding statute and ordered affirmative relief, much to the plaintiffs’ concrete

13
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benefit”—it considered this first requirement “easily satisfied.” Stinnie, 77 F.4th at 211-12 (“The
plaintiffs brought this suit, at least in part, to secure reinstatement of their suspended licenses. The
court’s preliminary injunction ordered precisely that relief.”). The same is true here; the injunction
against Bill 103-21 and subsequent replacement of that statute indisputably conferred a concrete
benefit to Plaintiffs. Cf. Allen v. Milligan, 599 U.S. 1, 10 (2023) (affirming preliminary injunction
issued under Section 2 of VRA that prevents Alabama from using HB1 in forthcoming elections);
GRACE, Inc. v. City of Miami, No. 1:22-CV-24066, 2023 WL 4602774, at *5 (S.D. Fla. June 7,
2023) (denying stay of preliminary injunction pending appeal because “[w]ell-settled precedent
establishes that Plaintiffs stand to suffer serious harm when the legislature racially sorts its citizens,
and subsequently, when those citizens vote in racially gerrymandered districts™).
The first requirement of Stinnie’s test is thus “easily satisfied.”

B. The preliminary injunction became moot when the County repealed the
challenged map and adopted a new one.

The second part of Stinnie’s test addresses situations like this, in which a preliminary
injunction becomes moot before final judgment such that the injunction cannot be “reversed,
dissolved, or otherwise undone” by a later decision. Stinnie, 77 F.4th at 216. Here, the preliminary
injunction has been mooted by the County’s adoption of Bill 22-22, which “supersede[d] and
replace[d] the councilmanic boundaries set forth in Bill 103-21[.]"* Because the court order
required the adoption of a new map and the County elected not to appeal, the preliminary

injunction was mooted before final judgment, thus meeting the second part of Stinnie’s test.

4 See Bill 22-22 at 9, https://resources.baltimorecountymd.gov/Documents/CountyCouncil/
Bills%202022/b02222.pdf.

14
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The Court’s preliminary injunction resulted in permanent and irreversible relief for
Plaintiffs. The County did not challenge the preliminary injunction on appeal or seek
reconsideration from the district court; instead, the County enacted a new remedial district map in
the place of Bill 103-21 to comply with the injunction. Elections for the Baltimore County Council
took place in July and November of 2022 pursuant to the County’s remedial map. When, as here
and in Stinnie, plaintiffs achieve preliminary relief enjoining a statute, but the legislation is
permanently repealed before final judgment, the change in the legal relationship obtained by
plaintiffs is “enduring” rather than “ephemeral.” Stinnie, 77 F.4th at 214-15 (citing Sole v. Wyner,
551 U.S. 74, 86 (2007)). The injunction cannot be “reversed, dissolved, or otherwise undone” by
a later decision of the Court because Bill 103-21 is no longer on the books.

Indeed, the facts here present an even stronger basis for prevailing party status than in
Stinnie due to the Court’s preliminary injunction requiring the County to adopt a new map. In
Stinnie, the district court enjoined use of the license-suspension scheme as unconstitutional and
stopped there. The case was stayed while the state legislature considered whether to repeal the
challenged statute, which it eventually did. Stinnie, 77 F.4th at 204 (noting “plaintiffs’ strenuous
objections” to the district court’s stay pending the next legislative session). Here, the Court went
one step further in not only enjoining use of Bill 103-21 but also ordering the County to adopt a
new map consistent with applicable law. PI Opinion, at *14 (ECF 55) (directing the County “to
adopt a redistricting map that either includes two reasonably compact majority-Black Districts for
the election of County councilmembers, or an additional County District in which Black voters
otherwise have an opportunity to elect a representative of their choice and that comports with the
requirements of the Voting Rights Act, 52 U.S.C. § 10301, and any other relevant constitutional

and statutory requirements”). Therefore, the recission of Bill 103-21 and adoption of a new district

15
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map was not due to any voluntary efforts by the County but rather a direct result of the preliminary
injunction.

Plaintiffs achieved a preliminary injunction that barred the use of Bill 103-21 in future
elections and required the adoption of a new remedial map. In turn, the County replaced Bill 103-
21 with Bill 22-22, thereby mooting the preliminary injunction before final judgment such that the
injunction cannot be “reversed, dissolved, or otherwise undone” by a later decision. Stinnie, 77
F.4th at 216. Plaintiffs easily meet the second part of Stinnie’s test, thereby qualifying as
prevailing parties under governing Fourth Circuit precedent.

IL. Plaintiffs’ requested award of fees and expenses is reasonable and appropriate.

In light of the success achieved in this litigation and the downward reductions that Plaintiffs
have voluntarily made to their rates and hours, the requested fees and costs are reasonable and
represent a fair and appropriate award. Plaintiffs were represented by attorneys from the ACLU
of Maryland; the Baltimore office of Brown, Goldstein & Levy; and the Washington D.C. office
of Arnold & Porter Kaye Scholer LLP (“Arnold & Porter”). For Brown, Goldstein & Levy,
Plaintiffs seek the firm’s standard local rates (paid by its clients in Maryland and thus
presumptively reasonable). For the ACLU, Plaintiffs seek rates substantially below the
presumptively reasonable rates charged by Brown, Goldstein & Levy; for Deborah Jeon, a senior
attorney experienced with VRA cases who billed most of the ACLU’s time, they seek the same
rate the County is paying to its attorneys as a “blended rate” (i.e., McGuire Woods agreed to charge
that rate for all its attorneys, regardless of their experience). For Arnold & Porter, Plaintiffs have
requested rates customary in D.C. for pro bono litigation that are substantially lower than the firm’s
standard rates. Moreover, Plaintiffs’ attorneys across the board are voluntarily omitting fees

related to time litigating whether the County’s remedial map complied with the Court’s

16
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preliminary injunction as well as other time they have cut in the exercise of billing discretion. In
light of Plaintiffs” success in securing a preliminary injunction that required the adoption of a new
map, and the voluntary deductions Plaintiffs have proposed, the Court should award the reasonable
fees and costs requested.

A. The requested hourly rates reflect the prevailing market rates in the relevant
legal community.

The hourly rates sought, especially in light of the substantial discount voluntarily applied
to the ACLU’s and Arnold & Porter’s rates, are reasonable market rates. Plaintiffs request the

following hourly rates for the attorneys who worked on this case:

Title Hourly Rate
ACLU of Maryland
Deborah Jeon Legal Director $650
Tierney Peprah Staff Attorney $350
Brown Goldstein & Levy
Andrew Freeman Partner $725
Arnold & Porter
John Freedman Senior Counsel $787
Mark Colley Partner $760
Michael Mazzullo Associate $536
Youlia Racheva Associate $502

In addition, all paralegals are charged at $220 an hour, which is a substantial discount from
the standard rates Brown, Goldstein & Levy charge fee-paying clients. Freeman Decl. (Ex. C) |
20.

Current hourly rates are appropriate to compensate Plaintiffs for the delay in receiving

compensation. See Daly, 790 F.2d at 1081. As prevailing parties, Plaintiffs are entitled to recover

17
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their reasonable attorneys’ fees calculated at current market rates. See Thompson v. HUD, 2001
WL 1636517 at *45-46 (also noting that “Congress did not intend that § 1988 would require an
award of lesser rates to nonprofit legal services organizations, such as the ACLU, than recoverable
by private practitioners”). While the Maryland Local Rules provide guideline rates, they are
“intended solely to provide practical guidance” and “factors established by case law obviously
govern over them. One factor that would support an adjustment to the applicable range is an
increase in the cost of legal services since the adoption of the guidelines.” U.S. Dist. Ct. Rules Md.
App. B at n. 6 (June 1, 2023). The current guidelines were established a decade ago, in 2014,
based on a 2013 survey. A plaintiff may obtain an upward departure from the guideline rates if
such departure is reasonable. See Reyazuddin v. Montgomery Cnty., Maryland, No. CV DKC 11-
951, 2022 WL 4608331, at *11 (D. Md. Sept. 30, 2022) (noting deviation from the guideline rates
may be awarded if plaintiff “establish[es] the reasonableness of a requested rate”).

For the Brown, Goldstein & Levy attorney who worked on this case, Plaintiffs seek his
regular rate of $725 and hour, which is paid by the firm’s fee-paying clients. Freeman Decl. {1 18,
22. On information and belief, this rate is substantially below the regular hourly rate McGuire
Woods charges its fee-paying clients for representation by Ms. Lias-Booker, whose experience is
comparable to Mr. Freeman’s. Id.  23.

Precedent establishes that, where an attorney has an hourly rate that is regularly paid by
clients, that rate is the attorney’s presumptively reasonable hourly rate. The market rate for a
particular attorney “may be proved by the rate which clients normally and willingly pay the
petitioning attorneys.” Rum Creek Coal Sales, Inc. v. Caperton, 31 F.3d 169, 175 (4th Cir. 1994);
see also Cobell v. Norton, 231 F. Supp. 2d 295, 302-03 (D.D.C. 2002) (“There is no better

indication of what the market will bear than what the lawyer in fact charges for his services and
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what his clients pay.”); United States v. One Star Class Sloop Sailboat, 546 F.3d 26, 40 (1st Cir.
2008) (“the rate that private counsel actually charges for her services, while not conclusive, is a
reliable indicium of market value”); Blum v. Stenson, 465 U.S. 886, 895 n.11 (1984) (“the rates
charged in private representations may afford relevant comparisons”).

When determining prevailing market rates, the Court may also rely upon affidavits from
local attorneys who are familiar with the rates charged for similar work in the relevant community.
Robinson v. Equifax Info. Servs., 560 F.3d 235, 245 (4th Cir. 2009) (“Examples of the type of
specific evidence that we have held is sufficient to verify the prevailing market rates are affidavits
of other local lawyers who are familiar both with the skills of the fee applicants and more generally
with the type of work in the relevant community.”). Cyril Smith and Mitchell Mirviss, two
attorneys with extensive experience practicing law, including complex federal litigation, in the
Baltimore area, have submitted declarations opining that the rates sought by Plaintiffs are at or
below the market rates for attorneys and paralegals in the Baltimore region who have comparable
experience and perform similar work to that performed by Plaintiffs’ attorneys. See Smith Decl.
(Ex. E) 19; Mirviss Decl. (Ex. F) § 8. Both Mr. Smith and Mr. Mirviss are directly responsible
for setting either their own or their firm’s billing rates and thus keep themselves familiar with the
prevailing market rates in the Baltimore region and in the surrounding areas of Maryland. Smith
Decl. 1 5; Mirviss Decl. § 4. Both note that the rates sought by Plaintiffs are at or below the rates
their respective firms generally charge fee-paying clients in Baltimore. Smith Decl. { 9; Mirviss
Decl. 1 8.

The hourly rates sought by Plaintiffs for Arnold & Porter attorneys are based on the
Fitzpatrick Matrix, which was developed by the U.S. Attorneys’ Office of the District of Columbia

to provide “a reliable assessment of fees charged for complex federal litigation in the District [of
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Columbia]” for cases “in which a fee-shifting statute permits the prevailing party to recover
‘reasonable’ attorney’s fees.”® The requested rates are steeply discounted from Arnold & Porter
market rates. Freedman Decl. {1 16-20.

Plaintiffs acted reasonably in retaining counsel from the D.C. office of Arnold & Porter.
First, Arnold & Porter has a nationally recognized practice in voting rights and redistricting
litigation, and no Baltimore-based firms with the expertise and resources necessary to litigate this
complex voting rights matter were available to take on this case on its expedited schedule starting
at the end of 2021. Jeon Decl. (Ex. B) 1 14. Ms. Jeon knew from long experience recruiting pro
bono counsel for ACLU cases that many lawyers are generally unavailable to take on new pro
bono matters at the end of the year. Id. And the fact that this matter needed to be litigated on a
highly expedited schedule with significant work falling over the Christmas and New Year’s
holidays made it critical to find cooperating counsel already experienced in the highly specialized
field of voting rights litigation.® 4. Plaintiffs therefore turned to Arnold & Porter in Washington,

D.C. As noted earlier, Arnold & Porter generally, and Mr. Freedman in particular, have extensive

% See https://www.justice.gov/usao-dc/page/file/1504361/download. The Fitzpatrick Matrix is
similar to the Laffey Matrix established in Laffey v. Nw. Airlines, Inc., 572 F. Supp 354 (D.D.C.
1983). The Laffey Matrix has frequently been used by courts as a “useful starting point” for
determining the prevailing hourly rates for attorneys in Washington D.C. See Grissom v. Mills
Corp., 549 F.3d 313, 322 (4th Cir. 2008); see also Thompson v. U.S. Dep’t of Hous. & Urban
Dev., No. 95-cv-309 (MGJ), 2001 WL 1636517, at *8 (D. Md. Dec. 12, 2001) (finding it
appropriate to award attorneys’ fees at Washington, D.C. market rates and that federal courts in
Washington, D.C. employ the annually adjusted Laffey Matrix rates in determining market
rates).

® Indeed, the County itself cited the complexity of this case as a reason why it decided to incur
the significant expense of hiring outside counsel instead of handling the litigation through the
County’s Office of Law. See Exhibit D at BCCPIA-012 (“The Office of Law would have
significant difficulty in providing effective representation of the County, as the Office of Law
does not have in-house attorneys with the requisite subject matter expertise in this complex area
of law.”).
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experience doing redistricting litigation, and are nationally recognized for their work on voting
rights litigation. The firm also had the resources to put together a team of lawyers to assist on an
emergency basis and prepare the papers necessary to seek a preliminary injunction on the
compressed schedule required by the case. Id. As Judge Grimm ruled in Thompson v. HUD, the
use of Washington, D.C. attorneys, at discounted Laffey rates (which have now been replaced by
Fitzpatrick rates), is appropriate here under the circumstances of litigating a complex civil rights
claim. Thompson, 2001 WL 1636517, at *2 (using Washington D.C. market rates in determining
award of attorneys’ fees was appropriate where the ACLU turned to a D.C. firm after its efforts to
locate a Baltimore firm to take on a complex civil rights case was unsuccessful).

Second, given the complex nature of voting rights cases, the Plaintiff benefited from the
expertise of Arnold & Porter and its lead counsel, John Freedman, on these issues. “Voting Rights
litigation is, in and of itself, an extremely complex and intimidating area of the law. See Medders
v. Autauga Cnty. Bd. of Educ., 858 F. Supp. 1118, 1125 (M.D. Ala.1994) (‘[E]ven the simplest
one-person-one-vote case would be formidable to an attorney unfamiliar with voting rights law.”).
As a result, attorneys practicing in this area must possess much skill and experience...” Martin v.
Augusta-Richmond Cnty., Ga., Comm 'n, No. CV 112-058, 2012 WL 5950408 (S.D. Ga. Nov. 28,
2012). While Andrew Freeman of Brown Goldstein & Levy has over 35 years’ experience
litigating civil rights cases, neither he nor any other lawyer currently in his firm had experience
with voting rights cases prior to this one. Freeman Decl. { 8. In contrast, John Freedman of Arnold
& Porter has extensive experience litigating voting rights and redistricting issues, and Arnold &
Porter is nationally recognized for its work in redistricting litigation. Freedman Decl. { 3.

For the ACLU of Maryland, Plaintiffs seek rates that are substantially below market rates

(as established by the market rates charged by Brown, Goldstein & Levy for attorneys of
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comparable experience, Freeman Decl. {{ 18-19, and by the declarations of Mr. Smith and Mr.
Mirviss). Indeed, the $650-an-hour rate sought for Ms. Jeon, the ACLU’s Director of Litigation
with over 35 years of experience litigating civil rights cases, including voting rights cases, is the
same as McGuire Woods charged the County for its most junior attorneys working on this case.

The hourly rates of the County’s specially retained outside counsel provide further indicia
of the reasonableness of Plaintiffs’ requested rates.” Based on invoices submitted by
McGuireWoods to the County between February 2022 and October 2023, opposing counsel appear
to charge the County a flat “blended” rate of $650 per hour for associates and partners alike. See
Ex. D (McGuireWoods Invoices).

The market rates of McGuire Woods’ attorneys who have worked on this case are directly
relevant to the reasonableness of the fees sought by Plaintiffs. Plaintiffs submitted discovery
requests to the County and a subpoena to McGuire Woods seeking that information, but the County
and its counsel refused to provide it. Freeman Decl. § 23. On information and belief, the regular
hourly billing rate of the County’s senior attorney, Ava Lias-Booker, whose experience is
comparable to that of Mr. Freedman, Mr. Freeman, and Ms. Jeon, is well in excess of $800 an

hour—substantially greater than the hourly rate Plaintiffs seek for those attorneys—and McGuire

" Some courts have found it useful to compare the hours spent and fees incurred by opposing
counsel in the same case to determine the reasonableness of a party's attorneys' fees. See
Ambling Mgmt. Co. v. Univ. View Partners LLC, No. WDQ-07-2071, 2010 WL 457508, at *2
(D. Md. Feb. 3, 2010) (citing Henson v. Columbus Bank & Tr. Co., 770 F.2d 1566, 1574 (11th
Cir. 1985)). While not dispositive, opposing counsel’s hours and fees provide a useful
benchmark for the resources the opposition found necessary to review the same documents and
evidence, interview and prepare similar witnesses, and engage in comparable pretrial motion
practice and hearing participation. See Stastny v. S. Bell Tel. & Tel., 77 F.R.D. 662, 663-64
(W.D.N.C. 1978).
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Woods’ regular hourly rates for other attorneys with experience comparable to Plaintiffs’ other
counsel exceeds the rates sought by Plaintiffs. Id.

The rates sought by Plaintiffs are thus at or below the market rates for attorneys of
comparable experience and lower overall than the rates being charged by the County’s counsel in
litigating the same case, as well as considerably lower than the market rates charged by the
County’s counsel to their private, fee-paying clients. The Court should therefore approve the
requested hourly rates as reasonable.

B. The case staffing and number of hours billed are reasonable and appropriate.

In the exercise of billing judgment, Plaintiffs are voluntarily deleting from this request a
significant number of hours, including all hours pertaining to an entire phase of the litigation, and
should receive an award for all hours reasonably expended in achieving a landmark civil rights
victory.

Plaintiffs’ legal team was staffed in the same manner as the ACLU, Brown, Goldstein &
Levy, and Arnold & Porter would staff a comparable matter, with several partners and associate
lawyers, at different levels of experience, and support staff. Freedman Decl. { 18. The staffing on
the case was appropriate in light of the complexity of the matter, as well as the need to litigate on
an emergency basis due to the short period of time between the adoption of Bill 103-21 and filing
deadlines associated with the 2022 election; moreover, Plaintiffs’ staffing is also reasonable in

light of defense counsel’s staffing, which was comparable.®

8 Defendants’ legal team was also staffed in a similar manner, comprised of two to three partners,
two to three associates, and several legal assistants at various points in the litigation. See Ex. D
(McGuireWoods Invoices).
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Plaintiffs” work on this litigation can be broadly categorized into seven litigation phases:
(i) Case Development, Investigation, and Administration; (ii) Pleadings; (iii) Motion for
Preliminary Injunction; (iv) Response to Court’s Injunction Order; (v) Litigation over Remedial
Map; (vi) Fee Petition; and (vii) Mediation. See Freedman Decl. {{ 8-15.

Importantly, Plaintiffs do not seek any fees incurred from working on the “litigation over
remedial map” phase. As background, on March 8, 2022, the County provided a remedial map
that it claimed complied with the Court’s February 22, 2022 Order. Plaintiffs disagreed and sought
to preclude use of the remedial map. The Court held an evidentiary hearing on March 11, 2022,
at which counsel presented argument and examined witnesses. Plaintiffs prepared supplemental
submissions after the hearing closed. On March 25, 2022, the Court granted Defendants’ motion
seeking approval of the remedial map. Plaintiffs are not seeking to recover any fees or expenses
from this phase (i.e., after their initial review of the County’s remedial map).

For fees sought, a breakdown of the hours spent on each phase is summarized as follows:

FEES SOUGHT
Litigation Phase Hours Fees

Case_D_evqupment, Investigation, 1558 $100,983.60
Administration

Pleadings 115.5 $75,704.30
Motion for Preliminary Injunction 756.3 $452,051.90
Response to Court’s Injunction Order 76.5 $48,028.60
Litigation over Remedial Map 0.0 $0.00
Fee Petition 351.4 $203,043.00
Mediation/Alternative Dispute Resolution 23.3 $16,744.60
Total 1478.8 $896,556.00

In addition to voluntarily withdrawing over 253 hours that were expended by Plaintiffs’

counsel during the “remedial map” phase, counsel have also exercised billing judgment by
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eliminating numerous time entries to ensure the reasonableness of their overall fee request. See
Jeon Decl. 120; Freeman Decl., 1 27; Freedman Decl. { 21.

For fees not sought, a breakdown of the hours spent on each phase is summarized as

follows:
FEES NOT SOUGHT
Litigation Phase Hours Fees

Case_D_evqupment, Investigation, 645 $40,835.60
Administration

Pleadings 1.3 $794.00
Motion for Preliminary Injunction 7.4 $1,850.00
Response to Court’s Injunction Order 0.5 $110.00
Litigation over Remedial Map 253.2 $154,520.80
Fee Petition 52.9 $12,405.5
Mediation/Alternative Dispute Resolution 0.1 $72.50
Total 379.9 $210,588.40

The total fee award requested by Plaintiffs is also reasonable in light of opposing counsel’s
total fees expended throughout the same period. Plaintiffs request an award of fees totaling
$896,556.00 for their successful work in striking down Bill 103-21 and litigating this fee petition.®
This roughly translates to work done between the Fall of 2021 through March 11, 2022, and from
April 4, 2022, through the present. Public records show that Baltimore County paid its attorneys
over $800,000 for services provided in litigating this matter. See Ex. D. Opposing counsel
incurred that significant sum despite (a) charging a reduced blended rate that it knew would be
promptly paid; (b) not having the burden of proof (whereas Plaintiffs had a heavy burden under
the preliminary injunction standard for affirmative relief), (c) presenting just one expert witness;

(d) not having incurred the time that Plaintiffs necessarily spent on the complaint and this fee

% Again, Plaintiffs do not seek fees related to their challenge of the remedial map.
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petition, and (e) presenting an argument that failed to dissuade the Court from entering a
preliminary injunction. The fee award sought by Plaintiffs is therefore reasonable.

C. Plaintiffs’ litigation expenses, including expert witness fees, are reasonable
and appropriate.

The Voting Rights Act expressly provides that, in addition to reasonable attorneys’ fees,
prevailing parties are entitled to “reasonable expert fees, and other reasonable litigation expenses
as part of the costs.” 52 U.S.C. 8 10310(e). The Fourth Circuit has held that plaintiffs who are
entitled to attorneys’ fees are also entitled to recover their reasonable expenses as part of the award
of attorneys’ fees. See, e.g., Daly v. Hill, 790 F.2d 1071, 1084 (4th Cir. 1986); Wheeler v. Durham
City Bd. of Educ., 585 F.2d 618 (4th Cir. 1978). Other costs also may be awarded pursuant to 28
U.S.C. § 1920.

Under Section 10310 and the standard articulated in Daly and Wheeler, plaintiffs should
be awarded all reasonable expenses as part of their attorneys’ fees:

Litigation expenses such as supplemental secretarial costs, copying, telephone costs

and necessary travel, are integrally related to the work of an attorney and the

services for which outlays are made may play a significant role in the ultimate

success of litigation . . . .

Wheeler, 585 F.2d at 623-24.

As reflected in the accounting attached to the Declarations of John Freedman (Ex. A),
Deborah Jeon (Ex. B), and Andrew Freeman (Ex. C), Plaintiffs seek a total of $72,669.24 in
litigation-related expenses. These expenses were primarily for Plaintiffs’ experts (Prof. Barreto,

Mr. Cooper, and Dr. Brown), as well as fees for filing and serving the Complaint, and for a

transcript of the Court’s preliminary injunction hearing.
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Expenses Requested!? Source
ACLU of Maryland $40,000.00 | Jeon Decl. § 22
Brown Goldstein & Levy $595.43 | Freeman Decl. 28
Arnold & Porter $32,073.81 | Freedman Decl. 1 22
TOTAL REQUESTED $72,669.24

These expenses are of the type normally charged to fee-paying clients and are documented by
contemporaneous records. Moreover, these expenses are of the sort specifically covered by this
Court’s Rules and Guidelines. See U.S. Dist. Ct. Rules Md. App. B at 4.a-4.c (July 1, 2023).
The Court should grant Plaintiffs’ request for reimbursement of necessary and reasonable
expenses incurred in litigating this action.
CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiffs ask this Court to grant their motion and award

Plaintiffs attorneys’ fees of $896,556.00 and costs of $72,669.24 as detailed herein, for a total of

$969,225.24.

10 plaintiffs are not seeking expert expenses related to their challenge of the remedial map.
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Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Deborah A. Jeon

Deborah A. Jeon (Bar #06905)

Tierney Peprah (Bar # 21986)
AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION
OF MARYLAND

3600 Clipper Mill Road Suite 350
Baltimore, MD 21211

(410) 889-8555

jeon@aclu-md.org

/s/ Andrew D. Freeman

Andrew D. Freeman (Bar #03867)
BROWN GOLDSTEIN & LEVY LLP
120 E. Baltimore Street, Suite 2500
Baltimore, MD 21202-6701

(410) 962-1030

adf@browngold.com

/s/ John A. Freedman

John A. Freedman (Bar #20276)

ARNOLD & PORTER KAYE SCHOLER LLP
601 Massachusetts Ave, N.W.3600
Washington, D.C. 20001

(202) 942-5000
john.freedman@arnoldporter.com

Michael Mazzullo (admitted pro hac vice)
ARNOLD & PORTER KAYE SCHOLER LLP
250 W. 55th Street

New York, NY 10019

(212) 836-8000
michael.mazzullo@arnoldporter.com

Counsel for Plaintiffs

Dated: February 5, 2023
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EXHIBIT A
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF MARYLAND
(Northern Division)

BALTIMORE COUNTY BRANCH OF THE
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR THE
ADVANCEMENT OF COLORED PEOPLE, et al.,

Civil Action No. LKG-21-03232
Plaintiffs,
V.

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND, et al.,

Defendants.

AFFIDAVIT OF JOHN A. FREEDMAN

John A. Freedman, being duly sworn according to law, deposes and states as follows:

1. I am the Senior Pro Bono Counsel for the law firm Arnold & Porter Kaye Scholer
LLP (“Arnold & Porter”). I am admitted to the United States District Court for the District of
Maryland and the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals, as well as numerous other federal and state
courts. Arnold & Porter represents Plaintiffs in the above-captioned litigation.

2. I am an honors graduate of Williams College and Harvard Law School. Following
my law school graduation in 1995 and my clerkship in the United States District Court for the
District of Massachusetts, I have practiced law at Arnold & Porter. Prior to assuming my current
role as Arnold & Porter’s Senior Pro Bono Counsel in March 2020, I was a partner in Arnold &
Porter’s litigation practice for seventeen years, where I specialized in complex litigation.

3. I have extensive experience litigating voting rights and redistricting cases, and both
Arnold & Porter and I are nationally recognized for our work in voting rights and redistricting

litigation. Among other matters, our firm has led such landmark cases as League of Women Voters
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of Ohio v. Brunner, 548 F.3d 463 (6th Cir. 2008), Applewhite v. Pennsylvania, 54 A.3d 1 (Pa.
2012), League of Women Voters of Pennsylvania v. Pennsylvania, 178 A.3d 737 (Pa. 2018),
Common Cause v. Lewis, No. 18-cv-14001 (N.C. 2019), New York v. Dep’t of Commerce, 139 S.
Ct. 2551 (2019), Harper v. Lewis, No. 19-cvs-12667 (N.C. Super. Ct. 2019); Frank v. Walker, 135
S. Ct. 7(2014); League of Women Voters v. Newby, 831 F.3d 1 (D.C. Cir. 2016); and New Virginia
Majority Education Fund v. Virginia Department of Elections, No. 16-cv-01319-CMH (ED Va.).
Arnold & Porter received two consecutive Financial Times Innovative Lawyer Rule of
Law/Access to Justice awards for our work on these cases. In 2020, the National Law Journal
named me a “Trailblazer” in the field of Political and First Amendment law, and in 2022, I received
the Washington Lawyers’ Committee Wiley A. Branton Award. A description of Arnold &
Porter’s practice in voting rights and redistricting cases is attached as Exhibit 1.
4. In addition to these qualifications, I grew up and still have family in Baltimore and
have particular familiarity with geographic and political issues relevant to this litigation.
5. Also working on this matter from Arnold & Porter were the following attorneys:
e Mark Colley, a partner and 1980 graduate of the University of Virginia School of
Law';
e Michael Mazzullo, an associate and 2019 graduate of the Fordham University
School of Law. Mr. Mazzullo clerked for Magistrate Judge Leda D. Wettre of the
U.S. District Court for the District of New Jersey;
e Youlia Racheva, an associate and 2021 graduate of the New York University

School of Law.

' Mr. Colley retired from the practice of law in 2023.
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6. All attorneys are members in good standing of the jurisdictions in which they are
barred. Several non-attorney specialists also provided assistance on this matter.

7. In late November 2021, the ACLU of Maryland recruited Arnold & Porter as
cooperating counsel to join with the ACLU in challenging as racially discriminatory and unlawful
the 2021 Redistricting Plan (“Bill 103-21”") enacted by the Baltimore County Council to elect its
members.

8. Arnold & Porter’s work on this litigation can be broadly categorized into seven
litigation phases: (i) Case Development, Investigation, and Administration; (ii) Pleadings; (ii1)
Motion for Preliminary Injunction; (iv) Response to Court’s Injunction Order; (v) Litigation over
Remedial Map; (vi) Fee Petition; and (vii) Mediation. Each is described in more detail below.

9. Case Development, Investigation, and Administration. Arnold & Porter assisted
co-counsel in conducting the pre-litigation analysis necessary to evaluate the County’s proposed
redistricting plan and whether it was lawful. This phase also captures other fact-gathering later in
the litigation.

10.  Pleadings. On December 21, 2021, one day after the County passed Bill 103-21
into law, Arnold & Porter, the ACLU, and the firm of Brown Goldstein & Levy, as co-counsel,
filed suit in this Court on behalf of Black citizens of Baltimore County and civil organizations
promoting civil rights and election fairness. The Complaint sought a declaration that Bill 103-21
violates the Voting Rights Act, an injunction prohibiting Baltimore County from holding elections
under Bill 103-21, and an order mandating a redistricting plan for the election of members of the
County Council and Board of Education that comports with the Voting Rights Act, 52 U.S.C §

10301, as well as with all other relevant constitutional and statutory requirements.
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11.  Motion for Preliminary Injunction. Following the filing of the Complaint, Arnold
& Porter and its co-counsel prepared a Motion for Preliminary Injunction to enjoin use of Bill 103-
21 in future elections. The legal work handled by Arnold & Porter involved evaluating, among
other things, expert analysis on racially polarized voting, the creation of legally-compliant maps,
and the history of racial discrimination in Baltimore County. The Court granted Plaintiffs’ Motion
for Preliminary Injunction on February 22, 2022.

12.  Response to Court’s Injunction Order. In conjunction with granting Plaintiffs’
Motion for Preliminary Injunction, Plaintiffs did certain work to assess the Defendants’
compliance with the order and to inform clients and the public about the decision. This phase also
includes Plaintiffs’ work pursuant to the Court’s direction to the parties to file a joint status report
setting forth their respective views on how this matter should proceed, on or before March 8, 2022.

13.  Litigation over Remedial Map. On March 8, 2022, the County provided a remedial
map that it claimed complied with the Court’s February 22, 2022 Order. Plaintiffs disagreed, and
litigated over the remedial map. The Court held an evidentiary hearing on March 11, 2022, at
which counsel presented argument and examined witnesses. Plaintiffs prepared supplemental
submissions after the hearing closed. On March 25, 2022, the Court granted Defendants’ motion
seeking approval of the remedial map. Plaintiffs are not seeking to recover fees from this phase.

14.  Fee Petition. In addition to analyzing the Fourth Circuit appeal in Stinnie v.
Holcomb, No. 21-1756, and the en banc decision that followed, Arnold & Porter has prepared and
reviewed its time entries and expenses through the entirety of this litigation, and has also identified
entry-by-entry those for which no fee is being sought. Arnold & Porter also assisted in preparing

a legal brief and this declaration.
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15. Mediation. On October 5, 2023, the Court issued an order scheduling a settlement
conference for January 17, 2024 and instructing the parties to exchange demand letters prior to the
mediation. Plaintiffs prepared their demand letter and supporting materials and sent same to
Defendants on November 30, 2023. On January 16, 2024, the day before the settlement conference
was to take place, the parties participated in a telephone conference during which it was decided
to cancel the settlement conference.

16. Attached hereto as Exhibit 2 is a Fee Chart for Arnold & Porter’s work on behalf
of Plaintiffs in this matter. Exhibit 2 was generated based on timesheets entered in the ordinary
course of business by attorneys and staff working on the matter. We have organized the time
entries chronologically; ascribed a litigation phase to each entry; calculated the time value under
Fitzpatrick Matrix rates (which are substantially lower than the firm’s standard billing rates); and
identified whether fees are being sought for a given entry.

17. The standard rates for Arnold & Porter attorneys on the team ranged from $550
per hour to $1,365 per hour over the course of the engagement. [ am generally familiar with hourly
rates charged by other members of the bar where attorneys have similar years of experience and
believe that our rates are reasonable and comparable to those of other firms.

18. Arnold & Porter also staffed this case in an efficient manner, making sure that there
was minimal duplication of effort among attorneys. In early 2022, I had other commitments, most
importantly a fourteen day trial in late January and February in a complex voting rights matter and
a four day gerrymandering trial in early April, both of which involved significant post-trial
briefing. Because of these other obligations, I was not able to handle the February 15, 2022 hearing
on Plaintiffs’ Motion for Preliminary Injunction, nor could I take lead on the March 11, 2022

evidentiary hearing, which I split with Mr. Freeman. Nonetheless, I provided my expertise on
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voting rights and redistricting litigation in preparing Plaintiffs’ Complaint and Motion for
Preliminary Injunction, working with our supporting expert witnesses, and consulting on the
preparations for oral argument and hearings. While I was otherwise occupied, Mark Colley,
stepped in to supervise the Arnold & Porter team. As junior members of the team, Michael
Mazzullo and Youlia Racheva each contributed separate pieces to the work performed throughout
Arnold & Porter’s engagement on this matter; their work was at considerably lower rates than
mine and Mr. Colley’s to help minimize total fees on this matter. In sum, staffing the case with
four attorneys at varying levels of experience (together with Deborah Jeon and Andrew Freeman
as co-counsel) allowed prompt attention to all necessary matters, even when other members of the
team had other commitments.

19. Below are the Fitzpatrick Matrix rates at which we are seeking compensation for
purposes of this fee petition. As noted above, these rates are substantially lower than the standard
rates Arnold & Porter charges our clients. Arnold & Porter is not seeking to recover for work

performed by non-lawyer professionals.

FITZPATRICK BILLING RATES
2023
John Freedman $787.00
Mark Colley? $760.00
Michael Mazzullo $536.00
Youlia Racheva $502.00
20.  Below is a summary of the fees sought for each phase of the litigation, broken down

by the value of time at the firm’s standard billing rates and the lower Fitzpatrick rates. In total,

Arnold & Porter had 856.6 hours expended with a value of $700,069.50 at the firm’s standard

2 Since Mr. Colley did not conduct any work on this matter in 2023, the fee petition uses a
Fitzpatrick rate as of 2022.
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rates. Arnold & Porter is voluntarily choosing to reduce its fee recovery to 650.2 hours, with a

value of $380,073.00 at the Fitzpatrick rates.

FEES SOUGHT

Hours Value of Time

Expended Fitzpatrick Rates
Case Development, Investigation, and 23 $1,240.10
Administration
Pleadings 45.8 $29,851.80
Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice 316.9 $190,156.40
Response to Court’s Injunction Order 60.0 $37,071.10
Litigation over Remedial Map 0.0 $0.00
Fee Petition 221.3 $119,074.00
Mediation 3.9 $2,679.60

TOTAL 650.2 $380,073.00
21. In addition to agreeing to use of Fitzpatrick rates which are substantially lower than

our standard rates, in the exercise of my billing judgment, Arnold & Porter is making very
significant cuts in the amounts for which compensation in sought. Arnold & Porter is not seeking
to recover for the time of its non-lawyer professionals and has also voluntarily chosen not to seek
recovery of certain other work. These entries are identified as “NO CHARGE” in Exhibit 2, and
include time spent on the “Remedial Map Litigation” phase of the case. In total, Arnold & Porter
is voluntarily choosing not to seek 206.4 hours expended, which has a value of $151,799.00 at the

firm’s standard rates and a value of $103,244.40 at the Fitzpatrick rates.

FEES NOT SOUGHT

Hours Value of Time

Expended Fitzpatrick Rates
Case Development, Investigation, and 31.7 $17,430.60
Administration
Pleadings 0.0 $0.00
Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice 5.0 $1,100.00
Response to Court’s Injunction Order 0.5 $110.00
Litigation over Remedial Map 124.3 $74,725.80
Fee Petition 44.9 $9,878.00
Mediation 0.0 $0.00

TOTAL 206.4 $103,244.40
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22. Exhibit 3 is a true and correct accounting of unreimbursed disbursements and costs
incurred by Arnold & Porter out of pocket in connection with this matter. For any disbursement
or cost sought by Arnold & Porter, no surcharge has been added to any expense. Below is a
summary of the expenses incurred across different types of expenses for which Arnold & Porter

seeks reimbursement.

Expense Type Amount
Delivery Services $175.96
Experts $31,075.00
Filing Fees $502.00
Transcripts $320.85
TOTAL $32,073.81
23.  Arnold & Porter is voluntarily choosing not to seek expenses related to electronic

research costs and duplicating expenses, which in total amount to $12,368.90 in expenses not
sought. Arnold & Porter is also not seeking expert fees for work done for the remedial map phase
of litigation, totaling $33,875.00.

24.  Based on the foregoing, Arnold & Porter’s total request for fees and expenses in
this matter is $412,146.81, consisting of $380,073.00 in attorneys’ fees and $32,073.81 in costs
and expenses.>

25.  Arnold & Porter customarily donates any attorneys’ fees recovered to charitable
causes, including our non-profit co-counsel partners and the Arnold & Porter Foundation, which
provides funding and support to various charitable legal services organizations and causes. After

it has been reimbursed for its expenses, Arnold & Porter plans to donate any recovery of fees in

3 Because work on petitioning for attorneys’ fees is likely to continue through the reply phase of
briefing, we will supplement our time to capture fees and expenses post-dating this declaration.
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this matter to the ACLU of Maryland, so that organization can continue its mission of defending
the civil rights and liberties of all Marylanders.
26. Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8 1746, | declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing

is true and correct.

Executed on February 5, 2024

/s/ John A. Freedman

John A. Freedman
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When it comes to defending the principle of "one person, one vote” fundamental to American democraecy, Arnold

& Porter is a recognized frontrunner. Our seasoned Election & Political Litigation team has an exemplary success
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prominent advocacy organizations, concerned citizens and government officials in challenging state and federal g:]?:rn:g
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Appellate & Supreme Court

Immigration-rights organizations in the successful Nonprafit organization in the lead lawsuit under the
lawsuit—at the district court, on appeal and at the US Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) against the
Supreme Court—blocking the addition of a citizenship Pence-Kobach Presidential Commission on Election
question to the 2020 Census. Dep't of Commerce v. Integrity, which led to the Commission’s disbanding.
New York, 139 S. Ct. 2551 (2019). Lawvers' Comm. for Civil Rights Under Law v.

Presidential Advisory Comm'n on Election Integrity,
Plaintiffs in bringing the landmark partisan 316 F. Supp. 3d 230 (DDC 2018).
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New York, 139 S. Ct. 2551 (2019).

Plaintiffs in bringing the landmark partisan
gerrvmandering challenge to Pennsylvania's
congressional districts under the Pennsylvania
Constitution, and in successfully defending against a
collateral attack on the state court judgment in federal
court, to ultimately secure a new congressional map for
the 2018 election. League of Women Voters of
Pennsylvania v. Commonwealth, 178 A.3d 737 (Pa.
2018); Corman v. Torres, 287 F. Supp. 3d 558 (MD Pa.
2018).

Plaintiffs in a successful partisan gerrvmandering
challenge to North Carolina's state legislative districts
in state court under the North Carolina Constitution, as
well as in successfully defending a remand of the case to
state court after state legislators removed the case to
federal court and appealed the remand order; secured
new state House and state Senate maps for the 2020
election. Cormnmon Cause v. Lewis, No. 18-cvs-14001
(INC Super. Ct.); 956 F.3d 246 (4th Cir. 2020).

Plaintiffs in a partisan gerrymandering challenge to
North Carolina’s congressional districts in state court
under the North Carolina Constitution that resulted in
obtaining a preliminary injunction and a new map for
the 2020 election. Harper v. Lewis, No. 19-cvs-12667
(NC Super. Ct.).
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Lawvers' Comm. for Civil Rights Under Law v.
Presidential Advisory Comm n on Election Integrity,
316 F. Supp. 3d 230 (DDC 2018).

Plaintiffs in challenge to Virginia’s online voter
registration deadline following widespread technical
failures of the system; led to Virginia agreeing to extend
the deadline, allowing tens of thousands of additional
voters to register. New Virginia Majority Education
Fund v. Virginia Department of Elections, No. 16-cv-
01319-CMH (ED Va.).

Nonprofit organization in securing an injunction
barring the Election Assistance Commission's proposed
regulatory changes that would have permitted states to
require documentary proof of citizenship to register to
vote. League of Women Voters v. Newby, 831 F.3d 1
(DC Cir. 2016).

Plaintiffs in prevailing at state court trial and in the
Pennsylvania Supreme Court to secure a permanent
injunction against Pennsylvania's voter-ID law under
the Pennasylvania Constitution. Applewhite v.
Pennsylvania, No. 330 MD 2012 (Pa. Comm. Ct. Jan.
17, 2014); 54 A.3d 1 (Pa. 2012).

Plaintiffs in securing an emergency stay from the US
Supreme Court to block enforcement of Wisconsin's
voter-ID law for the 2014 general election. Frank v.
Walker, 135 S. Ct. 7 (2014).

Plaintiffs in an equal protection challenge to the Ohio
Secretary of State's failure to administer elections in a
fair and even manner; settled on favorable injunctive
terms after our claims were sustained on appeal.
League of Women Voters of Ohio v. Brunner, 548 F.3d
463 (6th Cir. 2008).
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Hours Fitzpatrick Fitzpatrick Value Fee Recovery
Worked Date Name Title Litigation Phase Description Worked Rate of Time Sought
Participate in video conference with J. Freedman to discuss involvement in pro bono matter and
12/3/2021{Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Pleadings potential litigation. 0.50 $536.00 $268.00 CHARGE

Review Redistricting Letter from ACLU/NAACP and draft Complaint in preparation of 12/15/2021

12/14/2021|Mazzullo, Michael L. [Associate Pleadings video conference with team. 070 $536.00 $375.20 CHARGE

12/15/2021|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Pleadings Background reading & follow-up team meeting amongst A&P team to discuss next steps. 0.80 $502.00 $401.60 CHARGE
Background reading; telephone conference with ACLU counsel; telephone conference with A&P

12/15/2021(Colley, Mark D. Partner Pleadings team; review draft complaint. 4.40 $760.00 $3,344.00 CHARGE
Participate in video conference with ACLU and Brown Goldstein co-counsel to discuss strategy for

12/15/2021Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Pleadings filing Complaint and anticipated Motion for a Preliminary Injunction. 1.00 $536.00 $536.00 CHARGE
Participate in video conference with internal team to discuss strategy for filing Complaint and

12/15/2021|Mazzullo, Michael L. [Associate Pleadings anticipated Motion for a Preliminary Injunction. 0.70 $536.00 $375.20 CHARGE
Review materials provided by ACLU including past, Council-proposed, and ACLU-proposed maps;

12/15/2021|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Pleadings letters on behalf of ACLU; and County's bill incorporating proposed map. 1.20 $536.00 $643.20 CHARGE
Review Redistricting Letter from ACLU/NAACP and draft Complaint in preparation of video

12/15/2021|Mazzullo, Michael L. [Associate Pleadings conference with team. 0.60 $536.00 $321.60 CHARGE

12/15/2021|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Pleadings Review Voting Rights Act statute and Supreme Court's Arlington Heights decision. 0.70 $536.00 $375.20 CHARGE

12/15/2021Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Pleadings Revise draft Complaint. 1.70 $536.00 $911.20 CHARGE

12/15/2021|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Pleadings Initial team meeting with A&P, ACLU, and Baltimore counsel. 0.90 $502.00 $451.80 CHARGE

12/15/2021|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Pleadings Review and revise complaint. 1.80 $787.00 $1,416.60 CHARGE

12/16/2021(Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Pleadings Review and edit draft Complaint. 1.40 $502.00 $702.80 CHARGE

12/16/2021|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Pleadings Review and revise complaint. 1.80 $787.00 $1,416.60 CHARGE

12/17/2021|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Pleadings Review and revise complaint. 3.50 $787.00 $2,754.50 CHARGE

12/18/2021|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Pleadings Review and revise complaint. 3.30 $787.00 $2,597.10 CHARGE

12/20/2021(Colley, Mark D. Partner Pleadings Background reading and case law review. 3.50 $760.00 $2,660.00 CHARGE

12/20/2021Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Pleadings Draft civil cover sheet and summonses, send to Managing Attorneys' Office for review. 1.30 $536.00 $696.80 CHARGE

12/20/2021|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Pleadings Review and edit revised Complaint draft. 1.60 $502.00 $803.20 CHARGE

12/20/2021|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Pleadings Review and revise complaint. 1.30 $787.00 $1,023.10 CHARGE
Review materials provided by team in preparation of draft Complaint and forthcoming Preliminary
Injunction motion, including local press reports, expert declarations and reports, and motion papers

12/20/2021|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |from other actions. 210 $536.00 $1,125.60 CHARGE

12/20/2021|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Pleadings Review new version of draft Complaint after A&P team's revision. 0.70 $536.00 $375.20 CHARGE

12/20/2021Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Pleadings Revise draft Complaint and revert to A&P team. 230 $536.00 $1,232.80 CHARGE

12/21/2021(Colley, Mark D. Partner Pleadings Assist with finalizing complaint. 1.40 $760.00 $1,064.00 CHARGE
Coordinate with Business Resource Center to obtain filing-ready versions of civil cover sheet and

12/21/2021Mazzullo, Michael L. |Associate Pleadings summonses. 0.40 $536.00 $214.40 CHARGE
Coordinate with Managing Attorneys' Office to prepare, review, and file Complaint and accompanying

12/21/2021{Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Pleadings documents. 1.30 $536.00 $696.80 CHARGE
Draft email to Research Services to pull sample preliminary injunction briefs to assist in preparing

12/21/2021 [Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  [Preliminary Injunction Motion. 0.40 $536.00 $214.40 CHARGE

12/21/2021|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Pleadings Finalize complaint and filing logistics. 1.90 $787.00 $1,495.30 CHARGE

12/21/2021|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Pleadings Finalize Complaint for filing this morning. 1.00 $502.00 $502.00 CHARGE
Organize and participate in video conference with full team to discuss status of action and next steps

12/21/2021{Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  |in preparing Preliminary Injunction Motion. 1.00 $536.00 $536.00 CHARGE
Review sample preliminary injunction briefs provided by J. Freedman to assist in preparing

12/21/2021 [Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice ~ [Preliminary Injunction Motion. 1.40 $536.00 $750.40 CHARGE

12/21/2021[Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Pleadings Revise new versions of Complaint in light of team's ongoing feedback prior to filing. 240 $536.00 $1,286.40 CHARGE

12/22/2021|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Call with Mike to discuss next steps and action items for P! brief. 0.50 $502.00 $251.00 CHARGE
Prepare for and participate in video conference with Y. Racheva to discuss drafting of Motion for

12/22/2021 [Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  [Preliminary Injunction. 0.70 $536.00 $375.20 CHARGE
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Hours Fitzpatrick Fitzpatrick Value Fee Recovery
Worked Date Name Title Litigation Phase Description Worked Rate of Time Sought
Review dockets of Alabama litigations involving Voting Rights Act claims to prepare for Preliminary
12/22/2021 [Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice ~ {Injunction Motion. 1.80 $536.00 $964.80 CHARGE
12/23/2021|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Create Pl brief shell to begin drafting on Monday 12/27. 0.80 $502.00 $401.60 CHARGE
12/27/2021|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Check-in call with Mike on current outstanding to-do items. 0.30 $502.00 $150.60 CHARGE
12/27/2021{Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  [Draft emails to D. Jeon and A. Freeman re preparation of Brown and Cooper expert reports. 0.40 $536.00 $214.40 CHARGE
12/27/2021|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Meet with Mark C. and Mike M. to discuss next steps on Pl brief and expert declarations. 0.30 $502.00 $150.60 CHARGE
12/27/2021|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Participate in telephone conference with D. Jeon to discuss Dr. Brown's expert report. 0.50 $536.00 $268.00 CHARGE
Participate in video conference with M. Colley and Y. Racheva to discuss drafting of Motion for
12/27/2021 [Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Preliminary Injunction. 0.30 $536.00 $160.80 CHARGE
Prepare for and participate in telephone conference with Y. Racheva to discuss drafting of Motion for
12/27/2021|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Preliminary Injunction. 0.60 $536.00 $321.60 CHARGE
12/27/2021(Colley, Mark D. Partner Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Reading and analysis regarding Pl motion and related planning call; review draft Cooper declaration. 5.60 $760.00 $4,256.00 CHARGE
12/27/2021{Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review draft expert report of Dr. Brown emailed from D. Jeon. 0.70 $536.00 $375.20 CHARGE
12/28/2021|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Check in with Mike and Mark on Pl draft action items and progress. 0.40 $502.00 $200.80 CHARGE
(co-counsel) re effectuating service; email Deborah Jeon (ACLU) on status of Mr. Baretto's expert
12/28/2021Mazzullo, Michael L. |Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |report. 0.60 $536.00 $321.60 CHARGE
Participate in video conference with M. Colley and Y. Racheva to discuss drafting of Motion for
12/28/2021 [Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  [Preliminary Injunction. 0.30 $536.00 $160.80 CHARGE
12/28/2021(Colley, Mark D. Partner Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Reading and analysis regarding Pl motion; drafting and research. 5.30 $760.00 $4,028.00 CHARGE
12/28/2021|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Review Cooper expert declaration for edits. 0.40 $502.00 $200.80 CHARGE
12/28/2021|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Work on P! Brief. 0.60 $502.00 $301.20 CHARGE
12/29/2021 [Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Correspond with team re: expert analysis. 0.30 $787.00 $236.10 CHARGE
12/29/2021|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Participate in telephone conference with A. Freeman to discuss Mr. Baretto's expert report. 0.40 $536.00 $214.40 CHARGE
12/29/2021(Colley, Mark D. Partner Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Reading and analysis regarding Pl motion and related planning call. 3.70 $760.00 $2,812.00 CHARGE
12/30/2021|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Draft standards for preliminary injunction into shell of draft brief. 1.40 $536.00 $750.40 CHARGE
12/30/2021|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review emails from experts Kassra Oskooii and Matt Baretto regarding their anticipated report. 0.60 $536.00 $321.60 CHARGE
12/31/2021|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Confer with team re: expert analysis, preliminary injunction draft. 0.50 $787.00 $393.50 CHARGE
12/31/2021[Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review team updates on Pl Brief drafting plan. 0.10 $502.00 $50.20 CHARGE
Draft pre-motion Notice re Motion for Preliminary Injunction in compliance with Judge Griggsby's
1/2/2022(Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Case Management Order. 250 $536.00 $1,340.00 CHARGE
Complete drafting pre-motion Notice re Motion for Preliminary Injunction in compliance with Judge
1/3/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Griggsby's Case Management Order and send to team for review. 0.90 $536.00 $482.40 CHARGE
Complete follow-up from video conference with full team, namely review edits to pre-motion Notice to
1/3/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice Court. 0.80 $536.00 $428.80 CHARGE
Confer re: developments; work on preliminary injunction motion; attention to Bill Cooper analysis; edit
1/3/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |pre-motion conference letter. 2.80 $787.00 $2,203.60 CHARGE
Participate in video conference with experts Oskooii/Cooper to discuss their forthcoming expert
1/3/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [declaration. 0.90 $536.00 $482.40 CHARGE
Participate in video conference with full team to discuss next steps re drafting Motion for Preliminary
1/3/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Injunction. 0.70 $536.00 $375.20 CHARGE
Review and edit P! brief and related research; review and edit Cooper declaration; telephone
1/3/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |conference with team regarding status, plans and misc. issues. 470 $760.00 $3,572.00 CHARGE
Team meeting on progress and action items for Pl Brief and expert reports. Drafting Senate Factors
1/3/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |section of P! brief. 240 $502.00 $1,204.80 CHARGE
1/4/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  |Further edits to PMC letter. 0.20 $787.00 $157.40 CHARGE
1/4/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review and edit Pl brief and related research; review and edit Cooper declarations. 2.30 $760.00 $1,748.00 CHARGE
1/4/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice {Work on draft of PI Brief. 0.30 $502.00 $150.60 CHARGE
1/5/2022(Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Draft Facts Section for Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 2.40 $536.00 $1,286.40 CHARGE
1/5/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Draft Preliminary Statement for Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 1.10 $536.00 $589.60 CHARGE
1/5/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  [Drafting PI Brief. 0.20 $502.00 $100.40 CHARGE
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Hours Fitzpatrick Fitzpatrick Value Fee Recovery
Worked Date Name Title Litigation Phase Description Worked Rate of Time Sought
1/5/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  |Further edits to PMC letter. 0.30 $787.00 $236.10 CHARGE
Participate in video conference with experts Oskooii/Cooper to discuss their forthcoming expert
1/5/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  [declaration. 0.90 $536.00 $482.40 CHARGE
1/5/2022Colley, Mark D. Partner Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review revised Cooper declaration. 0.10 $760.00 $76.00 CHARGE
Revise pre-motion Notice re Motion for Preliminary Injunction in light of feedback from team and
1/5/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |provide clean copy for review. 1.90 $536.00 $1,018.40 CHARGE
1/6/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Confer team re: preliminary injunction brief; finalization of PMC letter. 1.00 $787.00 $787.00 CHARGE
1/6/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Draft Gingles 1 argument for Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 230 $536.00 $1,232.80 CHARGE
1/6/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  [Draft Gingles 2 argument for Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 210 $536.00 $1,125.60 CHARGE
1/6/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Drafting Pl Brief. 210 $502.00 $1,054.20 CHARGE
Participate in telephone conference with opposing counsel to meet and confer on Motion for
1/6/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  [Preliminary Injunction. 0.50 $536.00 $268.00 CHARGE
1/6/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Conference. 0.90 $536.00 $482.40 CHARGE
1/6/2022[Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Work on PI Brief. 210 $502.00 $1,054.20 CHARGE
E-filed Request for Pre-Motion Conference and Notice of Intention to File a Motion for Preliminary
Injunction on behalf of John Freedman in Baltimore County Branch of the National Association for the
Case development, investigation, and |Advancement of Colored People et al v. Baltimore County, Maryland et al (1:21-cv-03232-LKG,
1/6/2022|Persaud, Melissa Specialist administration USDC-MD). C/M 0091080.00062. 0.50 $220.00 $110.00 NO CHARGE
Participate in video conference with full team to discuss next steps re drafting Motion for Preliminary
1/7/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Injunction. 0.80 $536.00 $428.80 CHARGE
1/7/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review Baretto analysis; review and comment on Pl motion; team call. 240 $787.00 $1,888.80 CHARGE
1/7/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Review edits to PI Brief draft. 0.50 $502.00 $251.00 CHARGE
1/7/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Team meeting on next steps for expert reports and P! brief. 0.90 $502.00 $451.80 CHARGE
1/10/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Catch up on team progress on Pl Brief and naming council members as defendants legal issue. 0.10 $502.00 $50.20 CHARGE
Research caselaw on legislative immunity and legislative privilege to counter individual defendants'
1/10/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. |Associate Pleadings proposed dispositive motion. 1.70 $536.00 $911.20 CHARGE
1/10/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Review current draft of Barreto Declaration. 0.60 $536.00 $321.60 CHARGE
1/10/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review current draft of Brown Declaration. 0.70 $536.00 $375.20 CHARGE
1/10/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review current draft of Cooper Declaration. 0.80 $536.00 $428.80 CHARGE
1/10/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Revise Facts Section for Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 210 $536.00 $1,125.60 CHARGE
1/10/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Revise Senate Factors argument of Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 1.30 $536.00 $696.80 CHARGE
1/10/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice - {Work on P! brief. 0.70 $787.00 $550.90 CHARGE
Participate in video conference with full team to discuss next steps re drafting Motion for Preliminary
1/11/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Injunction. 1.00 $536.00 $536.00 CHARGE
1/11/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Review and organize next steps in Pl brief. 0.20 $502.00 $100.40 CHARGE
1/11/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Review defendants' legislative immunity / privilege argument and case law. 0.80 $502.00 $401.60 CHARGE
1/11/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review issue of legislative immunity/privilege and draft email to team re same. 1.20 $536.00 $643.20 CHARGE
1/11/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Revise draft Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 1.60 $536.00 $857.60 CHARGE
1/11/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |reports. 1.00 $502.00 $502.00 CHARGE
1/11/2022(Colley, Mark D. Partner Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Telephone conference with team regarding status and plan. 0.50 $760.00 $380.00 CHARGE
1/11/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice - [Work on P! brief. 250 $787.00 $1,967.50 CHARGE
1/12/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Research and drafting on PI brief. 1.20 $760.00 $912.00 CHARGE
1/12/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Research Fourth Circuit caselaw applying Gingles preconditions to redistricting cases. 1.20 $536.00 $643.20 CHARGE
1/12/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Revise draft Motion for Preliminary Injunction and incorporate new iteration of Gingles 1 argument. 140 $536.00 $750.40 CHARGE
1/12/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Revised Pl Brief Senate Factors section. 470 $502.00 $2,359.40 CHARGE
1/12/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice - {Work on P! brief. 0.40 $787.00 $314.80 CHARGE
1/13/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |declarations. 0.10 $502.00 $50.20 CHARGE
1/13/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Work on and discuss next steps for Pl Brief. 0.50 $502.00 $251.00 CHARGE
1/13/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice - {Work on P! brief. 270 $787.00 $2,124.90 CHARGE
1/13/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice - {Work on Pl Brief. 0.90 $502.00 $451.80 CHARGE
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1/14/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Confer re: expert reports and status. 0.30 $787.00 $236.10 CHARGE
Participate in telephone conference with A. Freeman to discuss next steps re drafting Motion for
1/14/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Preliminary Injunction. 0.30 $536.00 $160.80 CHARGE
Review Defendants' Court filing of pre-motion notice re anticipated motion to dismiss and draft email
1/14/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [to team re same. 0.60 $536.00 $321.60 CHARGE
Review Defendants' Notice of Motion to Dismiss. Draft proposed edits summary for DJ on Fugett
1/14/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |declaration to accompany Pl Brief. 0.50 $502.00 $251.00 CHARGE
1/14/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review status of all declarations - Fuggett, Brown, Cooper, and Barreto. 1.10 $536.00 $589.60 CHARGE
1/14/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Revise draft of Motion for Preliminary Injunction in light of team's feedback. 410 $536.00 $2,197.60 CHARGE
1/14/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Team decision on filing timeline for PI brief. 0.40 $502.00 $200.80 CHARGE
1/14/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Update citations in Pl Brief. 3.50 $502.00 $1,757.00 CHARGE
1/15/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Revise draft of Motion for Preliminary Injunction in light of team's feedback. 370 $536.00 $1,983.20 CHARGE
1/16/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review and comment on expert reports. 1.30 $787.00 $1,023.10 CHARGE
Review declarations - individual Fugett and experts Barreto and Cooper - to provide feedback in
1/16/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |preparation of Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 1.10 $536.00 $589.60 CHARGE
1/16/2022[Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Revise draft of Motion for Preliminary Injunction in light of team's feedback. 1.20 $536.00 $643.20 CHARGE
1/17/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Draft proposed order and motion for Motion for Preliminary Injunction and send to team for review. 0.90 $536.00 $482.40 CHARGE
Participate in video conference with expert M. Barreto to discuss final steps of declaration in support
1/17/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |of Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 0.60 $536.00 $321.60 CHARGE
1/17/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review Barreto declaration to provide feedback in preparation of Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 0.80 $536.00 $428.80 CHARGE
1/17/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Review draft expert reports. 0.50 $787.00 $393.50 CHARGE
1/17/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review team status updates & drafts. 0.10 $502.00 $50.20 CHARGE
1/17/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Revise draft of Motion for Preliminary Injunction in light of team's feedback. 1.80 $536.00 $964.80 CHARGE
Assist attorneys with preparation of motion and memorandum of law in support of motion for
1/18/2022|Ribblett, Brian D. Specialist Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  |preliminary injunction. 240 $220.00 $528.00 NO CHARGE
1/18/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  |Finalize Pl Brief & citations. 1.30 $502.00 $652.60 CHARGE
Participate in video conference with team to discuss next steps re drafting Motion for Preliminary
1/18/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Injunction and prepare for Court hearing. 0.60 $536.00 $321.60 CHARGE
Prepare for video conference with team to discuss next steps re drafting Motion for Preliminary
1/18/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Injunction by reviewing outstanding items. 0.70 $536.00 $375.20 CHARGE
Review declarations - individual Fugett and experts Barreto and Cooper - to finalize and prepare for
1/18/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [filing with legal assistant and Managing Attorneys' Office. 2.20 $536.00 $1,179.20 CHARGE
Review final draft of Baretto declaration. Start drafting Dismissal Without Prejudice of the Individual
1/18/2022[Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Defendants. 0.60 $502.00 $301.20 CHARGE
1/18/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Revise draft of Motion for Preliminary Injunction in light of team's feedback. 3.20 $536.00 $1,715.20 CHARGE
1/18/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice (Revise Pl Brief draft. 230 $502.00 $1,154.60 CHARGE
1/18/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Revised proposed order and motion for Motion for Preliminary Injunction in light of team's feedback. 0.40 $536.00 $214.40 CHARGE
1/18/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Team meeting on final steps to finalize PI brief and prep for hearing tomorrow. 1.20 $502.00 $602.40 CHARGE
1/18/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Work on P! brief; prep call re: court conference. 150 $787.00 $1,180.50 CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and |Communicate with Managing Attorneys' Office and Legal Assistants to prepare for filing of Motion for
1/18/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. |Associate administration Preliminary Injunction. 0.50 $536.00 $268.00 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
1/18/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. [Associate administration Complete filing of pro hac vice form for M. Mazzullo. 040 $536.00 $214.40 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
1/18/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate administration Complete filing of stipulation of dismissal without prejudice of certain defendants. 0.60 $536.00 $321.60 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and |E-filed STIPULATION of Dismissal Re: 1:21-cv-03232-LKG Baltimore County Branch of the National
1/18/2022(Maks, Eduard Specialist administration Association for the Advancement of Colored People et al v. Baltimore County, Maryland et al. 1.70 $220.00 $374.00 NO CHARGE
1/19/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Attend court conference; work on finalizing brief and expert reports. 210 $787.00 $1,652.70 CHARGE
1/19/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Complete final review of all papers to be filed in moving papers for Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 2.70 $536.00 $1,447.20 CHARGE
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Assist attorneys with preparation of motion and memorandum of law in support of motion for
1/19/2022|Ribblett, Brian D. Specialist Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |preliminary injunction. 260 $220.00 $572.00 NO CHARGE
1/19/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Final Pl Brief round of edits. Coordinate sending courtesy copies to Judge Griggsby's chambers. 2.20 $502.00 $1,104.40 CHARGE
1/19/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Finalize PI Brief citations. 1.20 $502.00 $602.40 CHARGE
Participate in Court conference before Judge Griggsby to discuss forthcoming Motion for Preliminary
1/19/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  |Injunction. 0.60 $536.00 $321.60 CHARGE
Participate in video conference with team to debrief conference before Judge Griggsby and discuss
1/19/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |next steps. 0.60 $536.00 $321.60 CHARGE
Prep for conference with judge; conference with judge on Pl Brief and briefing schedule; post-
1/19/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |conference team call to set next steps for filing. 1.00 $502.00 $502.00 CHARGE
1/19/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Revise draft Motion for Preliminary Injunction in light of edits to Fugett and Brown declarations. 2.30 $536.00 $1,232.80 CHARGE
Supervise Managing Attorneys' Office in its review and filing of moving papers for Motion for
1/19/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Preliminary Injunction. 1.90 $536.00 $1,018.40 CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
1/19/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate administration Coordinated sending courtesy copies to judge's chambers. 0.60 $502.00 $301.20 NO CHARGE
E-filed Motion for Preliminary Injunction with attachments on behalf of John Freedman in Baltimore
Case development, investigation, and |County Branch of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People et al v. Baltimore
1/19/2022|Persaud, Melissa Specialist administration County, Maryland et al (1:21-cv-03232-LKG, USDC-MD). C/M 0091080.00062. 1.00 $220.00 $220.00 NO CHARGE
Draft email to experts regarding remaining schedule and proceedings re Motion for Preliminary
1/20/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Injunction. 0.40 $536.00 $214.40 CHARGE
Research materials to assist presentation for February 15, 2022 hearing re Motion for Preliminary
1/20/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Injunction. 1.30 $536.00 $696.80 CHARGE
1/23/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Confer re: Pl reply brief. 0.30 $787.00 $236.10 CHARGE
1/25/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Confer team re Pl reply. 0.70 $787.00 $550.90 CHARGE
1/25/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Injunction. 0.80 $536.00 $428.80 CHARGE
1/25/2022(Colley, Mark D. Partner Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Planning call with legal team. 0.70 $760.00 $532.00 CHARGE
Review opinion coming from Northern District of Alabama enjoining Congressional map to assist in
1/25/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |drafting reply to Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 120 $536.00 $643.20 CHARGE
1/25/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review sample reply brief and prep for reply brief drafting. 1.40 $502.00 $702.80 CHARGE
Review supplemental expert report from demographer Bill Cooper from Northern District of Alabama
1/25/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |to assist in drafting reply to Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 0.40 $536.00 $214.40 CHARGE
1/25/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Team meeting on reply brief strategy and next steps to prep for hearing on P! brief. 0.80 $502.00 $401.60 CHARGE
1/26/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Plan/brainstorm for PPT for Feb 15 hearing on P! Brief. 0.10 $502.00 $50.20 CHARGE
Review and respond to emails re corrected exhibits to Cooper's declaration in support of Motion for
1/26/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Preliminary Injunction. 0.40 $536.00 $214.40 CHARGE
1/27/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Brainstorm PPT ideas with Mike for upcoming hearing on Feb. 15. 0.60 $502.00 $301.20 CHARGE
Draft and send for review corrected exhibits to Cooper's declaration in support of Motion for
1/27/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Preliminary Injunction. 0.70 $536.00 $375.20 CHARGE
Participate in telephone conference with Y. Racheva to discuss strategy re presentation at
1/27/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  [Preliminary Injunction hearing. 0.60 $536.00 $321.60 CHARGE
1/28/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Draft shell PPT and brainstorm on PPT for hearing with Mike and Andy. 1.20 $502.00 $602.40 CHARGE
Participate in video conference with Y. Racheva and A. Freedman to prepare presentation for hearing
1/28/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |re Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 1.00 $536.00 $536.00 CHARGE
1/28/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Submit notice of corrected exhibits for filing. 0.40 $536.00 $214.40 CHARGE
2/1/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Begin drafting reply in support of Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 3.20 $536.00 $1,715.20 CHARGE
2/1/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Develop reply to County opposition; related research and drafting. 8.30 $760.00 $6,308.00 CHARGE
Participate in telephone conference with A. Freedman and D. Jeon regarding drafting reply in support
2/1/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice ~ [of Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 0.80 $536.00 $428.80 CHARGE
2/1/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Plan draft of shell reply brief for PI motion. 0.10 $502.00 $50.20 CHARGE
2/1/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review Defendants' response to Pl Brief and draft Plaintiffs' Reply Brief shell. 1.10 $502.00 $552.20 CHARGE
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2/1/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Review Pl opposition. 0.50 $787.00 $393.50 CHARGE
2/2/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  [Draft reply in support of Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 1.20 $536.00 $643.20 CHARGE
2/2/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Draft reply in support of Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 1.70 $536.00 $911.20 CHARGE
2/2/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Draft reply in support of Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 3.80 $536.00 $2,036.80 CHARGE
2/2/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Meet w/ team to go over Pl reply brief needs, status, to dos. 0.80 $502.00 $401.60 CHARGE
2/2/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Meeting with Senator Sydnor re his declaration for PI Reply. 1.50 $502.00 $753.00 CHARGE
Participate in video conference with team regarding drafting reply in support of Motion for Preliminary
2/2/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Injunction. 0.50 $536.00 $268.00 CHARGE
Planning call with legal team; analysis, research and drafting re reply brief; telephone conferences
2/2/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |with expert witnesses. 6.50 $760.00 $4,940.00 CHARGE
2/2/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review materials for meeting with Sen. Sydnor re his declaration. 0.80 $502.00 $401.60 CHARGE
2/3/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Call w/ Cheryl Pasteur re potential declaration in support of reply brief. 0.40 $502.00 $200.80 CHARGE
2/3/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  [Finalize Cheryl Pasteur declaration draft. 1.40 $502.00 $702.80 CHARGE
2/3/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice ~ [Finalize first draft of Sen. Sydnor declaration and send to team for further edits. 3.40 $502.00 $1,706.80 CHARGE
2/3/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Participate in telephone conference with A. Freeman to discuss status. 0.30 $536.00 $160.80 CHARGE
Participate in video conference with team to discuss status of reply brief in support of Motion for
2/3/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  [Preliminary Injunction. 0.70 $536.00 $375.20 CHARGE
Planning call with legal team; analysis, research and drafting re reply brief; telephone conferences
2/3/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |with expert witnesses; draft reply re Gingles I. 10.90 $760.00 $8,284.00 CHARGE
2/3/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review Andy edits to Pasteur declaration. 0.20 $502.00 $100.40 CHARGE
2/3/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review newly drafted declarations for reply from Matt Hill, Charles Sydnor, and Cheryl Pasteur. 0.90 $536.00 $482.40 CHARGE
Team check-in on status of reply brief and expert declarations. Follow-up meeting with Kassra on
2/3/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |analysis of voting patterns and declaration drafting progress. Drafting Senator Sydnor declaration. 430 $502.00 $2,158.60 CHARGE
2/3/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Work on P! reply brief. 1.80 $787.00 $1,416.60 CHARGE
2/4/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Call with Cheryl Pasteur and Andy to discuss her brief but had to jump off to another meeting. 0.20 $502.00 $100.40 CHARGE
Early morning team status check on Pl reply and declarations. Attempt to call Cheryl Pasteur re her
2/4/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |declaration draft immediately after end of team call. Another brief team call to follow this afternoon. 0.70 $502.00 $351.40 CHARGE
2/4/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Final conversation with Cheryl Pasteur re her declaration. Final edits to her declaration. 1.40 $502.00 $702.80 CHARGE
Participate in video conference with team to discuss status of reply brief in support of Motion for
2/4/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Preliminary Injunction. 0.50 $536.00 $268.00 CHARGE
Participate in video conference with team to discuss status of reply brief in support of Motion for
2/4/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. |Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice _|Preliminary Injunction. 050 $536.00 $268.00 CHARGE
Planning calls with legal team; analysis, research and drafting re reply brief; telephone conference
2/4/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  [with Bill Cooper and draft declaration. 4.20 $760.00 $3,192.00 CHARGE
2/4/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Revise reply brief in support of Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 1.40 $536.00 $750.40 CHARGE
2/4/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Revise reply in support of Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 1.30 $536.00 $696.80 CHARGE
2/4/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Team check-in on Pl reply and declarations. 0.50 $502.00 $251.00 CHARGE
2/5/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review circulated edits/updates of reply brief draft. 0.50 $502.00 $251.00 CHARGE
2/5/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Revise reply in support of Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 0.70 $536.00 $375.20 CHARGE
2/5/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Work on P! reply brief. 2.30 $787.00 $1,810.10 CHARGE
2/6/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review and revise Pl reply brief. 230 $787.00 $1,810.10 CHARGE
2/6/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Review team updates to reply brief draft. 1.00 $502.00 $502.00 CHARGE
2/6/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Revise and edit reply brief; misc. communications with legal team. 1.60 $760.00 $1,216.00 CHARGE
2/6/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Revise reply in support of Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 0.90 $536.00 $482.40 CHARGE
2/6/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Revise Second Declaration of expert Matthew Barreto in support of Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 0.80 $536.00 $428.80 CHARGE
2/7/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Complete final revisions to reply papers in support of Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 3.80 $536.00 $2,036.80 CHARGE
2/7/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Final cite check of reply brief draft and update of Barreto and Pasteur declarations to fix mistakes. 2.00 $502.00 $1,004.00 CHARGE
2/7/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Finalize PI reply brief & exhibits. Coordinate with Mike re sending courtesy copies. 0.60 $502.00 $301.20 CHARGE
Review new SCOTUS ruling on Alabama VRA case that parallels ours and affects our arguments in
2/7/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice - |upcoming hearing. 0.40 $502.00 $200.80 CHARGE
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2/7/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review reply and related communications with legal team. 0.40 $760.00 $304.00 CHARGE
Coordinate courtesy copies & blown up Cooper exhibits to be sent to courthouse, Andy, and opposing
2/8/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |counsel. 130 $502.00 $652.60 CHARGE
2/8/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice - |hearing. 1.00 $536.00 $536.00 CHARGE
Refile reply papers in support of Motion for Preliminary Injunction after initial filing returned by Clerk's
2/8/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |quality control message. 0.50 $536.00 $268.00 CHARGE
2/8/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Team meeting to discuss notices to judge, PPT presentation, Barreto testimony at hearing. 1.30 $502.00 $652.60 CHARGE
Call with team & Matt & Kassra re strategy for Matt's testimony at next week's hearing. Review
2/9/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |defendants' filing based on new SCOTUS Alabama ruling and our potential responses. 1.10 $502.00 $552.20 CHARGE
2/9/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Draft letter to Judge Griggsby re request to examine Dr. Barreto at Preliminary Injunction hearing. 1.10 $536.00 $589.60 CHARGE
2/9/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  [Participate in video conference to prepare Dr. Barreto for expert testimony. 0.90 $536.00 $482.40 CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
2/10/2022|Barrett, Steven Specialist administration E-Filing of [43] Notice. 0.50 $220.00 $110.00 NO CHARGE
2/10/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Confer re: supplemental authority. 0.30 $787.00 $236.10 CHARGE
2/10/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Develop response to Baltimore County supplemental authority and related research. 5.00 $760.00 $3,800.00 CHARGE
credentials in Baltimore County Branch of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored
Case development, investigation, and |People et al v. Baltimore County, Maryland et al (1:21-cv-03232-LKG, USDC-MD). C/M
2/10/2022|Persaud, Melissa Specialist administration 0091080.00062. 0.60 $220.00 $132.00 NO CHARGE
2/10/2022[Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review team correspondence re strategy meetings pre hearing next week. 0.10 $502.00 $50.20 CHARGE
Revise letter to Judge Griggsby re request to examine Dr. Barreto at Preliminary Injunction hearing
2/10/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |and submit for filing. 0.70 $536.00 $375.20 CHARGE
2/10/2022(Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  [Milligan. 1.80 $536.00 $964.80 CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
2/10/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate administration Refile motion for pro hac admission after initial filing returned by Clerk's quality control message. 0.40 $536.00 $214.40 NO CHARGE
2/11/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice [Confer re: supplemental authority. 0.50 $787.00 $393.50 CHARGE
2/11/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice ~ |hearing. 2.20 $502.00 $1,104.40 CHARGE
2/12/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Confer re: supplemental authority. 0.20 $787.00 $157.40 CHARGE
2/12/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Draft PPT for Tuesday's PI hearing. 260 $502.00 $1,305.20 CHARGE
2/12/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review and comment on draft supplemental authority response. 0.30 $760.00 $228.00 CHARGE
2/12/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Revise response to Baltimore County's supplemental authority and additional declarations. 2.10 $536.00 $1,125.60 CHARGE
2/13/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Continue drafting PPT for upcoming P hearing. 1.10 $502.00 $552.20 CHARGE
2/13/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice Continue drafting/editing PPT for upcoming PI hearing. 0.80 $502.00 $401.60 CHARGE
2/13/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Edit PPT for Pl hearing on Tuesday and send to Mike M. for review and additional edits. 1.00 $502.00 $502.00 CHARGE
Finalize PPT for PI hearing with Andy and Mike. Meetings/calls re same going through entire PPT and
2/13/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |making final edits. 8.10 $502.00 $4,066.20 CHARGE
Participate in video conference with A. Freeman to prepare presentation for Preliminary Injunction
2/13/2022(Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |hearing. 3.50 $536.00 $1,876.00 CHARGE
2/13/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review and revise response regarding supplemental authority. 0.50 $760.00 $380.00 CHARGE
2/13/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Revise response to supplemental authority brief. 2.30 $787.00 $1,810.10 CHARGE
2/14/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Confer re: oral argument plan. 0.40 $787.00 $314.80 CHARGE
Finalize and file Pltfs Mtn for Leave to File Response to Def's Notice of Supplemental Authority. Edit
PPT for Hearing. Meet with Andy, Mike and Debbie re same. Review interim settiement offer from
2/14/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Defs and emails with team re same. 5.00 $502.00 $2,510.00 CHARGE
Participate in video conferences with A. Freeman to prepare argument/presentation for Preliminary
2/14/2022(Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Injunction hearing. 3.60 $536.00 $1,929.60 CHARGE
2/15/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice ~|Attend oral argument; debrief. 2.00 $787.00 $1,574.00 CHARGE
2/15/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Attend PI Hearing and follow up debriefing. 4.20 $760.00 $3,192.00 CHARGE
Correspond via email and telephone with team as part of final preparation for in Preliminary Injunction
2/15/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |hearing before Judge Griggsby. 0.70 $536.00 $375.20 CHARGE
2/15/2022(Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Email and e-file presentation that was used in Preliminary Injunction hearing before Judge Griggsby. 0.40 $536.00 $214.40 CHARGE
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2/15/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Final prep for & attend court hearing on Pltfs PI Brief. Post-hearing debrief with team. 550 $502.00 $2,761.00 CHARGE
2/15/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Participate in Preliminary Injunction hearing before Judge Griggsby. 3.90 $536.00 $2,090.40 CHARGE
2/17/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Follow up on oral argument. 0.50 $787.00 $393.50 CHARGE
2/21/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review and revise letter to court. 0.30 $787.00 $236.10 CHARGE
2/22/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice Review decision and email to team. 0.30 $787.00 $236.10 CHARGE
2/22/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review Judge Griggsby's order granting our PI Motion. 0.30 $502.00 $150.60 CHARGE
2/22/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice |Review opinion from Judge Griggsby granting Motion for Preliminary Injunction. 0.50 $536.00 $268.00 CHARGE
2/23/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Preliminary Injunction Motion Practice  [Participate in telephone conference with A. Freeman to discuss potential next steps in action. 0.30 $536.00 $160.80 CHARGE
3/2/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Response to Court's Order Call re: next steps and County compliance. 0.70 $787.00 $550.90 CHARGE
3/2/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Response to Court's Order Participate in video conference with team to discuss potential next steps in action. 0.50 $536.00 $268.00 CHARGE
Review team updates re check in meeting, newest filings, state court's decision not to appoint Gimpel
3/2/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Response to Court's Order as advisor. 0.10 $502.00 $50.20 CHARGE
3/7/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Response to Court's Order Drafting portion of joint status letter to Court in accordance with Court's preliminary injunction order. 210 $536.00 $1,125.60 CHARGE
Participate in telephone conference with A. Freeman and D. Jeon team to discuss next steps in
3/7/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Response to Court's Order drafting portion of joint status letter to Court. 0.80 $536.00 $428.80 CHARGE
3/7/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Response to Court's Order Review updates from Andy re conversations with defense counsel and status notification due to court. 0.10 $502.00 $50.20 CHARGE
3/8/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Response to Court's Order Attention to County compliance and confer team re: same. 1.80 $787.00 $1,416.60 CHARGE
3/8/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Response to Court's Order Edit draft status report; analysis and drafting on response to County motion arguments/cases. 210 $760.00 $1,596.00 CHARGE
3/8/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. |Associate Response to Court's Order Injunction. 0.90 $536.00 $482.40 CHARGE
3/8/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Response to Court's Order Review team emails re Defendant's status report and motion enclosing new proposed map. 1.00 $502.00 $502.00 CHARGE
3/8/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Response to Court's Order Revise status report to Court in accordance with Court's preliminary injunction order. 1.10 $536.00 $589.60 CHARGE
3/9/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Response to Court's Order Attention to County proposed map; confer team re: same; work on response. 240 $787.00 $1,888.80 CHARGE
3/9/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Response to Court's Order Develop and draft response to County motion/new map; related research and communications. 6.00 $760.00 $4,560.00 CHARGE
Defendants' revised map. Review Defendant's Motion including the revised map and exhibits in
3/9/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Response to Court's Order support. 1.80 $502.00 $903.60 CHARGE
Participate in video conference to discuss strategy for responding to Baltimore County's motion to
3/9/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Response to Court's Order modify the preliminary injunction. 0.60 $536.00 $321.60 CHARGE
Research and draft report to Court on whether Baltimore County's newly-proposed map is compliant
3/9/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Response to Court's Order with the Voting Rights Act/Court's prior order. 3.60 $536.00 $1,929.60 CHARGE
Research question of remedy when non-compliant map is proposed [.9], provide research to team re
3/9/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Response to Court's Order same [.3], and review Court's Order/correspondence regarding March 11, 2022 conference [.2]. 1.40 $536.00 $750.40 CHARGE
3/10/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Response to Court's Order Develop and draft response to County motion/new map; related research and communications. 1.40 $760.00 $1,064.00 CHARGE
3/10/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Response to Court's Order Report. 6.30 $502.00 $3,162.60 CHARGE
Draft and review emails with internal team on March 10, 2022 status letter on whether remedial map
3/10/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Response to Court's Order is compliant with the Voting Rights Act/Court's prior order. 0.80 $536.00 $428.80 CHARGE
Participate in telephone conferences with A. Freeman re March 10, 2022 status letter on whether
3/10/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Response to Court's Order remedial map is compliant with the Voting Rights Act/Court's prior order. 0.30 $536.00 $160.80 CHARGE
and expert declarations on whether remedial map is compliant with the Voting Rights Act/Court's prior
3/10/2022[Mazzullo, Michael L. [Associate Response to Court's Order order. 0.70 $536.00 $375.20 CHARGE
Revise and prepare for filing Third Barreto Declaration in support of March 10, 2022 status letter on
3/10/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Response to Court's Order whether remedial map is compliant with the Voting Rights Act/Court's prior order. 1.30 $536.00 $696.80 CHARGE
Revise and prepare for filing Third Cooper Declaration (and exhibits) in support of March 10, 2022
3/10/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Response to Court's Order status letter on whether remedial map is compliant with the Voting Rights Act/Court's prior order. 0.90 $536.00 $482.40 CHARGE
Revise report to Court on whether Baltimore County's newly-proposed map is compliant with the
3/10/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Response to Court's Order Voting Rights Act/Court's prior order. 3.20 $536.00 $1,715.20 CHARGE
3/10/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Response to Court's Order Work on response to County map, including reviewing and revising submission. 310 $787.00 $2,439.70 CHARGE
3/10/2022|Barrett, Steven Specialist Response to Court's Order E-Filing of a Status Report with two exhibits. 0.50 $220.00 $110.00 NO CHARGE
3/11/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Response to Court's Order Analyze strategy for drafting supplemental brief in accordance with Court's March 11, 2022 Order. 0.80 $536.00 $428.80 CHARGE
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Attend court status conference on parties' status reports re Defendants' revised map. Debrief with
Pltfs team re same. Team emails re same. Begin drafting PItfs" brief in response to Defs motion for

3/11/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Response to Court's Order approval of map and to revise preliminary injunction. 1.70 $502.00 $853.40 CHARGE

3/11/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Response to Court's Order Draft Plaintiffs' supplemental brief in preparation for March 21 hearing. Call with M. Mazzullo re same. 3.20 $502.00 $1,606.40 CHARGE

3/11/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Response to Court's Order Meet with team to prepare for today's court status conference. 0.70 $502.00 $351.40 CHARGE
Participate in telephone conference with Y. Racheva to discuss next steps in drafting supplemental

3/11/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Response to Court's Order brief in accordance with Court's March 11, 2022 Order. 0.70 $536.00 $375.20 CHARGE

3/11/2022Freedman, John A. Senior Counse! Response to Court's Order Prep for hearing; hearing; follow up re: same. 3.50 $787.00 $2,754.50 CHARGE
Prepare for and participate in Court conference re whether Baltimore County's newly-proposed map is

3/11/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Response to Court's Order compliant with the Voting Rights Act/Court's prior order. 2.60 $536.00 $1,393.60 CHARGE

3/11/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Response to Court's Order Telephone conference with legal team in advance of hearing; court status conference. 1.80 $760.00 $1,368.00 CHARGE

3/12/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Remedial Map Draft preliminary draft of Plaintiffs' supplemental brief in preparation of 3/21 court hearing. 3.50 $502.00 $1,757.00 NO CHARGE
Draft and review emails with Y. Racheva [.4] and revise supplemental brief in accordance with Court's

3/13/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map March 11, 2022 Order [1.2]. 1.60 $536.00 $857.60 NO CHARGE

3/13/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Remedial Map Draft Plaintiffs' supplemental brief due 3/17 for 3/21 court hearing. 4.20 $502.00 $2,108.40 NO CHARGE

3/14/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map Draft and revise supplemental brief in accordance with Court's March 11, 2022 Order. 220 $536.00 $1,179.20 NO CHARGE
Draft email to team regarding use of expert Dr. Barreto is supplemental briefing to be filed in

3/14/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map accordance with Court's March 11, 2022 Order. 0.40 $536.00 $214.40 NO CHARGE
Draft emails to J. Freedman re supplemental brief to be filed in accordance with Court's March 11,

3/14/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map 2022 Order. 0.20 $536.00 $107.20 NO CHARGE
Review revised draft of supplemental brief for 3/21 hearing. Case law research for same re a district

3/14/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Remedial Map not needing over 60% BVAP to remain 'safe’ for Black voters. 0.40 $502.00 $200.80 NO CHARGE
Correspond with K. Oskooii regarding use of expert analysis in supplemental briefing to be filed in

3/15/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map accordance with Court's March 11, 2022 Order, evaluate same, and pass along findings to team. 0.60 $536.00 $321.60 NO CHARGE
Prepare for and participate in video conference with team re supplemental brief in accordance with

3/15/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map Court's March 11, 2022 Order. 0.80 $536.00 $428.80 NO CHARGE

3/15/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Remedial Map Review and edit draft brief. 0.90 $760.00 $684.00 NO CHARGE

3/15/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Remedial Map Team meeting to check-in and next steps. Draft 4th Cooper declaration. 3.00 $502.00 $1,506.00 NO CHARGE

3/15/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Remedial Map Work on response to County map, including review of supplemental expert declarations. 520 $787.00 $4,092.40 NO CHARGE

3/16/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map Draft and revise supplemental brief in accordance with Court's March 11, 2022 Order. 1.70 $536.00 $911.20 NO CHARGE

3/16/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map Draft and revise supplemental brief in accordance with Court's March 11, 2022 Order. 1.90 $536.00 $1,018.40 NO CHARGE
Draft Cooper fourth declaration. Team meeting to discuss next steps for filing due 3/17. Review

3/16/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Remedial Map updated brief drafts. Email with team re same. 5.10 $502.00 $2,560.20 NO CHARGE
Prepare for and participate in video conference with team re supplemental brief in accordance with

3/16/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. [Associate Remedial Map Court's March 11, 2022 Order. 0.80 $536.00 $428.80 NO CHARGE

3/16/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Remedial Map Work on response to County map. 3.10 $787.00 $2,439.70 NO CHARGE
Draft and review emails with team regarding expert declarations, preparation of exhibits, and

3/17/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map supplemental brief in accordance with Court's March 11, 2022 Order. 0.90 $536.00 $482.40 NO CHARGE

3/17/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map Draft and revise supplemental brief in accordance with Court's March 11, 2022 Order. 240 $536.00 $1,286.40 NO CHARGE

3/17/2022|Barrett, Steven Specialist Remedial Map E-Filing of Response Brief with Exhibits in the USDC MD via the Pacer system. 0.50 $220.00 $110.00 NO CHARGE

3/17/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Remedial Map Finalize draft of Plaintiffs' supplemental brief re Defendants' remedial map. 6.00 $502.00 $3,012.00 NO CHARGE
Prepare for filing and supervise filing of notice to Court on witnesses to testify at March 21, 2022

3/17/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map hearing in accordance with Court's March 11, 2022 Order. 0.40 $536.00 $214.40 NO CHARGE
Prepare for filing and supervise filing of supplemental briefing and declarations in accordance with

3/17/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map Court's March 11, 2022 Order. 0.80 $536.00 $428.80 NO CHARGE

3/17/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Remedial Map Review and edit draft brief. 0.90 $760.00 $684.00 NO CHARGE
Revise Fourth Barreto Declaration in support of supplemental brief in accordance with Court's March

3/17/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map 11, 2022 Order. 0.90 $536.00 $482.40 NO CHARGE
Revise notice to Court on witnesses to testify at March 21, 2022 hearing in accordance with Court's

3/17/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map March 11, 2022 Order. 0.40 $536.00 $214.40 NO CHARGE
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3/18/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Remedial Map Call A. Friedman re: evidentiary hearing planning; follow up re: same; hearing prep. 220 $787.00 $1,731.40 NO CHARGE
3/18/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map Conduct research to prepare for cross-examination of J. Jones during March 21, 2022 hearing. 230 $536.00 $1,232.80 NO CHARGE
Conduct research to prepare for cross-examination of Plaintiffs' withesses during March 21, 2022
3/18/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map hearing. 2.60 $536.00 $1,393.60 NO CHARGE
Correspond with experts regarding exchange of other side's data in anticipation of March 21, 2022
3/18/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map hearing. 1.40 $536.00 $750.40 NO CHARGE
3/18/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map Participate in video conference with team regarding preparation for March 21, 2022 hearing. 1.70 $536.00 $911.20 NO CHARGE
Review Defendants' supplemental brief in preparation for March 21, 2022 hearing. Emails re same
and re Plaintiffs' preparation for March 21 hearing. Emails with A. Freeman re Bill Cooper Alabama
3/18/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Remedial Map case and other prior testimony. 1.90 $502.00 $953.80 NO CHARGE
Conduct research to prepare for examination and cross-examination of Plaintiffs' witnesses during
3/19/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map March 21, 2022 hearing. 1.80 $536.00 $964.80 NO CHARGE
3/19/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map Participate in video conference with team regarding preparation for March 21, 2022 hearing. 1.30 $536.00 $696.80 NO CHARGE
3/19/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Remedial Map Team emails re preparation for March 21, 2022 hearing. 0.50 $502.00 $251.00 NO CHARGE
3/20/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map Conduct research and prepare PowerPoint presentation for use in March 21, 2022 hearing. 3.90 $536.00 $2,090.40 NO CHARGE
Draft and review emails related to Dr. Gimpel's "Corrected" Declaration and compare against prior
3/20/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map submissions. 0.80 $536.00 $428.80 NO CHARGE
3/20/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Remedial Map Hearing prep. 2.00 $787.00 $1,574.00 NO CHARGE
Participate in video conference with M. Barreto and team regarding preparation for March 21, 2022
3/20/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map hearing. 3.60 $536.00 $1,929.60 NO CHARGE
Attend Court hearing on parties' supplemental filings related to Plaintiffs' Motion for Preliminary
Injunction and Defendant's remedial map. Attend post-hearing debrief with legal team re same. Email
3/21/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Remedial Map with team re same. 5.00 $502.00 $2,510.00 NO CHARGE
3/21/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Remedial Map Hearing prep; evidentiary hearing; follow up with team. 11.30 $787.00 $8,893.10 NO CHARGE
3/21/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map Prepare for and participate in March 21, 2022 hearing related to County's proposed remedial map. 6.70 $536.00 $3,591.20 NO CHARGE
3/21/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Remedial Map Zoom hearing and follow up call. 3.80 $760.00 $2,888.00 NO CHARGE
Communicate with J. Freedman and Y. Racheva regarding March 21, 2022 Court conference and
next steps in responding to Baltimore County's response to Court's request for evidence of remedial
3/22/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map District 2 as a crossover district. 0.90 $536.00 $482.40 NO CHARGE
Correspond with Dr. Barreto re Baltimore County's supplemental declarations submitted in response
3/22/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map to Court's request for evidence of remedial District 2 as a crossover district. 0.80 $536.00 $428.80 NO CHARGE
Draft and review emails with team re Baltimore County's supplemental declarations submitted in
3/22/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map response to Court's request for evidence of remedial District 2 as a crossover district. 0.60 $536.00 $321.60 NO CHARGE
Draft Plaintiffs' response to Baltimore County's supplemental declarations submitted in response to
3/22/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map Court's request for evidence of remedial District 2 as a crossover district. 3.40 $536.00 $1,822.40 NO CHARGE
Review Baltimore County's supplemental declarations submitted in response to Court's request for
3/22/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map evidence of remedial District 2 as a crossover district. 1.30 $536.00 $696.80 NO CHARGE
3/22/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Remedial Map Review draft supplemental response to Defendants' 3/22/2022 filing. Emails with team re same. 0.30 $502.00 $150.60 NO CHARGE
Telephone conference with team regarding new County filings; review and analyze county filings
3/22/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Remedial Map regarding new map; draft response. 5.00 $760.00 $3,800.00 NO CHARGE
3/23/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Remedial Map Confer team re: supplemental filing. 160 $787.00 $1,259.20 NO CHARGE
Finalize and help file Plaintiffs' response to Defendants' filing as requested by the Court at the 3/21
3/23/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Remedial Map Hearing on Defendants' revised map. 110 $502.00 $552.20 NO CHARGE
Review Supreme Court decision summarily reversing Wisconsin redistricting case to prepare for
3/23/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map supplemental filing. 0.60 $536.00 $321.60 NO CHARGE
Revise Dr. Barreto's Fifth Declaration and Plaintiffs' response to Baltimore County's supplemental
declarations submitted in response to Court's request for evidence of remedial District 2 as a
3/23/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map crossover district, conform same for filing and supervise filing of same. 1.80 $536.00 $964.80 NO CHARGE
3/123/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Remedial Map Revise response regarding new County map. 0.50 $760.00 $380.00 NO CHARGE
3/24/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Remedial Map Attend hearing and related follow up call. 1.30 $760.00 $988.00 NO CHARGE
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Attend status conference on judge's ruling on motion for preliminary injunction; attend follow-up
3/24/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Remedial Map debrief with team re same. 1.20 $502.00 $602.40 NO CHARGE
3/24/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Remedial Map Emails to team re: court decision. 0.50 $787.00 $393.50 NO CHARGE
Participate in March 24, 2022 hearing related to County's proposed remedial map and discuss next
3/24/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Remedial Map steps with team afterwards [1.2], review County's filing that it passed Bill 22-22 [.3]. 1.50 $536.00 $804.00 NO CHARGE
3/25/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Remedial Map Emails to team re: court decision. 0.30 $787.00 $236.10 NO CHARGE
3/31/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition Draft email to Y. Racheva and begin reviewing caselaw on issue of recovering attorneys' fees. 0.70 $536.00 $375.20 CHARGE
3/31/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition Participate in video conference with team to discuss next steps. 0.10 $536.00 $53.60 CHARGE
3/31/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Fee Petition Team call re: next step. 0.80 $787.00 $629.60 CHARGE
Team meeting re next steps. Research "prevailing party" case law re claiming attorney's fees after
3/31/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition win on preliminary injunction but before a final judgment. 2.10 $502.00 $1,054.20 CHARGE
3/31/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Fee Petition Telephone conference with legal team regarding strategy for next steps/options. 0.60 $760.00 $456.00 CHARGE
Research "prevailing party" case law in civil rights fee reimbursement cases post preliminary
4]4/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition injunction but pre final judgment. 0.30 $502.00 $150.60 CHARGE
4/5/2022[Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition payment. 0.20 $502.00 $100.40 CHARGE
Research fourth circuit law on whether a plaintiff can be a "prevailing party" for purpose of fee shifting
4/13/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition after winning PI but before final judgment. 1.20 $502.00 $602.40 CHARGE
Legal research on fourth circuit precedent re whether a plaintiff prevailing on a Pl can be considered a
4/14/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition 'prevailing party' for the purpose of fees. Email to team re same. 5.90 $502.00 $2,961.80 CHARGE
4/15/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Peition same. 1.70 $502.00 $853.40 CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
4/20/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel administration Confer D. Jeon re: next steps. 0.30 $787.00 $236.10 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
4/20/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate administration Emails with D. Jeon and J. Freedman re possible appeal by defendants. 0.10 $502.00 $50.20 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
4/22/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel administration Call D. Jeon re: strategy; call D. Jeon & A. Friedman re: same; draft email to clients. 1.30 $787.00 $1,023.10 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
4/22/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel administration Confer team re: appellate strategy. 0.30 $787.00 $236.10 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
4/25/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate administration Draft/review emails with internal team on joint status letter and next steps. 0.60 $536.00 $321.60 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
4/25/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate administration Emails from team re next steps. 0.10 $502.00 $50.20 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
4/27/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel administration Confer D. Jeon and A. Freeman re: next steps. 0.50 $787.00 $393.50 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
4/27/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate administration Draft/review emails with internal team on joint status letter, attorneys' fees, and next steps. 0.60 $536.00 $321.60 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
4/28/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel administration Confer D. Jeon and A. Freeman re: next steps. 0.60 $787.00 $472.20 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
4/28/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner administration Draft status report insert. 0.30 $760.00 $228.00 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
4/28/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate administration Emails with team re upcoming court iling and next steps. 0.20 $502.00 $100.40 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
4/29/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel administration Confer D. Jeon and A. Freeman and edit status report. 0.90 $787.00 $708.30 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
4/29/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate administration Edit Plaintiffs" portion of the parties' join status report. 1.80 $502.00 $903.60 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and |Revise Plaintiffs' portion of joint status letter and correspond with team re same, review filed joint
4/29/2022(Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate administration status report. 2.60 $536.00 $1,393.60 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
5/2/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counse! administration Team call. 0.50 $787.00 $393.50 NO CHARGE
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5/6/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Fes Pefition Review draft brief sections. 040 $787.00 $314.80 CHARGE
5/8/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Fee Petition Review and comment on draft brief. 250 $787.00 $1,967.50 CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
5/10/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate administration Emails with team re next steps. Review Judge's order. 0.20 $502.00 $100.40 NO CHARGE
Draft/review emails with Y. Racheva on attorneys' fees petition and participate in telephone
5/12/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition conference with Y. Racheva re same. 0.60 $536.00 $321.60 CHARGE
5/12/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Meet with team to discuss next steps for fee petition. Call with M. Mazzullo re same. Emails re same. 1.30 $502.00 $652.60 CHARGE
5/12/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Fee Petition Team call re: fee petition. 0.60 $787.00 $472.20 CHARGE
5/13/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Draft subpoena to McGuireWoods for billing rates. 0.40 $502.00 $200.80 CHARGE
Emails with team re draft of subpoena to McGuireWoods re fees. Review case law on topic forwarded
5/17/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition by A. Freeman. 0.30 $502.00 $150.60 CHARGE
5/18/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition same. 0.70 $502.00 $351.40 CHARGE
5/18/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition fees. 0.60 $536.00 $321.60 CHARGE
5/19/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Draft letter to opposing counsel requesting billing and time keeping records. 0.60 $502.00 $301.20 CHARGE
Draft and review emails with Y. Racheva re letter to Defendant Baltimore County on our fee petition
5/20/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition enclosing subpoena (.40), and provide revisions to draft letter and revert to Y. Racheva (.90). 1.30 $536.00 $696.80 CHARGE
5/20/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Draft letter to opposing counsel requesting billing rates and times. Conduct legal research for same. 3.00 $502.00 $1,506.00 CHARGE
5/21/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Fee Petition Work on letter re: fee demand and subpoena. 0.80 $787.00 $629.60 CHARGE
5/23/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Revise letter to opposing counsel requesting billing rates and records. 1.00 $502.00 $502.00 CHARGE
5/26/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Revise letter to opposing counsel seeking production of billing rates. 0.60 $502.00 $301.20 CHARGE
Revise draft letter and subpoenas to Baltimore County re reasonableness of rates/hours, participate
5/27/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition in telephone conference with A. Freeman re same. 1.30 $536.00 $696.80 CHARGE
5/27/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Fee Petition Work on fee letter. 0.10 $787.00 $78.70 CHARGE
5/30/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition Draft First Set of Requests for Production and Interrogatories to Baltimore County re fee petition. 1.40 $536.00 $750.40 CHARGE
Research and review example motions for attorneys' fees. Email with D. Jeon and A. Freeman re
5/31/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition same. Review draft requests for production to Baltimore County in preparation for fee petition. 1.00 $502.00 $502.00 CHARGE
6/2/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Draft motion for attorneys' fees. Emails with team revising same. 1.90 $502.00 $953.80 CHARGE
Revise Motion for Award of Reasonable Attorneys' Fees and Litigation Expenses and correspond with
6/2/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition Y. Racheva and internal team re same. 0.70 $536.00 $375.20 CHARGE
6/3/2022(Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Fee Petition Review motion for fees. 0.30 $787.00 $236.10 CHARGE
Revise Motion for Award of Reasonable Attorneys' Fees and Litigation Expenses and correspond with
6/3/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition Y. Racheva and internal team re same. 0.70 $536.00 $375.20 CHARGE
6/6/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Finalize and submit for filing Plaintiffs" motion for fees. 0.50 $502.00 $251.00 CHARGE
6/7/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Meet with team re next steps for drafting fee petition due July 11. 0.90 $502.00 $451.80 CHARGE
Participate in video conference with internal team re fee petition strategy and memorialize next steps
6/7/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition and action items re same. 1.00 $536.00 $536.00 CHARGE
6/7/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Fee Petition Team call re: fee petition. 0.80 $787.00 $629.60 CHARGE
6/7/2022|Colley, Mark D. Partner Fee Petition Telephone conference with team regarding attorneys fee recovery. 0.70 $760.00 $532.00 CHARGE
Email with M. Mazzullo re next steps. Email with Research team re examples of McGuireWoods
6/13/2022[Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition billing statements. 0.20 $502.00 $100.40 CHARGE
6/14/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition statements. 0.30 $502.00 $150.60 CHARGE
Meet with M. Mazzullo to discuss next steps. Related follow-up and start drafting process for Plaintiffs'
6/15/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition brief in support of fee petition. 0.70 $502.00 $351.40 CHARGE
and Declarations in Support of Motion for Award of Reasonable Attorneys' Fees and Litigation
6/15/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition Expenses. 0.40 $536.00 $214.40 CHARGE
6/21/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Draft memo in support of Plaintiffs' fee petition. 8.30 $502.00 $4,166.60 CHARGE
6/22/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Draft brief in support of fee petition. 050 $502.00 $251.00 CHARGE
6/22/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Draft brief in support of fee pefition. 1.00 $502.00 $502.00 CHARGE
6/24/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Work on fee petition draft. 2.00 $502.00 $1,004.00 CHARGE
6/25/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Draft fee petition. 0.20 $502.00 $100.40 CHARGE
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6/26/2022(Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Pefition Draft fee petition. 9.40 $502.00 $4,718.80 CHARGE
6/26/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition Draft preliminary statement and facts section of fee petition memo of law. 1.90 $536.00 $1,018.40 CHARGE
Read Fourth Circuit opinion in Stinnie v. Holcomb. Email with team re same and next steps given this
6/27/2022[Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition new precedent. 0.80 $502.00 $401.60 CHARGE
6/27/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counse! Fee Petition Review Stinnie decision. 0.20 $787.00 $157.40 CHARGE
6/28/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Email with team following Fourth Circuit decision in Stinnie v. Holcomb and confer on next steps. 0.80 $502.00 $401.60 CHARGE
6/29/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Email with team re next steps given decision in Stinnie v. Holcomb. 0.50 $502.00 $251.00 CHARGE
Participate in telephone conference with A. Freeman re letter to court regarding fee petition memo of
6/29/2022Mazzullo, Michael L. [Associate Fee Petition law [.4] and revise same [.5]. 0.90 $536.00 $482.40 CHARGE
6/30/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Revise Plaintiffs' fee petition in light of Stinnie decision. 3.20 $502.00 $1,606.40 CHARGE
7/1/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Call with A. Freedman re motion for extension of time. Review emails from team re same. 0.20 $502.00 $100.40 CHARGE
7/2/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Draft Plaintiffs" motion for extension of time to file fee petition. 5.90 $502.00 $2,961.80 CHARGE
7/3/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Peition Email with team re filing of motion for extension of time to file fee petition. 0.20 $502.00 $100.40 CHARGE
7/5/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Review team edits to fee petition. Revise same. Email with team re same. 1.60 $502.00 $803.20 CHARGE
7/5/2022|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Fee Petition Work on attorneys fee brief; attention to motion to stay. 2.00 $787.00 $1,574.00 CHARGE
7/6/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Review court order staying case. Email with legal assistants re drafting bill of costs for fee petition. 0.30 $502.00 $150.60 CHARGE
7/25/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Review correspondence from D. Jeon and A. Freeman. 0.10 $502.00 $50.20 CHARGE
Review 4th Circuit opinion in Holloway v. City of Virginia Beach on mootness from intervening
7/28/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition legislation. Circulate same to team. 0.70 $502.00 $351.40 CHARGE
8/9/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Email with team re upcoming team meeting, upcoming tasks, and status of Stinnie en banc review. 0.30 $502.00 $150.60 CHARGE
8/10/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Review emails from team re upcoming meeting. 0.10 $502.00 $50.20 CHARGE
8/11/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Attend team meeting re strategy, next steps, upcoming status report deadline. 0.70 $502.00 $351.40 CHARGE
Prepare for and participate in video conference with team to discuss fee petition and next steps in
8/11/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition litigation, memorialize notes re same, and review emails on follow-up. 1.20 $536.00 $643.20 CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
8/18/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate administration Email A. Nichols requesting electronic files of Baltimore County election results. 0.10 $502.00 $50.20 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and |Correspond with A. Nichols, K. Oskooii and team re election results analysis and data necessary to
8/22/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate administration complete same. 0.70 $502.00 $351.40 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
8/26/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate administration Review Court order re stay and draft email to opposing counsel re joint status letter. 0.60 $536.00 $321.60 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
8/31/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate administration Review correspondence with team re next steps for joint status report. 0.20 $502.00 $100.40 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
9/6/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate administration Draft plaintiffs' portion of joint status report. Communicate with team re same. 2.40 $502.00 $1,204.80 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
9/7/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate administration Review court order granting extension of stay. Review client correspondence. 0.20 $502.00 $100.40 NO CHARGE
10/11/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Email with A. Cruice and R. Campbell re attorney hours records. 0.20 $502.00 $100.40 CHARGE
10/19/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Email with A. Cruise and call with R. Campbell re ACLU rates history request. 0.10 $502.00 $50.20 CHARGE
10/20/2022|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Email with A. Cruice re attorney hours records. 0.10 $502.00 $50.20 CHARGE
Draft and review emails with Y. Racheva re next steps in preparing fee petition in light of forthcoming
12/12/2022|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition rehearing en banc in Stinnie v. Holcomb before Fourth Circuit. 0.40 $536.00 $214.40 CHARGE
Create time line and task list for fee petition in light of Stinnie's upcoming oral arguments. Call with M.
1/4/2023|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Mazzullo re same. Email with legal assistants re same. 1.30 $502.00 $652.60 CHARGE
Prepare for, participate in, and memorialize notes from video conference with Y. Racheva re next
steps in preparing fee petition in light of forthcoming rehearing en banc in Stinnie v. Holcomb before
1/4/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition Fourth Circuit. 0.90 $536.00 $482.40 CHARGE
Observe portions of Fourth Circuit argument in Stinnie v. Holcomb to assess forthcoming fee petition,
1/25/2023Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition draft and review emails re same. 0.80 $536.00 $428.80 CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
1/26/2023|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel administration Team call re: 2022 election results analysis. 110 $787.00 $865.70 NO CHARGE




Case 1:21-cv-03232-LKG Document 105-1 Filed 02/05/24 Page 29 of 37

Hours Fitzpatrick Fitzpatrick Value Fee Recovery
Worked Date Name Title Litigation Phase Description Worked Rate of Time Sought
Case development, investigation, and |Prepare for and participate in videoconference with legal and expert team re analysis of 2022 election
1/30/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate administration results and potential next steps in the litigation. 1.30 $536.00 $696.80 NO CHARGE
Review oral argument in en banc Fourth Circuit hearing of Stinnie v. Holcomb. Attend team call re
Case development, investigation, and |same and re next steps for case. Email K. Oskaoii re shape files of Plaintiffs' "Map 6". Email A.
1/30/2023|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate administration Freeman re campaign finance reports from Baltimore County Council elections. 4.00 $502.00 $2,008.00 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
1/30/2023|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel administration Team call re: 2022 election results analysis. 110 $787.00 $865.70 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and |Communicate with B. Cooper, K. Oskoii and case team re shape files of "Map 6" needed for
1/31/2023|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate administration performance analysis. 0.20 $502.00 $100.40 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
1/31/2023|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel administration Follow up with co-counsel re: next steps. 0.70 $787.00 $550.90 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
2/13/2023|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate administration Pull campaign finance reports for Baltimore County primary election and email with team re same. 0.30 $502.00 $150.60 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
6/9/2023|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel administration Call with team re: status, Milligan. 0.30 $787.00 $236.10 NO CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
6/26/2023|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel administration Team call re: VRA analysis. 0.80 $787.00 $629.60 NO CHARGE
7/17/2023|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Discuss and set out next steps in case with M. Mazzullo and J. Freedman. 0.80 $502.00 $401.60 CHARGE
8/7/2023|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Fee Petition Review Stinnie decision, email to team re: next steps. 0.40 $787.00 $314.80 CHARGE
8/10/2023|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Review Stinnie v. Holcomb decision. 0.40 $502.00 $200.80 CHARGE
8/10/2023|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Review Stinnie v. Holcomb decision. 04 $502.00 $200.80[CHARGE
8/17/2023|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Peition same. 2.00 $502.00 $1,004.00 CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and |Review en banc opinion in Stinnie v. Holcomb and prepare to re-draft fee petition to comport with
8/17/2023|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate administration same. 2 $502.00 $1,004.00|CHARGE
8/30/2023|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Fee Petition Confer team re: upcoming status report. 0.30 $787.00 $236.10 CHARGE
Case development, investigation, and
8/30/2023|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel administration Confer team re: upcoming status report. 0.3 $787.00 $236.10|CHARGE
Participate in internal team status call to discuss fee petition (.70); participate in meet and confer with
opposing counsel re fee petition (.30); draft and revise joint status letter (1.0); review past work
9/5/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. |Associate Fee Petition product on fee petition (.80). 2.80 $536.00 $1,500.80 CHARGE
Participate in internal team status call to discuss fee petition (.70); participate in meet and confer with
opposing counsel re fee petition (.30); draft and revise joint status letter (1.0); review past work
9/5/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. |Associate Fee Petition product on fee petition (.80). 28 $536.00 $1,500.80|CHARGE
9/5/2023|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Fee Petition Review Stinnie order and draft petition; team call re: fee petition. 19 $787.00 $1,495.30|CHARGE
9/5/2023|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Participate in team calls re fee pefition and next steps. 22 $502.00 $1,104.40|CHARGE
9/6/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition Draft and review emails with internal team, A. Freeman, and D. Jeon re preparing fee petition. 0.50 $536.00 $268.00 CHARGE
9/6/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition Draft and review emails with internal team, A. Freeman, and D. Jeon re preparing fee petition. 05 $536.00 $268.00|CHARGE
9/6/2023|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Fee Petition Confer team re: fee pefition, stay. 1 $787.00 $787.00|CHARGE
9/6/2023|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Email with M. Mazzullo and team re next steps for fee petition and review current draft of same. 0.6 $502.00 $301.20|CHARGE
Draft and review emails with internal team re preparing fee petition and potential legal arguments in
9/7/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition support (.80); analyze McGuire Woods' fees to show comparison to fees sought (.60). 1.40 $536.00 $750.40 CHARGE
Draft and review emails with internal team re preparing fee petition and potential legal arguments in
9/7/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition support (.80); analyze McGuire Woods' fees to show comparison to fees sought (.60). 14 $536.00 $750.40|CHARGE
Review and analyze time entries and expenses in preparation for fee petition, communicate with Y.
9/10/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition Racheva and J. Ferrer re same. 3.1 $536.00 $1,661.60[CHARGE
Review and analyze time entries and expenses in preparation for fee petition, communicate with
9/11/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition internal team and co-counsel re same. 44 $536.00 $2,358.40|CHARGE
9/11/2023|Ferrer, Jerome E. Paralegal Fee Petition Review and edit fees spreadsheet; check totals in summary of fees and expenses. 12 $220.00 $264.00|NO CHARGE
9/11/2023|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Revise fee petition draft. 9.3 $502.00 $4,668.60| CHARGE
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support staff to gather necessary information for fees and expenses (1.20); revise and update
spreadsheet compiling fees and expenses (1.30); review draft declarations of A. Freeman and D.
9/12/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. |Associate Fee Petition Jeon (.50). 5.1 $536.00 $2,733.60|CHARGE
petition for fees; draft edits to summary of fees; prepare draft declaration exhibit in support of petition
9/12/2023|Ferrer, Jerome E. Paralegal Fee Petition for fees. 4.1 $220.00 $902.00|NO CHARGE
9/12/2023|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Revise fee petition draft. 6.4 $502.00 $3,212.80|CHARGE
Draft and revise brief in support of fee petition (4.60); revise declaration for J. Freedman to support
fee petition (.60); correspond with internal team and support staff to gather necessary information for
fees and expenses (.70) and participate in videoconference with J. Ferror and Y. Racheva re same
(.40); revise and update spreadsheet compiling fees and expenses (.60); research caselaw on
9/13/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition prevailing party status and recovery of attomneys' fee (1.20). 8.1 $536.00 $4,341.60|CHARGE
Review and edit spread sheet of time and expenses in matter; draft edits to spreadsheets; meeting
with legal team re: petition for fees; draft edits to summary of fees; prepare draft declaration exhibit in
9/13/2023|Ferrer, Jerome E. Paralegal Fee Petition support of petition for fees. 58 $220.00 $1,276.00NO CHARGE
9/13/2023|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Mazzullo. 1.8 $502.00 $903.60[CHARGE
Draft and revise brief in support of fee petition (6.20); revise declaration for J. Freedman to support
fee petition (1.10); revise and update spreadsheet compiling fees and expenses (.50); research
caselaw on prevailing party status and recovery of attorneys' fee (.90); draft email to J. Freedman
9/14/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. [Associate Fee Petition compiling draft fee petition materials and explaining methodology (1.20). 9.9 $536.00 $5,306.40|CHARGE
9/14/2023|Ferrer, Jerome E. Paralegal Fee Petition Review petition for fees; legal research check citations; draft edits to petition. 22 $220.00 $484.00|NO CHARGE
9/14/2023|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Review and revise draft fee petition; call and email with M. Mazzullo re same. 16 $502.00 $803.20|CHARGE
Review and edit spread sheet of time and expenses in matter; draft edits to spreadsheets; meeting
with legal team re: petition for fees; draft edits to summary of fees; prepare draft declaration exhibit in
9/15/2023|Ferrer, Jerome E. Paralegal Fee Petition support of petition for fees. G/ $220.00 $1,254.00|[NO CHARGE
9/19/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition Draft and review emails with Y. Racheva and J. Freedman re fee petition. 05 $536.00 $268.00|CHARGE
9/19/2023|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Email with M. Mazzullo and J. Freedman re fee petition draft. 02 $502.00 $100.40|CHARGE
9/20/2023|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Review and revise fee petition brief and Freedman declaration. 51 $502.00 $2,560.20| CHARGE
Revise brief and declaration in support of fee petition, and correspond with Y. Racheva and J. Ferrer
9/20/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition re same. 1 $536.00 $536.00CHARGE
9/20/2023|Freedman, John A. Senior Counsel Fee Petition Review and revise motion for fees and declaration; confer team re: same. 28 $787.00 $2,203.60|CHARGE
Revise brief and declaration in support of fee petition, and correspond with J. Freedman and Y.
9/21/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition Racheva re same. 2.2 $536.00 $1,179.20|CHARGE
9/21/2023|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Conduct legal research for precedent regarding attorneys fees and voting rights cases. 0.9 $502.00 $451.80|CHARGE
Review J. Freedman edits to fee petition and declaration drafts; email with D. Jeon and A. Freeman
9/22/2023|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition re same. 12 $502.00 $602.40|CHARGE
9/23/2023|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Review D. Jeon edits to fee petition draft. 0.2 $502.00 $100.40|CHARGE
Revise draft exhibit of opposing counsel's fees; draft and review emails with administrative staff re
10/2/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition preparation of same. 0.8 $536.00 $428.80|CHARGE
Review and analyze compilation of opposing counsel's fees; draft and review emails with
10/3/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Peition administrative staff re preparation of same. 0.6 $536.00 $321.60|CHARGE
10/5/2023Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition Review Court order re mediation session and draft emails to team re same. 0.4 $536.00 $214.40|CHARGE
10/5/2023|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Review court filing and team correspondence re scheduled settlement conference. 03 $502.00 $150.60|CHARGE
Review and analyze compilation of opposing counsel's fees; draft and review emails with
10/30/2023[Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition administrative staff re preparation of same. 0.5 $536.00 $268.00| CHARGE
Review invoices from McGuire Woods; prepare and organized invoices as supporting fee motion
10/30/2023|Ferrer, Jerome E. Paralegal Fee Petition exhibit; create table of invoices showing disbursements and fees. 17 $220.00 $374.00|NO CHARGE
Draft and review emails re opposing counsel's fees (.40); review proposed status letter and
11/6/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition correspond with team and opposing counsel re same (.30). 0.7 $536.00 $749.20|CHARGE
11/7/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition Draft and review emails with administrative team re compiling and tallying opposing counsel's fees. 04 $536.00 $214.40|CHARGE
11/7/2023|Ferrer, Jerome E. Paralegal Fee Petition Review and organize fee invoices for fee motion; update spreadsheet of disbursements and fees. 21 $220.00 $462.00|NO CHARGE
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11/8/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. [Associate Fee Peition Draft and review emails fe pefition for afforneys fees. 0.4 $536.00 $214.40[CHARGE
Review and organize invoices received; update table of disbursements and fees; prepare
11/14/2023|Ferrer, Jerome E. Paralegal Fee Petition chronological collection of invoices for fee application. 1.2 $220.00 $264.00|NO CHARGE
Freedman and Y. Racheva re same (.40); review and analyze draft brief in support of fee petition
11/20/2023[Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition (.50). 14 $536.00 $750.40|CHARGE
11/21/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition entries. 0.8 $536.00 $428.80[CHARGE
11/22/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. |Associate Fee Petition Correspond with D. Jeon and team re preparing draft of fee petition. 0.5 $536.00 $268.00{CHARGE
11/22/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Peition Correspond with D. Jeon and team re preparing draft of fee petition. 0.5 $536.00 $268.00|CHARGE
Revise draft memo of law and Freedman declaration in support of fee petition (2.20); correspond with
11/27/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition A. Freeman and team re preparing draft of fee petition (.70). 28 $536.00 $1,632.70|CHARGE
Review time entries for 2023; review expenses for 2023; review and edit spreadsheet of fees; review
11/27/2023|Ferrer, Jerome E. Paralegal Fee Petition and edit spread sheet of expenses; prepare exhibit in support of petition for fees. 6.4 $220.00 $1,408.00|NO CHARGE
Revise and compile materials supporting fee petition, including memo of law, declarations, and
11/28/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. |Associate Fee Petition supporting exhibits, and correspond with team re same. 41 $536.00 $2,197.60|CHARGE
Review and edit spreadsheet of fees; review and edit spread sheet of expenses; recalculate totals for
litigation phase categories; prepare exhibit in support of petition for fees; create and edit additional
11/28/2023|Ferrer, Jerome E. Paralegal Fee Petition supporting exhibit to petition; review expenses for 2023 recalculate totals for each type of expense . 6.1 $220.00 $1,342.00|NO CHARGE
11/28/2023|Freedman, John A. Partner Fee Petition Review and comment on draft fee petition. 0.9 $787.00 $708.30|CHARGE
Revise and compile materials supporting fee petition, including memo of law, declarations, and
11/29/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. |Associate Fee Petition supporting exhibits, and correspond with team re same. 3.8 $536.00 $2,036.80 CHARGE
11/29/2023|Freedman, John A. Partner Fee Petition Work on fee petition, including confer co-counsel. 1.6 $220.00 $252.00|CHARGE
Revise and compile materials supporting fee petition, including memo of law, declarations, and
11/30/2023|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition supporting exhibits, and correspond with team re submitting same to opposing counsel. 38 $536.00 $2,036.80| CHARGE
11/30/2023|Freedman, John A. Partner Fee Petition Review and revise fee petition brief and declaration; confer co-counsel re: strategy. 1.1 $787.00 $865.70|CHARGE
1/2/2024|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Mediation Revise draft ex parte submission to Judge Copperthite ahead of mediation. 07 $536.00 $275.20|CHARGE
1/3/2024|Freedman, John A. Partner Mediation Confer team re: upcoming mediation. 0.5 $787.00 $393.50|CHARGE
1/12/2024|Freedman, John A. Partner Mediation Confer co-counsel re: upcoming mediation. 0.2 $787.00 $157.40|CHARGE
1/12/2024|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Mediation Email with M. Mazzullo and J. Freedman re prep for mediation. 0.1 $502.00 $50.20|CHARGE
1/16/2024|Freedman, John A. Partner Mediation Confer re: status of mediation. 04 $787.00 $314.80[CHARGE
1/17/2024|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition Participate in video conference with team re next steps on fee petition. 0.4 $536.00 $214.40|CHARGE
1/17/2024|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Call and email with team re mediation, fee petition, and next steps. 16 $502.00 $803.20|CHARGE
1/17/2024|Freedman, John A. Partner Mediation Follow up on mediation cancellation, team call re: same. 0.9 $787.00 $708.30|CHARGE
1/18/2024|Freedman, John A. Partner Mediation Confer team re: status report. 0.8 $787.00 $629.60|CHARGE
1/18/2024|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Mediation Review draft status report. 0.3 $502.00 $150.60[CHARGE
1/23/2024|Mazzullo, Michael L. Associate Fee Petition Participate in office conference with Y. Racheva re next steps on fee petition. 05 $536.00 $268.00|CHARGE
1/23/2024|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Meet with M. Mazzullo and coordinate next steps for fee petition filing. 0.9 $502.00 $451.80|CHARGE
1/24/2024|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Review Court Order lifting stay and issuing schedule for filing fee petition. 02 $502.00 $100.40|CHARGE
Coordinate next steps in finalizing fee petition for filing; compile expert expenses; email with J. Ferrer
1/25/2024|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition re attorney fees and expenses; email with team re fee petition. 7.7 $502.00 $3,865.40|CHARGE
Revise local counsel declaration; confer with J. Ferrer re expense and billing reports; update expert
1/29/2024|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition €XPEnses. 39 $502.00 $1,957.80|CHARGE
Review billing and expenses in Baltimore County matter; review related documents in support of fees
1/29/2024|Ferrer, Jerome E. Paralegal Fee Petition and expense papers; review correspondence with legal team re: same; edit supporting exhibits. 1 $220.00 $220.00|[NO CHARGE
1/29/2024|Freedman, John A. Partner Fee Petition Confer re: fee petition brief. 0.3 $787.00 $236.10|CHARGE
1/30/2024|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Revise draft fee petition; confer with D. Jeon and A. Cruice re declaration revisions. 19 $502.00 $953.80|CHARGE
1/31/2024|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Revise draft fee petition; confer with A. Freeman re same. 16 $502.00 $803.20|CHARGE
Review billing and expenses in Baltimore County matter; review related documents in support of fees
and expense papers; review correspondence with legal team re: same; review and edit exhibits in
1/31/2024 |Ferrer, Jerome E. Paralegal Fee Petition support of motion for fees; review invoices; update logs. 29 $220.00 $638.00|NO CHARGE
1/31/2024|Freedman, John A. Partner Fee Petition Confer co-counsel re: defense stay request. 0.3 $787.00 $236.10|CHARGE




Case 1:21-cv-03232-LKG Document 105-1 Filed 02/05/24 Page 32 of 37

Hours Fitzpatrick Fitzpatrick Value Fee Recovery
Worked Date Name Title Litigation Phase Description Worked Rate of Time Sought

2/1/2024|Racheva, Youlia S. Associate Fee Petition Revise fee peﬁon; prepare peﬁon and supporting documents for ﬁng; confer with team re same. 53 $502.00 $2,660.60|CHARGE

and expense papers; review correspondence with legal team re: same; edit supporting exhibits;

research re: invoices of McGuireWoods; update and edit fees and expenses spread sheet and
2/1/2024|Ferrer, Jerome E. Paralegal Fee Petition summary. 32 $220.00 $704.00|NO CHARGE

Review correspondence with legal team re: same; edit supporting exhibits; review McGuire Woods
2/2/2024|Ferrer, Jerome E. Paralegal Fee Petition invoices; prepare compilation; update spreadsheet. 13 $220.00 $286.00[NO CHARGE
856.6 $483,317.40 553

Total
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VENDOR: Pacer Service Center INVOICE#: 3935819-Q42021 DATE: 1/6/2022 Pacer Research Charges for
10/1/2021|Other Computer Research $7.70 |10/1/2021 - 12/31/2021 NO CHARGE
VENDOR: City National Bank INVOICE#: 4923089012281804 DATE: 12/27/2021 COURTS/USDC-MD-PG;
12/21/2021|Filing Fees $402.00 |12/21/21; Visa Pcard; Civil case filing fee for J. Freedman CHARGE
12/29/2021|Lexis Computer Research $99.00 |Lexis Computer Research by COLLEY MARK - SEARCH - ACCESS CHARGE NO CHARGE
VENDOR: Pacer Service Center INVOICE#: 3935819-Q12022 DATE: 4/7/2022 Pacer usage for the period
1/1/2022|0ther Computer Research $61.80 |1/1/2022 to 3/31/2022 NO CHARGE
1/10/2022|Westlaw Research $206.40 |Westlaw computer research by MAZZULLO MICHAEL MULTI-SEARCH TRANSACTIONAL SEARCHES NO CHARGE
1/12/2022|Lexis Computer Research $396.00 |Lexis Computer Research by COLLEY MARK - SEARCH - ACCESS CHARGE NO CHARGE
VENDOR: City National Bank INVOICE#: 4955537501251809 DATE: 1/20/2022 COURTS/USDC-MD-PG;
1/18/2022(Filing Fees $100.00 |01/18/22; Visa Pcard; PHV Motion DMD receipt for M. Mazzullo CHARGE
VENDOR: UPS -United Parcel Service, Inc INVOICE#: 00000014X705042 DATE: 01/22/22 Tracking #:
1714X7050198215775 Shipment Date: 20220120 Sender: Youlia Racheva Arnold & Porter, 250 West 55th
Street, New York, NY 10019 Ship to: Andrew D. Freeman, BROWN GOLDSTEIN & LEVY, 120 E. Baltimore
1/20/2022|Air Delivery Services $10.95 |Street, Baltimore, MD 21202 CHARGE
VENDOR: UPS -United Parcel Service, Inc INVOICE#: 00000014X705042 DATE: 01/22/22 Tracking #:
1714X7050198755156 Shipment Date: 20220120 Sender: Youlia Racheva Arnold & Porter, 250 West 55th
Street, New York, NY 10019 Ship to: Lydia Kay Griggsby, District Judge, 101 West Lombard Street,
1/20/2022|Air Delivery Services $10.95 |Baltimore, MD 21201 CHARGE
VENDOR: UPS -United Parcel Service, Inc INVOICE#: 00000014X705042 DATE: 01/22/22 Tracking #:
1714X7050199230167 Shipment Date: 20220120 Sender: Youlia Racheva Arnold & Porter, 250 West 55th
Street, New York, NY 10019 Ship to: Clerk of Court Grigg, District Judge, 101 West Lombard Street,
1/20/2022|Air Delivery Services $10.95 |Baltimore, MD 21201 CHARGE
1/20/2022|Color copies $598.50 |Job made on 20220120 by 28350 Kemly Derby TOTAL PAGES : 798.00 NO CHARGE
PRINT Job made on 01252022 at \\D60LMCV2\NY-Xerox0607-printer0 by 20148 Michael Mazzullo TOTAL
1/25/2022|Duplicating $1.30 |PAGES: 13 NO CHARGE
PRINT Job made on 01252022 at \\D60LMCV2\NY-Xerox0607-printer0 by 20148 Michael Mazzullo TOTAL
1/25/2022|Duplicating $11.30 [PAGES: 113 NO CHARGE
2/2/2022(Color copies $65.25 |Job made on 20220202 by 20148 Michael Mazzullo TOTAL PAGES : 87.00 NO CHARGE
2/2/2022|Westlaw Research $672.00 |Westlaw computer research by MAZZULLO MICHAEL MULTI-SEARCH DOCUMENT DISPLAYS NO CHARGE
VENDOR: Federal Express INVOICE#: 765800108 DATE: 02/11/22 Tracking #: 289442217579 Shipment
Date: 20220203 Sender: Michael Mazzullo Arnold & Porter, 250 West 55th Street, NEW YORK, NY 10019
2/3/2022|Air Delivery Services $12.91 |Ship to: Lydia Kay Griggsby District Ju, Chambers 5C, 101 West Lombard Street, BALTIMORE, MD 21201 CHARGE
VENDOR: Federal Express INVOICE#: 765800108 DATE: 02/11/22 Tracking #: 289442369546 Shipment
Date: 20220203 Sender: Michael Mazzullo Arnold & Porter, 250 West 55th Street, NEW YORK, NY 10019
2/3/2022|Air Delivery Services $12.91 [Ship to: Ava E Lias Booker, MCGUIREWOODS LLP, 500 East Pratt Street, BALTIMORE, MD 21202 CHARGE
VENDOR: Federal Express INVOICE#: 765800108 DATE: 02/11/22 Tracking #: 289442519179 Shipment
Date: 20220203 Sender: Michael Mazzullo Arnold & Porter, 250 West 55th Street, NEW YORK, NY 10019
2/3/2022|Air Delivery Services $12.91 [Ship to: Andrew D Freeman, BROWN GOLDSTEIN & LEVY, 120 E Baltimore Street, BALTIMORE, MD 21202 |CHARGE
2/6/2022|Westlaw Research $206.40 |Westlaw computer research by MAZZULLO MICHAEL MULTI-SEARCH TRANSACTIONAL SEARCHES NO CHARGE
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VENDOR: Federal Express INVOICE#: 765800108 DATE: 02/11/22 Tracking #: 289615231493 Shipment
Date: 20220208 Sender: Youlia Racheva Arnold & Porter, 250 West 55th Street, NEW YORK, NY 10019 Ship

2/8/2022|Air Delivery Services $12.91 |to: Lydia Kay Griggsby,, District Judge, 101 West Lombard Street, BALTIMORE, MD 21201 CHARGE
VENDOR: Federal Express INVOICE#: 765800108 DATE: 02/11/22 Tracking #: 289615449803 Shipment
Date: 20220208 Sender: Youlia Racheva Arnold & Porter, 250 West 55th Street, NEW YORK, NY 10019 Ship
2/8/2022|Air Delivery Services $12.91 [to: Ava E Lias Booker, MCGUIREWOODS LLP, 500 East Pratt Street,, BALTIMORE, MD 21202 CHARGE
VENDOR: Federal Express INVOICE#: 765800108 DATE: 02/11/22 Tracking #: 289615607169 Shipment
Date: 20220208 Sender: Youlia Racheva Arnold & Porter, 250 West 55th Street, NEW YORK, NY 10019 Ship
2/8/2022|Air Delivery Services $12.91 [to: Andrew D Freeman, BROWN GOLDSTEIN & LEVY, 120 E Baltimore Street,, BALTIMORE, MD 21202 CHARGE
2/8/2022(Color copies $191.25 |Job made on 20220208 by 23737 Youlia Racheva TOTAL PAGES : 255.00 NO CHARGE
2/10/2022|Lexis Computer Research $198.00 |Lexis Computer Research by COLLEY MARK - SEARCH - ACCESS CHARGE NO CHARGE
2/10/2022|Westlaw Research $722.40 |Westlaw computer research by MAZZULLO MICHAEL MULTI-SEARCH TRANSACTIONAL SEARCHES NO CHARGE
2/11/2022|Westlaw Research $103.20 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH TRANSACTIONAL SEARCHES NO CHARGE
2/12/2022|Westlaw Research $31.20 |Westlaw computer research by MAZZULLO MICHAEL MULTI-SEARCH DOCKETS DETAIL NO CHARGE
2/15/2022|Westlaw Research $87.60 |Westlaw computer research by MAZZULLO MICHAEL MULTI-SEARCH DOCUMENT DISPLAYS NO CHARGE
3/9/2022|Westlaw Research $309.60 |Westlaw computer research by MAZZULLO MICHAEL MULTI-SEARCH TRANSACTIONAL SEARCHES NO CHARGE
VENDOR: Federal Express INVOICE#: 769591684 DATE: 03/18/22 Tracking #: 270760894642 Shipment
Date: 20220311 Sender: Youlia Racheva Arnold & Porter, 250 West 55th Street, NEW YORK, NY 10019 Ship
to: Judge Lydia K Griggsby s Cham, Lydia Kay Griggsby, District J, 101 W LOMBARD ST, BALTIMORE, MD
3/11/2022|Air Delivery Services $12.98 (21201 CHARGE
VENDOR: Federal Express INVOICE#: 769591684 DATE: 03/18/22 Tracking #: 270761122250 Shipment
Date: 20220311 Sender: Youlia Racheva Arnold & Porter, 250 West 55th Street, NEW YORK, NY 10019 Ship
3/11/2022|Air Delivery Services $12.98 [to: Ava E Lias Booker, MCGUIREWOODS LLP, 500 E PRATT ST STE 1000, BALTIMORE, MD 21202 CHARGE
3/11/2022|Color copies $48.75 |Job made on 20220311 by 23737 Youlia Racheva TOTAL PAGES : 65.00 NO CHARGE
3/13/2022|Westlaw Research $87.60 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH DOCUMENT DISPLAYS NO CHARGE
VENDOR: Melissa L Clark INVOICE#: 202200021 DATE: 3/15/2022 Client Charges, Transcripts for
3/16/2022|Depositions & Transcript (copy) $64.05 [Baltimore County Branch of the NAACP, et al vs. Baltimore County, et. al., John A. Freedman, 03/15/22 CHARGE
VENDOR: Federal Express INVOICE#: 770238869 DATE: 03/25/22 Tracking #: 270993534532 Shipment
Date: 20220317 Sender: Michael Mazzullo Arnold & Porter, 250 West 55th Street, NEW YORK, NY 10019
Ship to: Judge Lydia K Griggsbys Chamb, Lydia Kay Griggsby, District J, 101 West Lombard Street,
3/17/2022|Air Delivery Services $13.23 [BALTIMORE, MD 21202 CHARGE
VENDOR: Federal Express INVOICE#: 770238869 DATE: 03/25/22 Tracking #: 270993609111 Shipment
Date: 20220317 Sender: Michael Mazzullo Arnold & Porter, 250 West 55th Street, NEW YORK, NY 10019
3/17/2022|Air Delivery Services $13.23 [Ship to: Ava E Lias Booker, MCGUIREWOODS LLP, 500 East Pratt Street,, BALTIMORE, MD 21202 CHARGE
VENDOR: Federal Express INVOICE#: 770238869 DATE: 03/25/22 Tracking #: 270993657146 Shipment
Date: 20220317 Sender: Michael Mazzullo Arnold & Porter, 250 West 55th Street, NEW YORK, NY 10019
Ship to: Andrew D Freeman, BROWN GOLDSTEIN & LEVY, 120 E BALTIMORE ST STE 2500, BALTIMORE, MD
3/17/2022|Air Delivery Services $13.23 (21202 CHARGE
3/17/2022|Color copies $146.25 |Job made on 20220317 by 20148 Michael Mazzullo TOTAL PAGES : 195.00 NO CHARGE
3/18/2022|Westlaw Research $78.00 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH WEST REPORTER IMAGE NO CHARGE
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3/18/2022|Westlaw Research $103.20 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH TRANSACTIONAL SEARCHES NO CHARGE
3/24/2022|Westlaw Research $103.20 |Westlaw computer research by COLLEY MARK D MULTI-SEARCH TRANSACTIONAL SEARCHES NO CHARGE
3/31/2022|Westlaw Research $206.40 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH TRANSACTIONAL SEARCHES NO CHARGE
4/4/2022|Westlaw Research $129.00 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH TRANSACTIONAL SEARCHES NO CHARGE
VENDOR: William S Cooper INVOICE#: 01 DATE: 4/1/2022 Client Charges, Baltimore County Sec 2
4/7/2022|Consultants/Experts $2,550.00 |Research., John A. Freedman, 04/01/22 [NOT SOUGHT PORTION] NO CHARGE
VENDOR: William S Cooper INVOICE#: 01 DATE: 4/1/2022 Client Charges, Baltimore County Sec 2
4/7/2022|Consultants/Experts $8,025.00 |Research., John A. Freedman, 04/01/22 [SOUGHT PORTION] CHARGE
VENDOR: Lawrence T Brown INVOICE#: 01 DATE: 1/31/2022 Client Charges, Baltimore County
4/7/2022|Consultants/Experts $2,500.00 |Redistricting Legislation., John A. Freedman, 01/31/22 CHARGE
VENDOR: Kamaria C Massey INVOICE#: 01 DATE: 1/31/2022 Client Charges, ACLU NAACP Research., John
4/7/2022|Consultants/Experts $1,500.00 |A. Freedman, 01/31/22 CHARGE
VENDOR: Jehan A Reaves INVOICE#: 01 DATE: 1/31/2022 Client Charges, ACLU NAACP Research., John A.
4/14/2022|Consultants/Experts $250.00 |Freedman, 01/10/22 CHARGE
4/14/2022|Westlaw Research $9.00 [Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH DOCKETS DETAIL NO CHARGE
4/14/2022|Westlaw Research $31.20 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH DOCKETS DETAIL NO CHARGE
4/15/2022|Westlaw Research $3.00 [Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH DOCKETS DETAIL NO CHARGE
4/15/2022|Westlaw Research $9.00 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH DOCKETS IMAGES NO CHARGE
4/15/2022|Westlaw Research $31.20 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH DOCKETS DETAIL NO CHARGE
VENDOR: Kassra AR Oskooii INVOICE#: 22-0311B DATE: 3/11/2022 Client Charges, Baltimore Co. racially
4/20/2022|Consultants/Experts $10,000.00 |polarized voting analysis., John A. Freedman, 03/11/22 CHARGE
VENDOR: Kassra AR Oskooii INVOICE#: 22-0413B DATE: 4/13/2022 Client Charges, Baltimore Co. racially
4/20/2022|Consultants/Experts $10,000.00 |polarized voting analysis., John A. Freedman, 04/13/22 NO CHARGE
VENDOR: Matthew A. Barreto INVOICE#: 22-0311 DATE: 3/11/2022 Client Charges, Baltimore Co. racially
4/25/2022|Consultants/Experts $8,800.00 |polarized voting analysis., John A. Freedman, 03/11/22 CHARGE
VENDOR: Matthew A. Barreto INVOICE#: 22-0413 DATE: 4/13/2022 Client Charges, Baltimore Co. racially
4/25/2022|Consultants/Experts $9,200.00 |polarized voting analysis., John A. Freedman, 04/13/22 NO CHARGE
VENDOR: Ronda J. Thomas INVOICE#: 202200087 DATE: 4/27/2022 Client Charges, Court reporting
4/27/2022|Transcripts $256.80 |services., John A. Freedman, 04/27/22 CHARGE
4/29/2022|Westlaw Research $3.00 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH DOCKETS IMAGES NO CHARGE
4/29/2022|Westlaw Research $31.20 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH DOCKETS DETAIL NO CHARGE
4/29/2022|Westlaw Research $3.00 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH DOCKETS IMAGES NO CHARGE
4/29/2022|Westlaw Research $31.20 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH DOCKETS DETAIL NO CHARGE
5/20/2022|Westlaw Research $258.00 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH TRANSACTIONAL SEARCHES NO CHARGE
6/6/2022|Duplicating $17.50 |Job made on 20220606 by 09291 Patricia Apuzzo TOTAL PAGES : 175.00 NO CHARGE
6/28/2022|Westlaw Research $258.00 |Westlaw computer research RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH TRANSACTIONAL SEARCHES NO CHARGE
6/28/2022|Westlaw Research $604.80 |Westlaw computer research RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH DOCUMENT DISPLAYS NO CHARGE
6/28/2022|Westlaw Research $258.00 |Westlaw computer research RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH TRANSACTIONAL SEARCHES NO CHARGE
6/28/2022|Westlaw Research $604.80 |Westlaw computer research RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH DOCUMENT DISPLAYS NO CHARGE
VENDOR: Pacer Service Center INVOICE#: 3935819-Q32022 DATE: 10/5/2022 Pacer usage for the period
7/1/2022|0Other Computer Research $13.30 |7/1/2022 to 9/30/2022 NO CHARGE
7/2/2022|Westlaw Research $513.00 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH DOCUMENT DISPLAYS NO CHARGE
7/2/2022|Westlaw Research $516.00 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH TRANSACTIONAL SEARCHES NO CHARGE
VENDOR: Pacer Service Center INVOICE#: 3935819-Q42022 DATE: 1/4/2023 Pacer usage for the period
10/1/2022|Other Computer Research $8.80 |10/1/2022 to 12/31/2022 NO CHARGE
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VENDOR: Pacer Service Center INVOICE#: 3935819-Q12023 DATE: 4/4/2023 Pacer usage for the period
1/1/2023|Other Computer Research $10.70 |1/1/2023 to 3/31/2023 NO CHARGE
VENDOR: Kassra AR Oskooii INVOICE#: 23-0010 DATE: 1/31/2023 Client Charges, Consulting, John A.
2/2/2023|Consultants/Experts $8,750.00 |Freedman, 01/31/23 NO CHARGE
VENDOR: Pacer Service Center INVOICE#: 3935819-Q22023 DATE: 7/5/2023 Pacer usage for the period
4/1/2023|Westlaw Research $3.60 |4/1/2023 to 6/30/2023 NO CHARGE
VENDOR: Pacer Service Center INVOICE#: 3935819-Q32023 DATE: 10/4/2023 Pacer usage for the period
7/1/2023|Other Computer Research $57.70 |7/1/2023 to 9/30/2023 NO CHARGE
7/20/2023|Westlaw Research $195.60 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH DOCUMENT DISPLAYS NO CHARGE
7/20/2023|Westlaw Research $195.60 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH DOCUMENT DISPLAYS NO CHARGE
8/19/2023|Westlaw Research $37.20 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA,YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH DOCKETS DETAIL NO CHARGE
8/19/2023|Westlaw Research $205.20 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA,YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH DOCUMENT DISPLAYS NO CHARGE
8/19/2023|Westlaw Research $37.20 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA,YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH DOCKETS DETAIL NO CHARGE
8/19/2023|Westlaw Research $205.20 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA,YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH DOCUMENT DISPLAYS NO CHARGE
8/21/2023|Westlaw Research $49.20 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA,YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH WEST REPORTER IMAGE NO CHARGE
8/21/2023|Westlaw Research $49.20 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA,YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH WEST REPORTER IMAGE NO CHARGE
9/11/2023|Westlaw Research $205.20 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH DOCUMENT DISPLAYS NO CHARGE
9/11/2023|Westlaw Research $464.40 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH TRANSACTIONAL SEARCHES NO CHARGE
9/12/2023|Westlaw Research $1,083.60 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH TRANSACTIONAL SEARCHES NO CHARGE
VENDOR: Kassra AR Oskooii INVOICE#: 23-0628 DATE: 6/28/2023 Client Charges, Data Construction and
9/19/2023|Consultants/Experts $3,375.00 |Performance Analysis, John A. Freedman, 06/28/23 NO CHARGE
9/20/2023|Westlaw Research $154.80 |Westlaw computer research by MAZZULLO MICHAEL MULTI-SEARCH TRANSACTIONAL SEARCHES NO CHARGE
9/20/2023|Westlaw Research $154.80 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH TRANSACTIONAL SEARCHES NO CHARGE
9/21/2023|Westlaw Research $619.20 |Westlaw computer research by MAZZULLO MICHAEL MULTI-SEARCH TRANSACTIONAL SEARCHES NO CHARGE
11/27/2023|Westlaw Research $154.80 |Westlaw computer research by MAZZULLO MICHAEL MULTI-SEARCH TRANSACTIONAL SEARCHES NO CHARGE
1/29/2024|Westlaw Research $410.40 |Westlaw computer research by RACHEVA YOULIA MULTI-SEARCH DOCUMENT DISPLAYS NO CHARGE
Total $78,317.71
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND
(Northern Division)

BALTIMORE COUNTY BRANCH OF THE
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR THE
ADVANCEMENT OF COLORED PEOPLE,

etal., Civil Action No. LKG-21- 03232
Plaintiffs,

V.

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND,

Defendant.

DECLARATION OF DEBORAH A. JEON
I, Deborah A. Jeon, am over 18 years of age and am competent to testify.
A. Professional Background and Qualifications

1. I am an attorney admitted to practice in the State of Maryland and before this Court.
In cooperation with attorneys from Brown, Goldstein & Levy and Arnold & Porter, I represent the
plaintiffs in this case.

2. I am a 1986 graduate of Yale Law School, where I was a senior editor of the Yale
Law and Policy Review. 1 did my undergraduate work at Cornell University, from which I
graduated with distinction and with honors, and I hold a master’s degree in print journalism from
Boston University. I have been licensed to practice law since 1987, and have an “AV” rating from
the Martindale Hubbell Law Directory, indicating “very high to preeminent” legal ability and
“very high” ethical standards. I am the recipient of a “Leadership in Law” Award from Maryland’s
Daily Record newspaper, subsequently selected by the Daily Record to judge the Leadership in
Law Awards. I am currently admitted to practice in the United States Supreme Court, the United

States Courts of Appeal for the Fourth and Fifth Circuits, the United States District Courts of
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Maryland and Arkansas, and to the state bars and courts of Georgia (1987), Maryland (1990), and
the District of Columbia (1990).

3. Immediately following law school, I served for a year as judicial clerk to the
Honorable Myron H. Thompson, United States District Judge for the Middle District of Alabama.
As clerk to Judge Thompson, I routinely dealt with complex civil rights litigation.

4, From October 1987 until the end of 1989, I was an attorney with the Little Rock,
Arkansas law firm of Youngdahl & Youngdahl, P.A., where I practiced labor and civil rights law.
The firm served as counsel to international and local labor unions throughout the South and
Southwest. I was involved extensively in complex employment litigation, and appeared before
federal courts in the states of Arkansas, Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Oklahoma, New Mexico,
Georgia, New York, and Missouri.

5. Since January 1990, I have been an attorney with the American Civil Liberties
Union Foundation of Maryland, initially directing the organization's Eastern Shore legal program,
and since 2005, as the organization’s Legal Director. As an ACLU attorney, I practice exclusively
civil rights and constitutional law. During my tenure here, I have supervised and served as counsel
in dozens of civil rights and civil liberties cases in addition to the instant case, the great majority
in federal court. During my years at the ACLU, I have worked extensively on voting rights and
redistricting issues, including serving as counsel in Section 2 cases that led to history-making
success by Black candidates on Maryland’s Eastern Shore, such as Cane v. Worcester County,
Marylanders for Fair Representation v. Schaefer. Currently, I serve as a lead counsel in Caroline
County Branch of the NAACP v. Town of Federalsburg and Wicomico County Branch of the
NAACP v. Wicomico County, both voting rights cases pending in this Court. Additionally, through
two decades I have worked collaboratively with civil rights activists and local governments around

the state following each decennial census to ensure that the redistricting process is conducted in

2
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compliance with the Voting Rights Act, as the ACLU and NAACP did successfully in Baltimore
County in 2001 and as we attempted unsuccessfully to do in 2021. Unfortunately, as discussed at
greater length below, the County’s rejection of our extensive analysis calling attention to Voting
Rights Act violations in the County’s 2021 redistricting plan led to our need to undertake this
litigation.

6. Due to the small staff of the Maryland ACLU, our legal program operates by
enlisting the cooperation of private firm attorneys in each case in which litigation is undertaken,
enabling the ACLU to greatly expand the number of cases in which the organization provides
counsel to civil rights litigants. In all ACLU cases, a staff attorney serves as co-counsel with our
“cooperating attorneys”, thus requiring staff counsel on each case to meet all ethical obligations
owed to clients and the courts as counsel of record. Due to my years of experience co-counseling
ACLU cases with lawyers at private law firms, [ have developed skill at providing efficient, quality
representation to ACLU clients through partnerships with private firms. Thus, in cases like the
instant case in which a large law firm devotes substantial personnel and resources to representation
of ACLU clients, I am able to minimize time expended by ACLU personnel on general litigation
of the matter, and to focus our time on areas in which our particular expertise is most useful. In
other cases, where, for example, we co-counsel a case with a small firm practitioner, ACLU staff
lawyers and personnel often are substantially more involved in the case. Generally, however,
ACLU staff are the first point of contact for the clients, serve as experts on civil rights law and
litigation, and provide oversight for the organization’s cases.

7. In the course of this case, I worked with other ACLU personnel, including attorney
Tierney Peprah and paralegals Amy Cruice and Elsha Aemero. Their qualifications are as follows:
a) Tierney Peprah is a 2015 graduate of the University of Maryland Law School, who went

on to earn an LL.M. in Child and Family Law from Loyola University Chicago School of Law.
3
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Prior to coming to the ACLU of Maryland, she worked for over three years as a Law Guardian
with the New Jersey Office of the Public Defender, where she represented children in abuse and
neglect litigation and obtained a certification as a child welfare law specialist. Based on her
experience representing children and as a civil rights advocate, Ms. Peprah published a book in
2021 called: Fostering False Identity: The Child Welfare System’s Design of Social Control of
the Black Family. She speaks and writes frequently on racial justice issues. She left the ACLU
and the United States in 2023, and now resides with her family in Ghana.
b) Amy Cruice has been a paralegal at the ACLU of Maryland for 23 years, taking on
increasing responsibility over time for case investigation and client communications, as well as
legal program management. In 2006, the Daily Record newspaper recognized Ms. Cruice as its
paralegal of the year, through its “Unsung Heroes” program. Ms. Cruice is a 2000 graduate of
Michigan State University, with a B.A. in Criminal Justice.
C) Elsha Aemero is a 2022 graduate of the George Washington University with a special
interest in voting rights and democracy. From January through May of 2022, she served as a
Voting Rights Intern at the ACLU of Maryland, where she provided research and paralegal
services in this litigation, among other redistricting matters. She currently attends law school at
Columbia University School of Law.
C. Rates of Compensation Sought

8. Lawyers at public interest organizations like the ACLU do not have regular billing
rates, as we work on a salary basis and do not bill our clients for representation. When we are
successful in litigation, however, we recover at prevailing market rates under statutory fee
provisions. ACLU recovery of fees is crucial to the organization's ability to continue providing

quality legal representation to victims of civil rights and civil liberties violations.
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9. The current hourly rates for ACLU personnel who worked on this matter are as
follows:
Deborah Jeon $650
Tierney Peprah $350
Amy Cruice $220
Elsha Aemero $220

Based upon my knowledge of the local legal community, these rates reflect rates below those
typically charged by other attorneys and paralegals of comparable backgrounds within the
Maryland market -- even for work that is not performed on a risky, contingent basis such as this.
D. Work for Which Compensation is Sought

10. During the course of my work on this case, I kept contemporaneous notes of the
services and hours expended by me personally, and I supervised timekeeping by other ACLU
personnel. Appended hereto as Exhibit 1 is an itemization of work by all ACLU personnel,
indicating time for which compensation is sought, as well as showing discounted time. In
accordance with the Court’s Rules and Guidelines, we have organized this itemization on a phase-
by-phase basis, with records organized chronologically within each phase. Our work on this
litigation can be broadly categorized into six litigation phases: (i) Case Development,
Investigation, and Administration; (ii) Pleadings; (iii)) Motion for Preliminary Injunction; (iv)
Response to Court’s Injunction Order; (v) Litigation over Remedial Map; and (vi) Fee Petition.
All of this time was spent on work necessary to the case, but I have nevertheless chosen not to
seek reimbursement for all of our time, in my exercise of billing judgment.

11. The ACLU was first contacted by the Baltimore County Branch of the NAACP
about County redistricting during the summer of 2021, in anticipation of the U.S. Census Bureau’s

release of County level Census data in mid-August. NAACP officials were keenly aware that the

5
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County’s diversifying population would make it possible for the redistricting process to afford
more opportunities for Black residents. We discussed this issue with NAACP branch leadership,
and upon release of the Census data quickly began analyzing the data and working with
demographer William Cooper to explore plan options that would enhance racial fairness in the
County’s election system.

12. Following review of Redistricting Commission hearings and materials, and based
on Mr. Cooper’s expert analysis, the NAACP and ACLU began reaching out to County Officials,
including the Commission, the County Council, and the County Attorney, beginning in September
2021. In these communications, we raised concern about the lack of attention being paid to Voting
Rights Act compliance in the County’s development of its redistricting plan, and we proposed
alternative options demonstrating ways the County could ensure its redistricting plan was racially
fair, in compliance with the Voting Rights Act. As the Redistricting Committee and County
Council continued conducting hearings throughout the fall, we engaged thoroughly in this process,
seeking to persuade County officials of legal flaws in their proposals in order to ward off the need
for this legal challenge. Regrettably, however, the County rebuffed our efforts, electing to move
forward with adoption of its unlawful redistricting plan on December 20, 2021. By its terms, the
adopted plan was scheduled to take effect at the end of January, for use in the 2022 elections.

13. Given the compressed schedule between the County’s consideration and adoption of
its redistricting plan and the 2022 election, we began preparing to litigate the matter simultaneously
with our advocacy efforts against the County’s proposal, so that we could be prepared if litigation
was required. During the fall, I worked intensively with Andrew Freeman from Brown, Goldstein
& Levy to prepare for litigation -- investigating the issues, engaging with individuals and

organizations that wanted to align with the NAACP to challenge any unlawful plan, working with
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experts on analyses needed to support a court challenge, and drafting the Complaint, which we
filed on December 21, 2021.

14. In recruiting pro bono counsel for this case, we faced several challenges. First,
based on my long experience recruiting cooperating counsel in civil rights cases, and in voting
rights work specifically, I knew that, after the retirement of C. Christopher Brown from practice
at Brown, Goldstein & Levy,' there was no Baltimore lawyer or law firm with experience
representing plaintiffs in voting rights litigation that would be able to jump in on short notice. This
was especially true given the timing of the case: the need for intensive work at the end of the year
when most lawyers are unavailable to take on new pro bono projects, with the winter holidays
looming and ACLU offices scheduled to be closed for the last week of December. For all of these
reasons, | reached out to recruit John Freedman of Arnold & Porter, a nationally-recognized expert
on voting rights litigation, to assist us. In light of the urgency of the matter, Arnold & Porter
quickly put together a team of lawyers to assist on an emergency basis, and then worked
collaboratively with us over the holiday period to prepare papers necessary to seek a preliminary
injunction, which we sought as soon as the Court allowed, in mid-January.

15. The work required for filing of this motion was extensive, entailing factual and
legal research, briefing, work with experts and interested parties on reports and declarations,
attendance at court hearings for presentation of evidence and argument, ultimately leading to the
Court’s entry of an injunction finding Baltimore County’s adopted redistricting plan in violation
of the Voting Rights Act, and prohibiting its use for the upcoming election. Thereafter, we worked

with experts and the plaintiffs — in accordance with the Court’s direction — to evaluate the remedial

"' Mr. Brown, the founding partner of Brown, Goldstein & Levy and the ACLU of Maryland’s longtime General
Counsel, was Maryland’s premiere voting rights lawyer for decades. In nearly all voting rights cases in which I
have worked over the course of my ACLU career up until his retirement due to illness, he was my co-counsel.

7
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plan proposed by the County to address its Voting Rights Act violation and to propose alternatives
to better advance the goals of racial fairness. We also participated in briefing and court
proceedings concerning remedial options. Ultimately, the Court accepted the County’s proposed
plan to remedy its Voting Rights Act violation, rather than the Plaintiffs’ alternative proposals. As
a result, we have tailored this attorneys’ fees request to omit charges for work on the remedial
plan, including only time necessarily expended to secure and implement the Court’s injunction
against the County’s use of its original adopted plan, and work following adoption of the final
remedial plan.
E. Deductions Made to the Fee Petition

16. As detailed below, the reductions we are making to this fee request are substantial.

17. Cuts in personnel for whom fees are sought: We are excluding from this request

all time spent on the case by ACLU staff outside the legal department, including policy analyst
Justin Nalley and organizer Lorena Diaz, who worked with local residents and provided testimony
during the County legislative process opposing the County’s unlawful redistricting plan.

18. Categories of work for which deductions in time are being made: In order to ensure

that attorneys’ fees are sought only for that portion of the case that it is undisputed we prevailed,
we are voluntarily cutting all time spent in the remedial part of the case. This constitutes a reduction
of 84.1 hours of time actually expended on the matter by ACLU staff, at a value of $47,315.

19. Reductions in the rates being charged — As noted in the plaintiffs’ memorandum,

all of the Arnold & Porter attorneys are charging rates in this fee petition that are discounted very

significantly from the rates they regularly charge to their paying clients.
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F. Total Time and Fees Sought and Deductions Made

20. Below are two charts, organized by phase, showing ACLU time sought in this

petition, and deductions being made. First, is a chart showing time for which the ACLU is seeking

compensation:
Litigation Phase Hours Fees

Case ‘D‘evelqpment, Investigation, 1292 $82,126
Administration
Pleadings 62.4 $40,560
Motion for Preliminary Injunction 297.0 $159,716
Response to Court’s Injunction Order 7.4 $4,360
Fee Petition 50.0 $25,896.50
Total 546.0 | $312,658.50

Time reasonably expended on the case, but for which compensation is not sought, is here:

Litigation Phase Hours Fees
Case Development and Investigation 1.0 $350
Pleadings 0 0
Motion for Preliminary Injunction 0 0
Remedial Map 84.1 $47,315
Response to Injunctive Order 0 0
Fee Petition 0 0
Total 85.1 $47,665

21.  In sum, the ACLU is requesting reimbursement for fees of $312.658.50, covering

546 hours of time expended by ACLU personnel. Excluded from the request are 85.1 hours, valued

at $47,665. The American Civil Liberties Union has not received any payment for its work in this

case, having been engaged by the plaintiffs on a pro bono basis.

G. Litigations Costs Paid by the ACLU

22.  In addition to our time, the ACLU has outstanding unreimbursed litigation costs of

$40,000 paid to Plaintiffs’ expert witness Dr. Matthew Barreto for work he performed on his initial
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report and testimony relied upon by the Court in reaching its decision granting a Preliminary
Injunction for the Plaintiffs. A retention agreement for this expense is attached as Exhibit 2 to this
Declaration.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
Dated: February 5, 2024

Pl aDr

Deborah A. Jeon

10
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Date Name Case Phase Charge/No Charge Actual Hours Actual Amount Billable Hours Billable Amount Notes
8/25/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 |confer w/ Demographer; attend virtual redistricting committee meeting
8/26/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 |team call and call with Cliff Collins
work with Demographer on mapping cognizant of incumbent addresses;
8/27/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 3.5 $2,275.00 3.5 $2,275.00 |research on redistricting process in Baltico
8/28/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.9 $1,885.00 2.9 $1,885.00 [confer w/ clients and potential co-counsel re. plans and strategy
8/29/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.5 $1,625.00 2.5 $1,625.00 |confer with demographers and NAACP about possible maps;
9/7/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 0.8 $520.00 0.8 $520.00 |confer w/ NAACP re. next steps
9/17/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 4 $2,600.00 4 $2,600.00 |prep letter/ proposal to commission; phone w/ Collins re. same
9/18/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.5 $1,625.00 2.5 $1,625.00 |prep letter/proposal to Commission
prep letter/proposal to commission; email to from Cooper and partners
9/19/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 3.5 $2,275.00 3.5 $2,275.00 |re. same
9/20/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 |confer w/ Cooper, NAACP about alternative maps
9/22/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 0.5 $325.00 0.5 $325.00 |phone w/ Cliff Collins re. plans
9/23/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 [call with NAACP to discuss plans
9/24/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.5 $1,625.00 2.5 $1,625.00 |confer with colleagues, prep submission
9/26/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.5 $1,625.00 2.5 $1,625.00 |review video from commission meeting; revise and edit submission
finalize and send letter and attachments; multiple phone and email
9/28/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.7 $1,755.00 2.7 $1,755.00 |communications to/from colleagues re. same
9/30/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.4 $1,560.00 2.4 $1,560.00 |calls/emails, to/from NAACP re. County actions
10/2/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 [confer w/ partners re. case developments
conf. call with Sen. Sydnor and ACLU team; review County data; emails,
10/4/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.9 $1,235.00 1.9 $1,235.00 |phone to/from NAACP partners
10/6/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 [team call re. strategy
10/7/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 |planning call with Andy Freeman
confer w/ Cooper and NAACP; legal research on 65 percent rule; emails to
10/7/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.5 $1,625.00 2.5 $1,625.00 |experts
10/8/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 5.5 $3,575.00 5.5 $3,575.00 |Phone w/ Lawyers' Committee; client and team; research for litigation
calls with partners, review and analysis of draft plans/ prep talking points;
10/11/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.9 $1,885.00 2.9 $1,885.00 |comparison of options
10/12/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2 $1,300.00 2 $1,300.00 |research on history of discrimination in Baltimore COunty
10/13/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.5 $1,625.00 2.5 $1,625.00 |legal/factual research on history of discrimination in Baltimore County
10/18/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 [confer with partners, prep for call with county attormey re case
10/19/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.5 $1,625.00 2.5 $1,625.00 |prep, call with county atty and follow up
confer w/ Freeman and Cooper re. mapping options, strategy; phone w/
10/20/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 3 $1,950.00 3 $1,950.00 |NAACP re. same
finalize and update proposed map; prep legal letter to County attorney;
10/21/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 3.8 $2,470.00 3.8 $2,470.00 |phone with Sydnor re. Bevins residency issues
10/22/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 3 $1,950.00 3 $1,950.00 |prep legal letter
prep. legal letter and MPIA request for shapefiles; communicate with
10/23/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 5 $3,250.00 5 $3,250.00 |colleagues re. same
10/24/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.9 $1,235.00 1.9 $1,235.00 [confer w. partners; update redistricting letter;
10/25/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 3.5 $2,275.00 3.5 $2,275.00 [finalize letter to County; phone w/ co-counsel, coalition partners re. same
10/26/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2 $1,300.00 2 $1,300.00 |phone w/ partners; attend Council redistritcting hearing
10/27/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 0.7 $455.00 0.7 $455.00 |hearing follow up with partners
10/29/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.2 $780.00 1.2 $780.00 |emails to/from partners re. response to community comments
10/31/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 [confer w/ colleagues re. new plans
11/1/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 |emails, telephone to/from partners; prep and submit fifth alternative plan
11/2/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 0.7 $455.00 0.7 $455.00 [confer with partners re maps, release
11/3/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 0.7 $455.00 0.7 $455.00 |confer w/ Cooper and coalition partners re. outreach/advocacy plans
reviw plan; confer with coalition partners via phone and email; prep case
11/17/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.9 $1,885.00 2.9 $1,885.00 [summary for naacp
11/20/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 |Update letter to County attorney; phone w/ Bill Cooper
11/29/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Pleadings Charge 4.5 $2,925.00 4.5 $2,925.00 |Prep complaint and coordinate with clients and co-counsel
11/30/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Pleadings Charge 5 $3,250.00 5 $3,250.00 |prep complaint; meeting with expert; confer w. clients and co-counsel
12/1/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Pleadings Charge 2.9 $1,885.00 2.9 $1,885.00 |prep complaint
12/2/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Pleadings Charge 4.5 $2,925.00 4.5 $2,925.00 |Prep complaint; fact research for same
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prep complaint; prep demand letter; phone with clients and Freeman re.

12/3/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Pleadings Charge 5 $3,250.00 5 $3,250.00 |same; strategic planning meeting re. same
fact research for litigation; confer with colleagues re. meeting with
12/8/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Pleadings Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 |officials;
12/9/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Pleadings Charge 5 $3,250.00 5 $3,250.00 |review and prep complaint
12/10/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Pleadings Charge 6 $3,900.00 6 $3,900.00 |Prep complaint; confer with clients and co-counsel
12/11/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Pleadings Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 |creation of charts; confer with clients about charts
12/13/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 |redistricting hearing preparation with team
12/14/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 5.5 $3,575.00 5.5 $3,575.00 |attend redistricting hearing
12/16/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Pleadings Charge 2 $1,300.00 2 $1,300.00 |confer with clients and co-counsel
12/17/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 4.5 $2,925.00 4.5 $2,925.00 |confer with experts, clients re case; prep complaint
12/18/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Pleadings Charge 7.5 $4,875.00 7.5 $4,875.00 |prep complaint; confer with clients re. same
12/19/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Pleadings Charge 6.5 $4,225.00 6.5 $4,225.00 |prep complaint; confer with clients, co-counsel and experts re same
12/20/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Pleadings Charge 6.5 $4,225.00 6.5 $4,225.00 |Prep. complaint; confer w/ co-counsel. and client re. same
12/21/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Pleadings Charge 4 $2,600.00 4 $2,600.00 |final prep of lawsuit and confer w/ clients re. same
12/22/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3.9 $2,535.00 3.9 $2,535.00 |confer w/ experts and co-counsel; review materials and legal research
Work with Cooper on report; legal research; phone w/ Mazzoullo re. next
12/27/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 6 $3,900.00 6 $3,900.00 [steps
12/29/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3.5 $2,275.00 3.5 $2,275.00 |confer with co-counsel re. RPV analysis; legal research
12/30/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3 $1,950.00 3 $1,950.00 |confer w/ experts and co-counsel, and clients re. RPV analysis
phone with co-consel and experts; legal research on county history for PI
1/3/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 5 $3,250.00 5 $3,250.00 |brief and declarations
work with experts on reports; legal research, confer with clients and co-
1/4/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 6.5 $4,225.00 6.5 $4,225.00 |counsel re. next steps
prep. declarations, legal research, phone, email to/from clients and co-
1/5/22[Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 4.5 $2,925.00 4.5 $2,925.00 |counsel
1/6/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 7.5 $4,875.00 7.5 $4,875.00 |prep declarations, legal research; phone w/ Barreto and Oskooii
1/6/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 2 $700.00 2 $700.00 |Review and edit Bill Cooper Declaration
Prep. Fugett declaration; review and edit Pl brief' phone with clients and
1/7/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 7.5 $4,875.00 7.5 $4,875.00 |co-counsel re. declaration and Pl motion;
1/7/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 0.9 $315.00 0.9 $315.00 |confer w/ co-counsel re. Pl brief
1/7/22(Tierney Peprah _|Baltimore County Redistricting [Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 1.1 $385.00 1.1 $385.00 |Phone call Tony to prep declaration
update resource documents for Fugett declaration; prep. introduction to
Preliminary Injunction brief; phone, email to/from clients and co-counsel
1/8/22[Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 4.5 $2,925.00 4.5 $2,925.00 |re. same
confer w/ co-counsel re. materials to support Pl; confer w. clients and
1/9/22[Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 5.6 $3,640.00 5.6 $3,640.00 |experst re. same; legal research re. legislative immunity
1/10/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 4.5 $2,925.00 4.5 $2,925.00 |prep Pl brief and exhibits
1/11/22|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 1.8 $396.00 1.8 $396.00 [prep for meeting; attend mtg
1/13/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 5.5 $3,575.00 5.5 $3,575.00 |review and edit Pl motion; confer with co-counsel and experts
1/14/22[Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 |review and edit Pl motion; confer re. same
1/15/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 [Review edits to Cooper report and supporting materials
review and edit drafts of Cooper report; research and draft updates to
1/16/22[Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting | Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3.9 $2,535.00 3.9 $2,535.00 |Fugett declaration
1/17/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 5.8 $3,770.00 5.8 $3,770.00 |prep motions papers, exhibits, memorandum for filing
finalize motions papers for filing; phone, email, to/from clients and co-
1/18/22[Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 10.5 $6,825.00 10.5 $6,825.00 |counsel re same
prep for hearing; attend hearing; finalize pi papers for filing;
1/19/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 8.5 $5,525.00 8.5 $5,525.00 |communications with clients and co-counsel re filing and court rulings
1/19/22(Tierney Peprah _|Baltimore County Redistricting [Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 4.5 $1,575.00 4.5 $1,575.00 |prep for and attend court hearing and debrief
1/23/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 6.5 $4,225.00 6.5 $4,225.00 |legal research for reply brief; email to/from co-counsel re same
Call with election board lawyers; legal research and prep for Pl reply;
correspondence to clients and co-counsel re. same; review Alabama
1/24/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 7.5 $4,875.00 7.5 $4,875.00 |decision
1/24/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 2 $700.00 2 $700.00 |review final brief, research for reply
team planning meeting; legal research for reply brief, communicate with
1/25/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3.9 $2,535.00 3.9 $2,535.00 |experts
data collection and display for the County 2018 race and redistricting
1/25/22|Elsha Aemero  [Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 5.5 $1,210.00 5.5 $1,210.00 |memos.
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1/25/22|Elsha Aemero Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 2 $440.00 2 $440.00 |meeting with counsel to prep reply and hearing
1/25/22(Tierney Peprah _|Baltimore County Redistricting [Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 1 $350.00 1 $350.00 |strategy meeting with counsel team
1/25/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 4.2 $1,470.00 4.2 $1,470.00 |legal research for Pl brief
1/26/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3.5 $2,275.00 3.5 $2,275.00 |legal research, prep. memo re. Gingles 1 arguments for reply
1/26/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 1.5 $525.00 1.5 $525.00 |legal research for response brief Pl
1/27/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 4.2 $2,730.00 4.2 $2,730.00 |prep memo on Gingles 1 issues
1/27/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3.1 $1,085.00 3.1 $1,085.00 |Legal research for reply
review materials from Mullally; confer w/ Barreto re. same; phone w/
1/28/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 [Mullally
1/28/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3.5 $1,225.00 3.5 $1,225.00 |Research and prep memo
1/31/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 1.7 $1,105.00 1.7 $1,105.00 |confer w. clients, co-counsel re. opp to Pl
review opp to m/Pl; legal research for same; correspond with clientst,
2/1/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 6.5 $4,225.00 6.5 $4,225.00 |experts and co-counsel re same
2/1/22|Elsha Aemero Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 5 $1,100.00 5 $1,100.00 |Researching and writing the case memo.
2/1/22|Elsha Aemero Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 1 $220.00 1 $220.00 [Background reading for memo.
2/1/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3 $1,050.00 3 $1,050.00 |Read Defendants responses to complaint to prep for Pl opp
2/1/22|Tierney Peprah _[Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 2 $700.00 2 $700.00 |Voting rights research for response to defendants
confer w/ clients, co-counsel, experts, court re. responde to opp to Pl
2/2/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 7.5 $4,875.00 7.5 $4,875.00 |motion; legal, fact research re. same
prep Pl opp reply; confer with clients, co-counsel, witnesses and experts
2/3/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 6.8 $4,420.00 6.8 $4,420.00 |re. same; legal research, prep and review drafts of brief and declarations
2/3/22|Elsha Aemero Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 5 $1,100.00 5 $1,100.00 |Case memo for PI filing
prep; reply brief; confer with clients, witnesses, experts and co-counsel re.
2/4/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 7.9 $5,135.00 7.9 $5,135.00 [same
2/4/22|Elsha Aemero [Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 1 $220.00 1 $220.00 |Correspond w/plaintiffs re hearing
2/4/22|Elsha Aemero Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 6 $1,320.00 6 $1,320.00 |Prep memo on demographic and map changes.
2/4/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 2 $700.00 2 $700.00 |Review and edit plaintiffs reply brief
2/4/22|Tierney Peprah _[Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 15 $525.00 15 $525.00 |Review and edit plaintiffs declarations for the response brief
prep reply brief; confer with clients, witnesses,, co-counsel and experts re
2/5/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 6.5 $4,225.00 6.5 $4,225.00 |same;
prep reply brief; work with experts and co-counsel to prep exhibits; review
2/6/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 7.2 $4,680.00 7.2 $4,680.00 |and edit same
prep. reply; consult with clients, co-counsel,re. same; review Alabama
2/7/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 7.5 $4,875.00 7.5 $4,875.00 |ruling; confer re. same
2/7/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 2 $700.00 2 $700.00 [Review and edit final draft of response
confer with clients, co-counsel re. case developments, Alabama ruling;
2/8/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.7 $1,755.00 2.7 $1,755.00 |prep. message re. same to clients
2/8/22|Elsha Aemero Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 6 $1,320.00 6 $1,320.00 |Prep memo for Pl reply hearing
2/9/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 2.2 $1,430.00 2.2 $1,430.00 |confer w. co-counsel, experts re. prep for court hearing
2/10/22|Elsha Aemero Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 4.5 $990.00 4.5 $990.00 |Prep follow up memo.
witness perp with Tony Fugett; client communications; prep brief re.
2/11/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 4.2 $2,730.00 4.2 $2,730.00 |supplmental authority, review CoA order extending election deadlines
2/11/22|Elsha Aemero _|Baltimore County Redistricting [Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge $1,540.00 7 $1,540.00 |Prep memo
2/11/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge $350.00 1 $350.00 [Meeting with Tony Fugett for hearing prep
2/12/22[Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3.2 $2,080.00 3.2 $2,080.00 |prep. brief re. supplemental authority; review declarations and new filing
prep and edit drafts of brief re. supplemental authority, declarations;
2/13/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 4.9 $3,185.00 4.9 $3,185.00 |client communications re. samel
2/14/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 8.5 $5,525.00 8.5 $5,525.00 |prep for court hearing; meetings with co-counsel and witnesses
prep for, attend and debrief from court hearing on PI motion; emails
2/15/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 7.5 $4,875.00 7.5 $4,875.00 |to/from clients and co-counsel re. same
Redistricting memo and attend court hearing for the Baltimore County
2/15/22|Elsha Aemero Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 6 $1,320.00 6 $1,320.00 |redistricting case.
2/15/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting |Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3 $1,050.00 3 $1,050.00 |Baltimore County Redistricting hearing
2/16/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.6 $1,040.00 1.6 $1,040.00 |confer with co-counsel and clients re. next steps
secure and review court transcript of hearing; phone, email to/from
2/19/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 |clients re. case status
2/22/22[Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration _ |Charge 2.5 $1,625.00 2.5 $1,625.00 |review court ruling; confer w/ clients and co-counsel re. same
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2/22/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.5 $525.00 1.5 $525.00 |Read court opinion Baltimore County redistricting
2/28/22[Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Response to Court’s Injunction Order Charge 0.8 $520.00 0.8 $520.00|check in with clients and partners
3/2/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Response to Court’s Injunction Order Charge 1.7 $1,105.00 1.7 $1,105.00 | confer w/ clients and co-counsel; team strategy call
3/8/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Response to Court’s Injunction Order Charge 3.4 $2,210.00 3.4 $2,210.00| confer w/ clients and co-counsel re. case filing, how to respond
3/8/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting [Response to Court’s Injunction Order Charge 1 $350.00 1 $350.00]legal research
3/8/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting [Response to Court’s Injunction Order Charge 0.5 $175.00 0.5 $175.00|Reviewed plaintiffs and defendants status report to the court
prep materials in oppostition to County redistricint plan; confer w;
3/9/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Remedial map No Charge_Print 6.5 $4,225.00 0 $0.00 [clients,esperts and co-counsel re same; legal research
prep. matterials in opposition to county plan; phone w/ clients, experts, co
3/10/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Remedial map No Charge_Print 8.5 $5,525.00 0 $0.00 [counsel re. same.
prep for and attend court hearing on remedial plans; follow up research
3/11/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Remedial map No Charge_Print 4.5 $2,925.00 0 $0.00 [and communications with clients
3/11/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting [Remedial map No Charge_Print 1.5 $525.00 0 $0.00 |Court conference with attorneys
3/11/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting [Remedial map No Charge_Print 2 $700.00 0 $0.00 [Read status report submited by defendant Baltimore Co
3/11/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting [Remedial map No Charge_Print 0.5 $175.00 0 $0.00 [Reviewed charts noncitizen VAP
3/12/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Remedial map No Charge_Print 2.5 $1,625.00 0 $0.00 [confer w/ clients and co-counsel re. response to County plan
3/13/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Remedial map No Charge_Print 2.2 $1,430.00 0 $0.00 [phone with clients and co-counsel re strategy
3/14/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting [Remedial map No Charge_Print 2.5 $875.00 0 $0.00 [Reviewed plaintiffs full remedial plan with supporting documents
3/15/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting [Remedial map No Charge_Print 1 $350.00 0 $0.00 [Baltimore co voting checkin
prep brief and exhibits; phone with clients, experts and co-counsel re
3/16/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting [Remedial map No Charge_Print 6.6 $4,290.00 0 $0.00 [same
3/16/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting [Remedial map No Charge_Print 1 $350.00 0 $0.00 [Planning call with team
3/16/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting [Remedial map No Charge_Print 3.5 $1,225.00 0 $0.00 [Research for trial & brief
confer w/ co-counsel, clients and witnesses; review and prep drafts of opp
3/17/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Remedial map No Charge_Print 6.4 $4,160.00 0 $0.00 [to County plan and exhibits;
3/17/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting [Remedial map No Charge_Print 1 $350.00 0 $0.00 [prepped for meeting with senator sydnor and draft direct exazm
review defendants materials; phone with clients, experts and co-counsel
3/18/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Remedial map No Charge_Print 3.5 $2,275.00 0 $0.00 |to prep for court hearing
3/18/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting [Remedial map No Charge_Print 2 $700.00 0 $0.00 [prep testimony with Senator Charles Sydnor
prep for court hearing; calls with cooper, sydnor, kassra, to prep
3/19/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Remedial map No Charge_Print 4.7 $3,055.00 0 $0.00 [testimony; review records from defendants
review defendant's revised Gimpel filing; email, phone, to/from co-
3/20/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Remedial map No Charge_Print 3.5 $2,275.00 0 $0.00 [counsel; witness prep with Matt Barreto
3/21/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Remedial map No Charge_Print 7.5 $4,875.00 0 $0.00 [prep for, attend and follow up from court hearing
3/21/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting [Remedial map No Charge_Print 3.5 $1,225.00 0 $0.00 [attended Baltimore County Hearing on Redistricting
3/21/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting [Remedial map No Charge_Print 3 $1,050.00 0 $0.00 |Prepared for hearing by reviewing filings
3/24/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Remedial map No Charge_Print 3.2 $2,080.00 0 $0.00 |attend cort hearing; follow up with clients and co-counsel
3/24/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting [Remedial map No Charge_Print 1 $350.00 0 $0.00 [Court hearing on remedy
3/24/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting [Remedial map No Charge_Print 1 $350.00 0 $0.00 [Redistricting map follow up meeting
3/25/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.2 $780.00 1.2 $780.00 |confer with clients and co-counsel re. next steps
3/25/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting [Remedial map No Charge_Print 1 $350.00 0 $0.00 [Read courts written opinion
3/29/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 0.9 $585.00 0.9 $585.00 |client communications
3/30/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.3 $845.00 1.3 $845.00 |confer with clients re. next steps
3/31/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.3 $1,495.00 2.3 $1,495.00 |team call and follow up research re. next steps
3/31/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting |[Case development, investigation & administration No Charge_Print 1 $350.00 0 $0.00 [Baltimore Co Redistricting meeting on next steps
4/1/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 |client meeting
4/1/22|Elsha Aemero Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1 $220.00 1 $220.00 |Debrief and Next Steps Meeting w/clients
4/1/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.6 $560.00 1.6 $560.00 [client meeting
4/7/22|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 0.5 $110.00 0.5 $110.00 |Case hours and fees for fee letter
confer w/ Freedman and Freeman re. case strategy; prep client
4/22/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 [correspondence re. same
confer w/ co-counsel, review drafts re. joint status report; payment of
4/27/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.1 $715.00 1.1 $715.00 |experts
5/2/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 0.5 $175.00 0.5 $175.00 [Reviewed status report
5/5/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 |attend Stinnie hearing; conter with Freeman re. same
5/9/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.2 $780.00 1.2 $780.00 |review court ruling, prep client correspondence re. same
5/12/22|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 1 $220.00 1 $220.00 [fee petition plans and prep
5/12/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 1 $350.00 1 $350.00 |Petition strategy Meeting w/co-counsel re fee petition
5/21/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 2.5 $1,625.00 2.5 $1,625.00 |review and edit billing records to exercise billing judgment
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5/23/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting [Fee petition preparation Charge 0.8 $520.00 0.8 $520.00 |review and edit correspondence to McGuire Woods re. fees and subpoena
review and edit letter with subpoenas for fee records; phone w/ Freeman
5/27/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 1.1 $715.00 1.1 $715.00 |re. same
5/31/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 0.5 $325.00 0.5 $325.00 |review and edit subpoena
6/7/22|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 0.8 $176.00 0.8 $176.00 [meeting and prep re fee petition
6/22/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 2.5 $1,625.00 2.5 $1,625.00 |draft fee affidavit
6/27/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 3.9 $2,535.00 3.9 $2,535.00 |prep. declaration; review Stinnie ruling, confer w/ co-counsel re. same
7/5/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 0.9 $585.00 0.9 $585.00 |review court order; confer w/ co-counsel re. same
7/11/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 1.2 $780.00 1.2 $780.00 |review Stinnie en banc petition
legal team call re. next steps following Stinnie en banc ruling; primary
8/11/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 0.5 $325.00 0.5 $325.00 [elections
8/11/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting [Fee petition preparation Charge 1 $350.00 $350.00 |Team meeting to discuss fee petition
review and edit joint status report re. Stinnie; confer w/ co-counsel re.
9/6/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 0.6 $390.00 0.6 $390.00 |[same
8/14/23|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 |confer with co-counsel, collect and review materials for fee petition
9/5/23|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 0.7 $154.00 0.7 $154.00 |call with legal team about fees
9/5/23|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 |confer with colleagues, review drafts of status report, discuss next steps
review drafts, confer with co-counsel re. status report and next steps in
9/6/23|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 1.2 $780.00 1.2 $780.00 [fee negotiations/resolution
9/8/23|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 0.9 $585.00 0.9 $585.00 |prep fee affidavit
9/12/23|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting [Fee petition preparation Charge 0.5 $110.00 0.5 $110.00 |fee petition work; run time
review and edit fee petition; review time records, exercise billing
9/23/23|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 4.5 $2,925.00 4.5 $2,925.00 |judgment
9/25/23|Nick Steiner Baltimore County Redistricting [Fee petition preparation Charge 2.2 $825.00 2.2 $825.00 |reviewing fee petition brief
9/27/23|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 1.1 $242.00 1.1 $242.00 [Run and export hours and create spreadsheet
9/28/23|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 1.5 $330.00 1.5 $330.00 |export and format all ACLU time in case
10/1/23|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 1.7 $1,105.00 1.7 $1,105.00 |organize fee records, exercise billing judgment for ACLU staff
10/2/23|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 0.8 $176.00 0.8 $176.00 |edit fee spreadsheet
10/2/23|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 0.5 $325.00 0.5 $325.00 |finalize ACLU time charts
11/27/2023|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting [Fee petition preparation Charge 3.0 $660.00 3.0 $660.00 |time reports, edit spreadsheet and emails
11/27/2023|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 23 $1,495.00 2.3 $1,495.00 |finalize and review fee magterials
11/28/2023|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 0.9 $198.00 0.9 $198.00 |time reports and edit spreadsheet and tc w/DJ
11/29/2023 [ Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting [Fee petition preparation Charge 0.8 $520.00 0.8 $520.00 |final material review/ confer with clients
11/30/2023|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 0.5 $110.00 0.5 $110.00 [diagnose miscalculation and fix charts
11/30/2023|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 0.6 $390.00 0.6 $390.00 [finalize and correct fee materials
01/02/2024|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting [Fee petition preparation Charge 0.8 $520.00 0.8 $520.00 |review and edit letter to magistrate judge
01/16/2024|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 1.2 $780.00 1.2 $780.00 [emails to/from co-counsel, ocurt re. mediation cancelation
01/17/2024|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 1.2 $780.00 1.2 $780.00 |[team meeting and follow up re. next steps
01/26/2024| Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 0.7 $455.00 0.7 $455.00 |review materials, update declaration and expert invoices
01/30/2024|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 1.5 $277.50 1.5 $277.50 [review ACLU time spreadsheet and update with time since Oct 2023 and
01/31/2024|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 1.0 $650.00 1.0 $650.00 |confer with co-counsel re. stay proposal; review records for petition
02/02/2024|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting |Fee petition preparation Charge 0.4 $74.00 0.4 $74.00 |update spreadsheet and send to DJ
TOTAL 631.1 $360,323.50 546 $312,658.50
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Date Name Case Phase Charge/No Charge Actual Hours Actual Amount Billable Hours Billable Amount Notes
confer w/ Demographer; attend virtual redistricting committee
8/25/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 |meeting
8/26/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 [team call and call with Cliff Collins
work with Demographer on mapping cognizant of incumbent
8/27/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 3.5 $2,275.00 3.5 $2,275.00 |addresses; research on redistricting process in Baltico
8/28/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.9 $1,885.00 2.9 $1,885.00 |confer w/ clients and potential co-counsel re. plans and strategy
8/29/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.5 $1,625.00 2.5 $1,625.00 |confer with demographers and NAACP about possible maps;
9/7/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 0.8 $520.00 0.8 $520.00 |confer w/ NAACP re. next steps
9/17/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 4 $2,600.00 4 $2,600.00 |prep letter/ proposal to commission; phone w/ Collins re. same
9/18/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.5 $1,625.00 2.5 $1,625.00 |prep letter/proposal to Commission
prep letter/proposal to commission; email to from Cooper and
9/19/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 3.5 $2,275.00 3.5 $2,275.00 |partners re. same
9/20/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 [confer w/ Cooper, NAACP about alternative maps
9/22/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 0.5 $325.00 0.5 $325.00 |phone w/ Cliff Collins re. plans
9/23/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 [call with NAACP to discuss plans
9/24/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.5 $1,625.00 2.5 $1,625.00 |confer with colleagues, prep submission
9/26/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.5 $1,625.00 2.5 $1,625.00 |review video from commission meeting; revise and edit submission
finalize and send letter and attachments; multiple phone and email
9/28/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.7 $1,755.00 2.7 $1,755.00 |communications to/from colleagues re. same
9/30/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.4 $1,560.00 2.4 $1,560.00 |calls/emails, to/from NAACP re. County actions
10/2/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 [confer w/ partners re. case developments
conf. call with Sen. Sydnor and ACLU team; review County data;
10/4/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.9 $1,235.00 1.9 $1,235.00 |emails, phone to/from NAACP partners
10/6/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 [team call re. strategy
10/7/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 |planning call with Andy Freeman
confer w/ Cooper and NAACP; legal research on 65 percent rule;
10/7/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.5 $1,625.00 2.5 $1,625.00 |emails to experts
Phone w/ Lawyers' Committee; client and team; research for
10/8/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 5.5 $3,575.00 5.5 $3,575.00 |litigation
calls with partners, review and analysis of draft plans/ prep talking
10/11/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.9 $1,885.00 2.9 $1,885.00 |points; comparison of options
10/12/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2 $1,300.00 2 $1,300.00 |research on history of discrimination in Baltimore COunty
legal/factual research on history of discrimination in Baltimore
10/13/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.5 $1,625.00 2.5 $1,625.00 |County
10/18/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 [confer with partners, prep for call with county attormey re case
10/19/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.5 $1,625.00 2.5 $1,625.00 |prep, call with county atty and follow up
confer w/ Freeman and Cooper re. mapping options, strategy;
10/20/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 3 $1,950.00 3 $1,950.00 |phone w/ NAACP re. same
finalize and update proposed map; prep legal letter to County
10/21/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 3.8 $2,470.00 3.8 $2,470.00 |attorney; phone with Sydnor re. Bevins residency issues
10/22/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 3 $1,950.00 3 $1,950.00 |prep legal letter
prep. legal letter and MPIA request for shapefiles; communicate
10/23/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 5 $3,250.00 5 $3,250.00 |with colleagues re. same
10/24/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.9 $1,235.00 1.9 $1,235.00 |confer w. partners; update redistricting letter;
finalize letter to County; phone w/ co-counsel, coalition partners re.
10/25/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 3.5 $2,275.00 3.5 $2,275.00 [same
10/26/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2 $1,300.00 2 $1,300.00 |phone w/ partners; attend Council redistritcting hearing
10/27/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 0.7 $455.00 0.7 $455.00 |hearing follow up with partners
10/29/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.2 $780.00 1.2 $780.00 |emails to/from partners re. response to community comments
10/31/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 [confer w/ colleagues re. new plans
emails, telephone to/from partners; prep and submit fifth
11/1/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 |alternative plan
11/2/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 0.7 $455.00 0.7 $455.00 [confer with partners re maps, release
confer w/ Cooper and coalition partners re. outreach/advocacy
11/3/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 0.7 $455.00 0.7 $455.00 |plans
reviw plan; confer with coalition partners via phone and email; prep
11/17/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.9 $1,885.00 2.9 $1,885.00 |case summary for naacp
11/20/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 |Update letter to County attorney; phone w/ Bill Cooper
12/13/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 [redistricting hearing preparation with team
12/14/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 5.5 $3,575.00 5.5 $3,575.00 |attend redistricting hearing
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12/17/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 4.5 $2,925.00 4.5 $2,925.00 |confer with experts, clients re case; prep complaint
confer with clients, co-counsel re. case developments, Alabama
2/8/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.7 $1,755.00 2.7 $1,755.00 |ruling; prep. message re. same to clients
2/16/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.6 $1,040.00 1.6 $1,040.00 |confer with co-counsel and clients re. next steps
secure and review court transcript of hearing; phone, email to/from
2/19/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 |clients re. case status
2/22/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.5 $1,625.00 2.5 $1,625.00 |review court ruling; confer w/ clients and co-counsel re. same
2/22/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting  |Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.5 $525.00 1.5 $525.00 |Read court opinion Baltimore County redistricting
3/25/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.2 $780.00 1.2 $780.00 |confer with clients and co-counsel re. next steps
3/29/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 0.9 $585.00 0.9 $585.00 [client communications
3/30/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 13 $845.00 1.3 $845.00 [confer with clients re. next steps
3/31/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 2.3 $1,495.00 2.3 $1,495.00 |team call and follow up research re. next steps
3/31/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting  |Case development, investigation & administration No Charge_Print 1 $350.00 0 $0.00 |Baltimore Co Redistricting meeting on next steps
4/1/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 [client meeting
4/1/22|Elsha Aemero |Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1 $220.00 1 $220.00 |Debrief and Next Steps Meeting w/clients
4/1/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.6 $560.00 1.6 $560.00 [client meeting
confer w/ Freedman and Freeman re. case strategy; prep client
4/22/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 |correspondence re. same
confer w/ co-counsel, review drafts re. joint status report; payment
4/27/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.1 $715.00 1.1 $715.00 |of experts
5/2/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 0.5 $175.00 0.5 $175.00 |Reviewed status report
5/9/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 1.2 $780.00 1.2 $780.00 [review court ruling, prep client correspondence re. same
7/5/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Case development, investigation & administration Charge 0.9 $585.00 0.9 $585.00 |review court order; confer w/ co-counsel re. same
review and edit joint status report re. Stinnie; confer w/ co-counsel
9/6/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 0.6 $390.00 0.6 $390.00 [re. same
10/2/23|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting  [Case development, investigation & administration Charge 0.8 $176.00 0.8 $176.00 [edit fee spreadsheet
TOTAL 130.2 $82,476.00 129.2 $82,126.00
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Date Name Case Phase Charge/No Charge Actual Hours Actual Amount Billable Hours Billable Amount Notes
11/29/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Pleadings [Charge 4.5 $2,925.00 4.5 $2,925.00 |Prep complaint and coordinate with clients and co-counsel
11/30/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Pleadings [Charge 5 $3,250.00 5 $3,250.00 [prep complaint; meeting with expert; confer w. clients and co-counsel
12/1/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Pleadings [Charge 2.9 $1,885.00 2.9 $1,885.00 [prep complaint
12/2/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Pleadings [Charge 4.5 $2,925.00 4.5 $2,925.00 [Prep complaint; fact research for same
prep complaint; prep demand letter; phone with clients and Freeman
12/3/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Pleadings [Charge 5 $3,250.00 5 $3,250.00 [re. same; strategic planning meeting re. same
fact research for litigation; confer with colleagues re. meeting with
12/8/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Pleadings [Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 |officials;
12/9/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Pleadings [Charge 5 $3,250.00 5 $3,250.00 [review and prep complaint
12/10/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Pleadings [Charge 6 $3,900.00 6 $3,900.00 [Prep complaint; confer with clients and co-counsel
12/11/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Pleadings [Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 |creation of charts; confer with clients about charts
12/16/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Pleadings [Charge 2 $1,300.00 2 $1,300.00 [confer with clients and co-counsel
12/18/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Pleadings [Charge 7.5 $4,875.00 7.5 $4,875.00 [prep complaint; confer with clients re. same
12/19/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Pleadings [Charge 6.5 $4,225.00 6.5 $4,225.00 [prep complaint; confer with clients, co-counsel and experts re same
12/20/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Pleadings [Charge 6.5 $4,225.00 6.5 $4,225.00 [Prep. complaint; confer w/ co-counsel. and client re. same
12/21/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Pleadings [Charge 4 $2,600.00 4 $2,600.00 [final prep of lawsuit and confer w/ clients re. same
TOTAL 62.4 $40,560.00 62.4 $40,560.00




Case 1:21-cv-03232-LKG

Document 105-2 Filed 02/05/24 Page 21 of 29

Date Name Case Phase Charge/No Charge Actual Hours Actual Amount Billable Hours Billable Amount Notes
confer w/ experts and co-counsel; review materials and
12/22/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3.9 $2,535.00 3.9 $2,535.00 |legal research
Work with Cooper on report; legal research; phone w/
12/27/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 6 $3,900.00 6 $3,900.00 |Mazzoullo re. next steps
12/29/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3.5 $2,275.00 3.5 $2,275.00 |confer with co-counsel re. RPV analysis; legal research
confer w/ experts and co-counsel, and clients re. RPV
12/30/21|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3 $1,950.00 3 $1,950.00 |analysis
phone with co-consel and experts; legal research on county
1/3/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 5 $3,250.00 5 $3,250.00 |history for Pl brief and declarations
work with experts on reports; legal research, confer with
1/4/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 6.5 $4,225.00 6.5 $4,225.00 |clients and co-counsel re. next steps
prep. declarations, legal research, phone, email to/from
1/5/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 4.5 $2,925.00 4.5 $2,925.00 |clients and co-counsel
prep declarations, legal research; phone w/ Barreto and
1/6/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 7.5 $4,875.00 7.5 $4,875.00 |Oskooii
1/6/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 2 $700.00 2 $700.00 [Review and edit Bill Cooper Declaration
Prep. Fugett declaration; review and edit Pl brief' phone
1/7/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 7.5 $4,875.00 7.5 $4,875.00 |with clients and co-counsel re. declaration and Pl motion;
1/7/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 0.9 $315.00 0.9 $315.00 [confer w/ co-counsel re. Pl brief
1/7/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 1.1 $385.00 1.1 $385.00 [Phone call Tony to prep declaration
update resource documents for Fugett declaration; prep.
introduction to Preliminary Injunction brief; phone, email
1/8/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 4.5 $2,925.00 4.5 $2,925.00 [to/from clients and co-counsel re. same
confer w/ co-counsel re. materials to support Pl; confer w.
clients and experst re. same; legal research re. legislative
1/9/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 5.6 $3,640.00 5.6 $3,640.00 |immunity
1/10/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 4.5 $2,925.00 4.5 $2,925.00 |prep PI brief and exhibits
1/11/22|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 1.8 $396.00 1.8 $396.00 |prep for meeting; attend mtg
review and edit Pl motion; confer with co-counsel and
1/13/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 5.5 $3,575.00 5.5 $3,575.00 |experts
1/14/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 [review and edit Pl motion; confer re. same
1/15/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 |Review edits to Cooper report and supporting materials
review and edit drafts of Cooper report; research and draft
1/16/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3.9 $2,535.00 3.9 $2,535.00 |updates to Fugett declaration
1/17/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 5.8 $3,770.00 5.8 $3,770.00 |prep motions papers, exhibits, memorandum for filing
finalize motions papers for filing; phone, email, to/from
1/18/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 10.5 $6,825.00 10.5 $6,825.00 |clients and co-counsel re same
prep for hearing; attend hearing; finalize pi papers for
filing; communications with clients and co-counsel re filing
1/19/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 8.5 $5,525.00 8.5 $5,525.00 |and court rulings
1/19/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 4.5 $1,575.00 4.5 $1,575.00 |prep for and attend court hearing and debrief
legal research for reply brief; email to/from co-counsel re
1/23/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 6.5 $4,225.00 6.5 $4,225.00 |same
Call with election board lawyers; legal research and prep
for Pl reply; correspondence to clients and co-counsel re.
1/24/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 7.5 $4,875.00 7.5 $4,875.00 [same; review Alabama decision
1/24/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 2 $700.00 2 $700.00 [review final brief, research for reply
team planning meeting; legal research for reply brief,
1/25/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3.9 $2,535.00 3.9 $2,535.00 [communicate with experts
data collection and display for the County 2018 race and
1/25/22|Elsha Aemero [Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 5.5 $1,210.00 5.5 $1,210.00 |redistricting memos.
1/25/22|Elsha Aemero  [Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 2 $440.00 2 $440.00 [meeting with counsel to prep reply and hearing
1/25/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge $350.00 $350.00 [strategy meeting with counsel team
1/25/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 4.2 $1,470.00 4.2 $1,470.00 |legal research for Pl brief
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legal research, prep. memo re. Gingles 1 arguments for
1/26/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3.5 $2,275.00 3.5 $2,275.00 |reply
1/26/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 1.5 $525.00 1.5 $525.00 |legal research for response brief Pl
1/27/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 4.2 $2,730.00 4.2 $2,730.00 [prep memo on Gingles 1 issues
1/27/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3.1 $1,085.00 3.1 $1,085.00 |Legal research for reply
review materials from Mullally; confer w/ Barreto re.
1/28/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 1.5 $975.00 1.5 $975.00 [same; phone w/ Mullally
1/28/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3.5 $1,225.00 3.5 $1,225.00 |Research and prep memo
1/31/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 1.7 $1,105.00 1.7 $1,105.00 |confer w. clients, co-counsel re. opp to Pl
review opp to m/Pl; legal research for same; correspond
2/1/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 6.5 $4,225.00 6.5 $4,225.00 |with clientst, experts and co-counsel re same
2/1/22|Elsha Aemero |Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 5 $1,100.00 5 $1,100.00 |Researching and writing the case memo.
2/1/22|Elsha Aemero  |Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 1 $220.00 $220.00 |Background reading for memo.
2/1/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3 $1,050.00 3 $1,050.00 |Read Defendants responses to complaint to prep for Pl opp
2/1/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 2 $700.00 2 $700.00 [Voting rights research for response to defendants
confer w/ clients, co-counsel, experts, court re. responde
2/2/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 7.5 $4,875.00 7.5 $4,875.00 |to opp to Pl motion; legal, fact research re. same
prep Pl opp reply; confer with clients, co-counsel,
witnesses and experts re. same; legal research, prep and
2/3/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 6.8 $4,420.00 6.8 $4,420.00 |review drafts of brief and declarations
2/3/22|Elsha Aemero |Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 5 $1,100.00 5 $1,100.00 |Case memo for Pl filing
prep; reply brief; confer with clients, witnesses, experts
2/4/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 7.9 $5,135.00 7.9 $5,135.00 |and co-counsel re. same
2/4/22|Elsha Aemero |Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 1 $220.00 1 $220.00 |Correspond w/plaintiffs re hearing
2/4/22|Elsha Aemero  |Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 6 $1,320.00 6 $1,320.00 [Prep memo on demographic and map changes.
2/4/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 2 $700.00 2 $700.00 [Review and edit plaintiffs reply brief
Review and edit plaintiffs declarations for the response
2/4/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 1.5 $525.00 1.5 $525.00 |brief
prep reply brief; confer with clients, witnesses,, co-counsel
2/5/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 6.5 $4,225.00 6.5 $4,225.00 |and experts re same;
prep reply brief; work with experts and co-counsel to prep
2/6/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 7.2 $4,680.00 7.2 $4,680.00 |exhibits; review and edit same
prep. reply; consult with clients, co-counsel,re. same;
2/7/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 7.5 $4,875.00 7.5 $4,875.00 [review Alabama ruling; confer re. same
2/7/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 2 $700.00 2 $700.00 [Review and edit final draft of response
2/8/22|Elsha Aemero |Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 6 $1,320.00 6 $1,320.00 |Prep memo for Pl reply hearing
2/9/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 2.2 $1,430.00 2.2 $1,430.00 |confer w. co-counsel, experts re. prep for court hearing
2/10/22|Elsha Aemero |Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 4.5 $990.00 4.5 $990.00 [Prep follow up memo.
witness perp with Tony Fugett; client communications;
prep brief re. supplmental authority, review CoA order
2/11/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 4.2 $2,730.00 4.2 $2,730.00 |extending election deadlines
2/11/22|Elsha Aemero |Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 7 $1,540.00 $1,540.00 |Prep memo
2/11/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 1 $350.00 $350.00 [Meeting with Tony Fugett for hearing prep
prep. brief re. supplemental authority; review declarations
2/12/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3.2 $2,080.00 3.2 $2,080.00 |and new filing
prep and edit drafts of brief re. supplemental authority,
2/13/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 4.9 $3,185.00 4.9 $3,185.00 |declarations; client communications re. samel
prep for court hearing; meetings with co-counsel and
2/14/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 8.5 $5,525.00 8.5 $5,525.00 |witnesses
prep for, attend and debrief from court hearing on Pl
2/15/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 7.5 $4,875.00 7.5 $4,875.00 |motion; emails to/from clients and co-counsel re. same
Redistricting memo and attend court hearing for the
2/15/22|Elsha Aemero  |Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 6 $1,320.00 6 $1,320.00 [Baltimore County redistricting case.
2/15/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting Motion for Preliminary Injunction Charge 3 $1,050.00 3 $1,050.00 |Baltimore County Redistricting hearing
TOTAL 297 $159,716.00 297 $159,716.00
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Date Name Case Phase Charge/No Charge Actual Hours Actual Amount Billable Hours Billable Amount  Notes
prep materials in oppostition to County redistricint plan; confer w;
3/9/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 6.5 $4,225.00 0 $0.00 |clients,esperts and co-counsel re same; legal research

prep. matterials in opposition to county plan; phone w/ clients,
3/10/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 8.5 $5,525.00 0 $0.00 |experts, co-counsel re. same.

prep for and attend court hearing on remedial plans; follow up
3/11/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 4.5 $2,925.00 0 $0.00 |research and communications with clients
3/11/22|Tierney Peprah Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 1.5 $525.00 0 $0.00 |Court conference with attorneys
3/11/22|Tierney Peprah Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 2 $700.00 0 $0.00 |Read status report submited by defendant Baltimore Co
3/11/22|Tierney Peprah Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 0.5 $175.00 0 $0.00 |Reviewed charts noncitizen VAP
3/12/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 2.5 $1,625.00 0 $0.00 |confer w/ clients and co-counsel re. response to County plan
3/13/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 2.2 $1,430.00 0 $0.00 |phone with clients and co-counsel re strategy
3/14/22|Tierney Peprah Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 2.5 $875.00 0 $0.00 |Reviewed plaintiffs full remedial plan with supporting documents
3/15/22|Tierney Peprah Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 1 $350.00 0 $0.00 |Baltimore co voting checkin

prep brief and exhibits; phone with clients, experts and co-counsel
3/16/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 6.6 $4,290.00 0 $0.00 |re same
3/16/22|Tierney Peprah Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 1 $350.00 0 $0.00 |Planning call with team
3/16/22|Tierney Peprah Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 3.5 $1,225.00 0 $0.00 |Research for trial & brief

confer w/ co-counsel, clients and witnesses; review and prep drafts
3/17/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 6.4 $4,160.00 0 $0.00 |of opp to County plan and exhibits;
3/17/22|Tierney Peprah Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 1 $350.00 0 $0.00 |prepped for meeting with senator sydnor and draft direct exazm

review defendants materials; phone with clients, experts and co-
3/18/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 3.5 $2,275.00 0 $0.00 |counsel to prep for court hearing
3/18/22|Tierney Peprah Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 2 $700.00 0 $0.00 |prep testimony with Senator Charles Sydnor

prep for court hearing; calls with cooper, sydnor, kassra, to prep
3/19/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 4.7 $3,055.00 0 $0.00 |testimony; review records from defendants

review defendant's revised Gimpel filing; email, phone, to/from co-
3/20/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 3.5 $2,275.00 0 $0.00 |counsel; witness prep with Matt Barreto
3/21/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 7.5 $4,875.00 0 $0.00 |prep for, attend and follow up from court hearing
3/21/22|Tierney Peprah Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 3.5 $1,225.00 0 $0.00 |attended Baltimore County Hearing on Redistricting
3/21/22|Tierney Peprah Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 3 $1,050.00 0 $0.00 |Prepared for hearing by reviewing filings
3/24/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 3.2 $2,080.00 0 $0.00 |attend cort hearing; follow up with clients and co-counsel
3/24/22|Tierney Peprah Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 1 $350.00 0 $0.00 |Court hearing on remedy
3/24/22|Tierney Peprah Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 1 $350.00 0 $0.00 |Redistricting map follow up meeting
3/25/22|Tierney Peprah Baltimore County Redistricting Remedial map No Charge_Print 1 $350.00 0 $0.00 |Read courts written opinion

TOTAL 84.1 $47,315.00 0 $0.00
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Date Name Case Phase Charge/No Charge Actual Hours Actual Amount Billable Hours Billable Amount Notes
2/28/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Response to Court’s Injund Charge 0.8 $520.00 0.8 $520.00|check in with clients and partners
3/2/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Response to Court’s Injund Charge 1.7 $1,105.00 1.7 $1,105.00|confer w/ clients and co-counsel; team strategy call
3/8/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Response to Court’s Injund Charge 3.4 $2,210.00 3.4 $2,210.00|confer w/ clients and co-counsel re. case filing, how to respond
3/8/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting Response to Court’s Injund Charge 1 $350.00 1 $350.00|legal research
3/8/22|Tierney Peprah [Baltimore County Redistricting Response to Court’s Injund Charge 0.5 $175.00 0.5 $175.00|Reviewed plaintiffs and defendants status report to the court
TOTAL 74 $4,360.00 74 $4,360.00
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Date Name Case Phase Charge/No Charge Actual Hours Actual Amount Billable Hours  Billable Amount Notes
4/7/22|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 0.5 $110.00 0.5 $110.00 [Case hours and fees for fee letter
attend Stinnie hearing; conter with Freeman re.
5/5/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 [same
5/12/22|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 1 $220.00 1 $220.00 [fee petition plans and prep
Petition strategy Meeting w/co-counsel re fee
5/12/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 1 $350.00 1 $350.00 |petition
review and edit billing records to exercise billing
5/21/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 2.5 $1,625.00 2.5 $1,625.00 |judgment
review and edit correspondence to McGuire
5/23/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 0.8 $520.00 0.8 $520.00 [Woods re. fees and subpoena
review and edit letter with subpoenas for fee
5/27/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 1.1 $715.00 1.1 $715.00 [records; phone w/ Freeman re. same
5/31/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 0.5 $325.00 0.5 $325.00 [review and edit subpoena
6/7/22|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 0.8 $176.00 0.8 $176.00 [meeting and prep re fee petition
6/22/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 2.5 $1,625.00 2.5 $1,625.00 |draft fee affidavit
prep. declaration; review Stinnie ruling, confer w/
6/27/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 3.9 $2,535.00 3.9 $2,535.00 |co-counsel re. same
7/11/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 1.2 $780.00 1.2 $780.00 [review Stinnie en banc petition
legal team call re. next steps following Stinnie en
8/11/22|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 0.5 $325.00 0.5 $325.00 [banc ruling; primary elections
8/11/22|Tierney Peprah |Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge $350.00 $350.00 [Team meeting to discuss fee petition
confer with co-counsel, collect and review
8/14/23|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 [materials for fee petition
9/5/23|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 0.7 $154.00 0.7 $154.00 |call with legal team about fees
confer with colleagues, review drafts of status
9/5/23|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 1 $650.00 1 $650.00 [report, discuss next steps
review drafts, confer with co-counsel re. status
report and next steps in fee
9/6/23|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 1.2 $780.00 1.2 $780.00 |negotiations/resolution
9/8/23|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 0.9 $585.00 0.9 $585.00 [prep fee affidavit
9/12/23|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 0.5 $110.00 0.5 $110.00 |fee petition work; run time
review and edit fee petition; review time records,
9/23/23|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 4.5 $2,925.00 4.5 $2,925.00 |exercise billing judgment
9/25/23|Nick Steiner Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 2.2 $825.00 2.2 $825.00 [reviewing fee petition brief
9/27/23|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 1.1 $242.00 1.1 $242.00 |Run and export hours and create spreadsheet
9/28/23|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 1.5 $330.00 1.5 $330.00 [export and format all ACLU time in case
organize fee records, exercise billing judgment for
10/1/23[Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 1.7 $1,105.00 1.7 $1,105.00 [ACLU staff
10/2/23|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 0.5 $325.00 0.5 $325.00 [finalize ACLU time charts
11/27/2023|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 3.0 $660.00 3.0 $660.00 [time reports, edit spreadsheet and emails
11/27/2023|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 23 $1,495.00 2.3 $1,495.00 |finalize and review fee magterials
11/28/2023|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 0.9 $198.00 0.9 $198.00 [time reports and edit spreadsheet and tc w/D)
11/29/2023|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 0.8 $520.00 0.8 $520.00 (final material review/ confer with clients
11/30/2023|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 0.5 $110.00 0.5 $110.00 [diagnhose miscalculation and fix charts
11/30/2023|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 0.6 $390.00 0.6 $390.00 [finalize and correct fee materials
01/02/2024|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 0.8 $520.00 0.8 $520.00 [review and edit letter to magistrate judge
01/16/2024 |Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation 1.2 $780.00 1.2 $780.00 [emails to/from co-counsel, ocurt re. mediation
Charge cancelation
01/17/2024|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 1.2 $780.00 1.2 $780.00 [team meeting and follow up re. next steps
01/26/2024 |Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation 0.7 $455.00 0.7 $455.00 [review materials, update declaration and expert
Charge invoices
01/30/2024|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 1.5 $277.50 1.5 $277.50 |review ACLU time spreadsheet and update with
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01/31/2024|Debbie Jeon Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation 1.0 $650.00 1.0 $650.00 [confer with co-counsel re. stay proposal; review
Charge records for petition

02/02/2024|Amy Cruice Baltimore County Redistricting Fee petition preparation Charge 0.4 $74.00 0.4 $74.00 |update spreadsheet and send to D)

TOTAL 50 $25,896.50 50 $25,896.50
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Goldstein
& Levy

Andrew D. Freeman
adf@browngold.com

December 6, 2021

By Email: matt@uclavrp.org

Prof. Matt A. Barreto

University of California, Los Angeles
3345 Bunche Hall

Los Angeles, CA 90095

Re: Baltimore County Redistricting Litigation
Dear Professor Barreto:

I am writing to follow up on our conversation regarding my firm’s interest in utilizing
your expert services in the above-referenced matter. This letter describes the arrangement
whereby you agree to undertake to assist Brown, Goldstein & Levy, LLP and the ACLU of
Maryland in connection with our representation of the Baltimore County NAACP and other
organizations and individuals in a Voting Rights Act challenge to Baltimore County’s
redistricting of its councilmanic districts following the 2020 Census.

Your employment by Brown, Goldstein & Levy and the ACLU of Maryland contem-
plates that you and others working at your direction will assist plaintiffs’ attorneys in this VRA
suit. You have represented that you have no conflicts of interest that would prevent you from
carrying out your duties under this contract and agree that you will not undertake new work that
would require you to withdraw from this agreement. Your fees (inclusive of the fees for others
working under your direction) for conducting all research and preparing an expert report will be
$40,000 plus expenses, plus additional fees for time spent (a) preparing a rebuttal report, (b)
hours participating in deposition or trial testimony, including preparation or practice, and (c)
traveling to and attending depositions or hearings at the following rates: Matt Barreto—
$400/hr.; Kassra Oskooii—3$250/hr.; Michael Rios—$100/hr. The $40,000 fee will be due on the
following schedule: $15,000 upon commencement of your work; $15,000 upon completion of
first draft of your report; and $10,000 upon completion of final draft of your report. Please direct
all invoices to my attention, including documentation for expenses incurred. If we are able to
reach a settlement with Baltimore County or otherwise decide not to proceed prior to your
preparing your initial report, you agreed to cap your fees at $20,000.

At some point, our firm may name you and/or Dr. Oskooii as a testifying expert in this
litigation. Until such time as you or he are named, all communications between you and any
attorney or staff of this firm, our co-counsel, or our clients in connection with your employment
shall be regarded as confidential and made solely for the purpose of assisting counsel in giving
legal advice. Thus, such communications will be covered by the attorney-client privilege and
attorney work-product doctrine.

120 E. Baltimore Street | Suite 2500 | Baltimore, MD 21202 | T 4109621030 | F 410.385.0863
browngold.com
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BROWN, GOLDSTEIN & LEVY, LLP

Prof. Matt A. Barreto
December 6, 2021
Page 2

In addition, all notes, workpapers, schedules, analyses, and other documents that you
prepare or obtain pursuant to this arrangement are held by you solely for our convenience and
subject to our unqualified right to instruct you with respect to possession and control. All
workpapers and other documents prepared by you or under your direction belong to Brown,
Goldstein & Levy, LLP and the ACLU of Maryland. Thus, you must immediately return all
documents, records, and workpapers covered by this arrangement to us at our request.

As part of the agreement to provide services in this matter, you must immediately notify
us upon the occurrence of any of the following events:

(1) a request by anyone other than an attorney with this firm or our co-counsel to
examine, inspect, or copy any documents or records covered by this arrangement;

(2) the receipt of any subpoena, summons, or court order which requires you or your
firm or employer to produce any documents or records covered by this
arrangement;

3) a request by anyone other than an attorney with this firm or our co-counsel that
you disclose any of the information you have obtained as part of your
investigation; and/or

4) the receipt of any subpoena, summons, or court order that requires you or your
firm or employer to disclose any of the information you have obtained as part of
your investigation.

Thank you for agreeing to be of assistance in connection with this matter. If this

agreement meets with your approval, please sign and return the signature page. [ may be reached

at 410-404-4888. I look forward to our further discussions.

Sincerely,

(D060 D oz hay—

Andrew D. Freeman
ADF/1d
ACCEPTED AND AGREED:

W W 12/6/2021

Dr. Matt Barreto Date



Matt_local
MAB sig
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF MARYLAND
(Northern Division)

BALTIMORE COUNTY BRANCH OF THE
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR THE
ADVANCEMENT OF COLORED PEOPLE, et al.,

Plaintiffs,
Civil Action No. LKG-21-03232

V.

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND,

Defendant.

DECLARATION OF ANDREW D. FREEMAN

1. I, Andrew D. Freeman, am over 18 years of age and am competent to testify. |
submit this declaration in support of Plaintiffs’ Motion for an Award of Attorneys’ Fees and Costs
in this case.
Background

2. I have been a member of the bar of the State of Maryland since 1986 and of this
Court and the United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit since 1987. I have been a
partner in the Baltimore-based law firm of Brown, Goldstein & Levy since 1994 and was
previously an associate with the firm from 1987 through 1993. Before that, I was a law clerk to
the Honorable Norman P. Ramsey of this Court. I am an honors graduate of Harvard College and
Stanford Law School.

3. My law practice primarily consists of litigation on behalf of plaintiffs, including
civil rights cases (including claims for racial discrimination, gender discrimination, disability
rights, wrongful convictions, police excessive force, and other constitutional violations), as well

as other litigation in which attorneys’ fees are awarded to prevailing plaintiffs, such as actions
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brought on behalf of consumers under both state and federal law. I have successfully litigated
hundreds of cases in federal and state trial and appellate courts, including numerous civil rights
cases in this Court.

4, In 2012 to 2013, at the invitation of then-Chief Judge Chasanow, I served on the
Fee Petition Subcommittee of the Bench-Bar Committee of this Court that provided the
proposed recommendations that, in turn, became the Court’s amendments to Appendix B in
2014 (the most recent amendment to Appendix B). I also served on panels regarding obtaining
attorneys’ fees awards at the Maryland Partners for Justice Conference in 2010 and 2011. I
have experience in litigating attorneys’ fees, including obtaining a fee award of $1.5 million in
this Court. See Thompson v. HUD, Civ. Action No. MJG-95-309, 2001 WL 1636517 (D. Md.
Dec. 12, 2001) (Report & Recommendation of Grimm, M.J.), adopted by Judge Garbis in a
Memorandum and Order Re Award of Fees and Costs (Feb. 28, 2002).

5. My litigation and advocacy efforts have been recognized by selection as a Fellow
of the American College of Trial Lawyers (since 2014), by Chambers USA as a ranked attorney
in Litigation: General Commercial in Maryland (since 2020), and with an AV (highest) rating by
Martindale-Hubbell Law Directory (since 1996). I have been included among Lawdragon’s 500
Leading Lawyers in America (2021-23), 500 Leading Litigators in America (2023-24), 500
Leading Plaintiff Employment and Civil Rights Lawyers (2021-23), and 500 Leading Plaintiff
Employment Lawyers in America (2018-20). I was selected as the Maryland Trial Lawyer of the
Year for 2000 by the Maryland Trial Lawyers Association. My peers voted me the Best Lawyers
Baltimore Lawyer of the Year for Civil Rights for 2024, for Bet-the -Company Litigation for
2023, for Litigation - Labor and Employment for 2022, for Personal Injury Litigation — Plaintiffs

for 2020, for Mass Tort Litigation/Class Actions — Plaintiffs for 2014 and 2019, and for
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Employment Law — Individuals for 2018. I have been included in Best Lawyers in America in
most or all of the following categories every year since 2012: Appellate Practice, Bet-the-
Company Litigation, Civil Rights, Commercial Litigation, Employment Law (Individuals),
Labor & Employment Litigation, Mass Tort Litigation/Class Actions (Plaintiffs), and Personal
Injury Litigation (Plaintiffs). I have been selected as a “Maryland Super Lawyer” every year
since 2007 and a “Top 100 Maryland Super Lawyer” in 2018 and 2023. I received a Leadership
in Law award from the Daily Record in 2006, a Champion of Justice Award from the Legal Aid
Bureau in 2009, and the Robert M. Bell Award for Leadership in Public Service from the
University of Baltimore Students for Public Interest Law in 2010. I have also been honored by
the Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights Under Law, the Maryland Food Committee, and the
Coalition to End Childhood Lead Poisoning.

6. Marie Bauer, a paralegal-law clerk at Brown, Goldstein & Levy who assisted me
in working on the motion for a preliminary injunction, was, at the time, a third-year law student
at the University of Maryland Francis King Carey School of Law.

7. Brown, Goldstein & Levy has been honored as Maryland’s “Pro Bono Firm of the
Year” by the Maryland State Bar Association’s Pro Bono Resource Center and as the nation’s
“Civil Rights Firm of the Year” by the National Law Journal, and the firm received the
“Outstanding Achievement Award in the Field of Fair Housing” from the Washington Lawyers’
Committee for Civil Rights, among other awards.

Brown Goldstein & Levy’s work on this case
8. In the late summer and fall of 2021, Deborah Jeon of the American Civil Liberties
Union of Maryland reached out to me for assistance in convincing Baltimore County to draw a

County Council district map that complied with the Voting Rights Act and to be available to
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assist in litigating the case if the County refused to do so. In the past, Brown, Goldstein & Levy’s
founding partner, C. Christopher Brown, had worked extensively on Voting Rights Act cases,
often as co-counsel with Ms. Jeon. Mr. Brown was in declining health in 2021 (he died in
December of that year). In part out of respect for what Mr. Brown had achieved in previous
cases, [ agreed to work with the ACLU of Maryland on this case. While I have extensive
experience litigating civil rights cases, this was my first VRA case. Because Brown, Goldstein &
Levy is a relatively small firm (with 20 attorneys) and because the firm had already committed
substantial resources to several other large civil rights cases, we were not able to assign other
attorneys to the case. Accordingly, the ACLU reached out to Arnold & Porter, which has far
greater experience in VRA cases and far greater resources, to be co-lead counsel in the case.

9. Initially, I worked with Ms. Jeon to review maps that the Plaintiffs’ expert,
William Cooper prepared for the ACLU of Maryland and the Baltimore County NAACP to
submit to the Baltimore County Redistricting Commission. We reached out to the County
Attorney in an attempt to convince the County Council to comply with the Voting Rights Act and
avert the need for a lawsuit.

10. As it became apparent that the County Council planned to enact a map that packed
Black voters into one district and cracked them between other districts, so Black voters would
have a chance to elect the candidate of their choice in just one district out of seven, I worked
with Ms. Jeon to coordinate the individuals and groups interested in being plaintiffs, to identify
potential experts, and to draft a Complaint to have ready to file shortly after the County enacted
such a map.

11. On December 21, 2021, one day after the County passed Bill 103-21 into law,

Arnold & Porter, the ACLU, and Brown Goldstein & Levy, as co-counsel for Plaintiffs, filed suit
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in this Court on behalf of Black citizens of Baltimore County and civil organizations promoting
civil rights and election fairness. The Complaint sought a declaration that Bill 103-21 violates
the Voting Rights Act, an injunction prohibiting Baltimore County from holding elections under
Bill 103-21, and an order mandating a redistricting plan for the election of members of the
County Council and Board of Education that comports with the Voting Rights Act, 52 U.S.C

§ 10301, as well as with all other relevant constitutional and statutory requirements.

12. Following the filing of the Complaint, I worked with co-counsel to draft a Motion
for Preliminary Injunction to enjoin use of Bill 103-21 in future elections. In addition to assisting
in the drafting and editing of the memorandum in support of the motion for preliminary
injunction, I worked extensively with the experts and other individuals who provided
declarations in support of that motion. I was the lead counsel at the hearing on February 15,
2022, presenting argument and Plaintiffs’ witnesses and cross-examining the County’s witnesses.

13. The Court granted Plaintiffs’ Motion for Preliminary Injunction on February 22,
2022.

14. After the Court granted Plaintiffs’ Motion for Preliminary Injunction, my co-
counsel and I informed clients and the public about the decision. Pursuant to the Court’s
direction to the parties to file a joint status report setting forth their respective views on how this
matter should proceed, on or before March 8, 2022, I worked on drafting that status report.

15. Late on the night of March 8, 2022, the County filed a remedial map that it
claimed complied with the Court’s February 22 Order. After reviewing that map (as we would
have had to do regardless of the County’s next step), Plaintiffs and their counsel concluded that
the remedial map continued to violate the Voting Rights Act. We presented further evidence and

argument in support of that contention in advance of, at, and following an evidentiary hearing on
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March 11. On March 25, 2022, the Court granted the County’s motion and approved the remedial
map. Plaintiffs are not seeking to recover fees related to litigation over the remedial map.

16. Following the Court’s March 25, 2022 Order, I worked with co-counsel on
preparing a fee petition for the portions of this case on which Plaintiffs had prevailed. We filed a
Motion for Attorneys’ Fees (ECF No. 85) on June 6, 2022. While Plaintiffs were preparing a
memorandum in support of that motion, a panel of the Fourth Circuit issued an opinion in Stinnie
v. Holcomb, No. 21-1756. That case presented many of the same issues as this case regarding
plaintiffs’ right to attorneys’ fees when a governmental entity had changed the applicable law in
response to the entry of a preliminary injunction. The Fourth Circuit panel held that binding
Circuit precedent precluded an award of attorneys’ fees in this circumstance, but, recognizing
that that precedent was out of step with later developments in the law, Judge Harris wrote a
concurrence urging en banc review. Over the County’s opposition, Plaintiffs sought an extension
of time and then a stay (both of which the Court granted) to await the en banc Fourth Circuit’s
decision in Stinnnie. Following the Fourth Circuit’s en banc decision in Stinnie in August 2023,
77 F.4th 200 (4th Cir. 2023)(en banc),l have worked with co-counsel on revising Plaintiffs’ fee
petition. I have also reviewed, edited, and organized Brown, Goldstein & Levy’s fee records and
drafted this declaration. I also took the lead for the Plaintiffs in an unsuccessful mediation with
Magistrate Judge Copperthite.

The hourly rates sought are reasonable and within Baltimore market rates for attorneys of
comparable skill and experience.

17. I am familiar with the hourly rates that other Maryland law firms charge for
litigation in the Baltimore region. To set our firm’s rates and to file fee petitions in our cases
(as well as others in which I’ve served as fees counsel), I keep track of rates charged by other

attorneys by talking with my peers and by reading surveys of firms’ fees, fee petitions filed by
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other firms (on behalf of both plaintiffs and defendants), and court opinions regarding fees.
Brown, Goldstein & Levy uses that information to be sure that our rates are within the range of
market rates charged by comparable firms for comparable work in the Baltimore region.

18. Brown, Goldstein & Levy charges our fee-paying clients $725 an hour for our
senior partners, including me, for representation in litigation in courts throughout Maryland. If
Debbie Jeon were a partner at BGL, that is the hourly rate we would charge for her time.

19. For attorneys with experience comparable to Tierney Peprah (a 2015 law school
graduate), we charge $525 an hour for representation in litigation in courts throughout Maryland.

20. For our paralegals and law clerks, Brown, Goldstein & Levy charges from $250 to
$300 an hour, depending on their experience. Our current rate for a law clerk/paralegal in her
third year of law school, as Ms. Bauer was when she worked on this case, would be $250.
Nonetheless, we are seeking only $220 an hour for her time.

21. I am confident that all of the rates by Plaintiffs for time spent by attorneys,
paralegals, and law clerks at Brown, Goldstein & Levy and at the ACLU of Maryland are at or
below market rates for attorneys and other professionals of comparable experience in the
Baltimore region.

22. Clients regularly pay Brown, Goldstein & Levy at our full hourly rates (i.e., the
rates described above, in paragraphs 18-20). Judges and arbitrators in Maryland have approved
BGL’s full hourly rates in civil rights matters. See, e.g., Rivera v. Mo's Fisherman Exchange,
Inc., Case No. ELH-15-1427 (D. Md. Oct. 11, 2018), ECF Nos. 169-3, 170 (approving
settlement in Fair Labor Standards Act collective action where BGL petitioned for attorneys’ fees
at its customary 2018 hourly rates). Following contested fee petition briefing in an arbitration

proceeding in 2020, the Honorable James R. Eyler (Ret.) awarded (in early 2021) attorneys’ fees
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at BGL’s regular 2020 market rates; and in 2015, an arbitrator in Johnson v. Hooters of America,
LLC awarded plaintiff the firm’s then-regular rates.

23. On information and belief, the regular hourly rates charged by McGuire Woods
(the firm hired by Baltimore County to represent it in this case) are substantially higher than
Plaintiffs are seeking for Baltimore attorneys of comparable experience. For example, on
information and belief, McGuire Woods currently charges substantially in excess of $800 an hour
to its regular fee-paying clients for time spent by Ava Lias-Booker, Baltimore-based lead counsel
for the County, who graduated from law school the same year Deborah Jeon and I did (1986).
Although McGuire Woods charged a reduced and blended rate of $650 an hour to Baltimore
County in this case (a rate set in late 2021 or early 2022), it did so by “blending” the rates of its
partners whose regular rates exceed $650 an hour with those of its associates whose regular rates
are lower. Plaintiffs sought to confirm McGuire Woods’s regular hourly rates for the attorneys
and paralegals who worked on this case by propounding a subpoena to McGuire Woods in May
2022 and requests for production of documents and interrogatories to the County in June 2022,
but McGuire Woods and the County refused to provide that information.

24, I am familiar with the litigation departments of most if not all of the major
Baltimore law firms as well as the small and medium law firms that take on civil rights cases and
are potential co-counsel with the Maryland ACLU. Other than my late law partner, C.
Christopher Brown (who died in 2021), and the ACLU of Maryland’s Deborah Jeon, I am not
aware of any attorney based in Baltimore who had significant experience representing plaintiffs

in Voting Rights Act cases prior to January 2022.
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25. Based upon my knowledge and expertise as described above, it is my opinion that
the rates sought by Plaintiffs’ counsel in this case are reasonable, reflecting rates at or below the
value of services by lawyers of their experience and caliber in the Baltimore market.

The time spent by Brown, Goldstein & Levy on this matter was reasonably necessary to
Plaintiffs’ success in obtaining preliminary injunction that led to the County revising its
councilmanic districts.

26. Attached as Exhibit 1 to this declaration is a printout of the contemporaneous time
records reflecting the time that Marie Bauer (a law clerk at Brown, Goldstein & Levy) and |
spent on this matter for which Plaintiffs seek compensation. All this time was reasonably and
necessarily spent to obtain the preliminary injunction entered by this Court on February 22.
2022, as well as on settlement negotiations and mediation and on this fee petition. We have

organized that time into litigation phases, for which the hours spent and fees sought are

summarized as follows:

Litigation Phase Hours Fees
Case Development and Investigation 243 $17,617.50
Pleadings 7.3 $5,292.50
Motion for Preliminary Injunction 142.4 $102,179.50
Response to Court’s Injunction Order 9.1 $6,597.50
Fee Petition 80.1 $58,072.50
Alternative Dispute Resolution 19.4 $14,065.00
Total 282.7 $203,824.50
27. Attached as Exhibit 2 is a printout of the contemporaneous time records reflecting

the time spent on this matter by Brown, Goldstein & Levy for which Plaintiffs do not seek
compensation. This includes all time spent related to Plaintiffs’ response to the County’s
remedial map and the Court’s Order of March 11, 2022 (including ECF Nos. 68 and 75 and the
hearing on March 21, 2022). We have organized that time into the same litigation phases, for

which the hours spent and fees incurred but not sought are summarized as follows:
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Litigation Phase Hours Fees
Case Development and Investigation 31.8 $23,055.00
Pleadings 1.3 $794.00
Motion for Preliminary Injunction 2.4 $750.00
Remedial Map 44.8 $32,480.00
Fee Petition 8 $2,527.50
Alternative Dispute Resolution 0.1 $72.50
Total 80.7 $59,679.00
28. Attached as Exhibit 3 is a listing of the expenses incurred by Brown, Goldstein &

Levy in support of this case, a total of $595.43 spent on service of process (after the County
Attorney informed me that he could not accept service by e-mail), electronic legal research, and
the transcript of the first preliminary injunction hearing, all of which was reasonably and
necessarily expended in support of the Complaint and successful Motion for Preliminary
Injunction.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

February 4, 2024 /ﬁ@m D?W,vw\

Andrew D. Freeman
Fed. Bar No. 03867
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Exhibit 1
BGL Fees Sought



