UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
for the Fifth Crcuit

No. 94-60386
Summary Cal endar

HOLLI S WATKI NS, ET AL.
Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
VERSUS
KIRK FORDI CE, Etc., ET AL.,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.
STANDI NG JO NT LEQ SLATI VE COW TTEE, Etc., TIM FORD,
In Hs Oficial Capacity, Etc., and
WALTER A. GRAHAM President Pro Tenpore,

| nt er venor s- Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
(3:91-CV-364)

) (February 24, 1995)
Bef ore DUHE, W ENER, and STEWART, Crcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM !

Al t hough this case was resolved before trial, the issue of
attorney's fees lingers. For the second tine, Plaintiffs appea
the trial court's calculation of attorney's fees and expenses and
t he amount awarded to thempursuant to 42 U.S.C. 88 1973l (e), 1988.
We affirm

! Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needless
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.™
Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



FACTS

Plaintiffs brought a voting rights lawsuit against officials

of the State of M ssissippi. M ssissippi's State Legislature
redistricted the State before the case went to trial. Plaintiffs
then sought attorney's fees and expenses. A three-judge court

awarded them $188,506.55 in attorney's fees and $10,182.18 in
expenses under 42 U . S.C. 88 1973l (e), 1988. Watkins v. Fordice,

807 F. Supp. 406, 412-20 (S.D. Mss. 1992) (subsequent history
omtted). The total award was considerably |ess than that sought
by Plaintiffs. [Id. at 412. Plaintiffs appeal ed, and Defendants
cr oss- appeal ed. On appeal, we affirnmed the trial court in all

respects but one. Watkins v. Fordice, 7 F.3d 453, 460 (5th Gr.

1993). Because the trial court did not provide adequate support
for awarding attorney's fees at the hourly rate used, we renanded
the case so that the court could either award the requested hourly
rate or state its reasons for deviating therefrom |d. at 459. (On
remand, the three-judge court reinstated its award and provi ded

reasons for doing so. Watkins v. Fordice, 852 F. Supp. 542, 550-53

(S.D. Mss. 1994). It also awarded $5, 832.45 attorney's fees and
expenses to Plaintiffs for their original appeal to this Court.
Id. at 554-56.

In this second appeal, Plaintiffs again conplain about the
hourly rate arrived at by the trial court. Finally, Plaintiffs
contend that the total fee awards constitute an abuse of

di screti on.



DI SCUSSI ON

We review awards of attorney's fees for abuse of discretion,
and we review supporting factual findings for <clear error.
Watkins, 7 F.3d at 457. The trial <court's discretion in
determ ning the appropriate award of attorney's fees is broad. [|d.

The problem with the trial court's determ nation of hourly
rate last tine was that it sinply listed the appropriate factors to
consider and stated that it had considered them 1d. at 459. This
time, it set out its reasoning for applying the hourly rates that
it calculated. In addition, the court had evidence before it that

supports those rates. See Watkins, 807 F. Supp. at 415-16 nn. 18-

20. W see no clear error.

Plaintiffs nake the sane argunent with regard to the hourly
rate used to calculate the attorney's fees on appeal. The court,
referring to its previous discussion of hourly rates, provided
addi tional analysis and actually awarded a hi gher hourly rate for

the appell ate work. See Watkins, 852 F. Supp. at 555 & n.28

Again we see no clear error.
Finally, Plaintiffs conplainthat their total awards anmount to
an abuse of discretion. W disagree. The court concluded that

Plaintiffs' $800, 000 request for attorney's fees, even based on t he

court's hourly rate, "was grossly excessive." [|d. at 554. After
all, the case was resolved before trial and wthin a year after

Plaintiffs filed their conplaint. Regarding the appeal, although

t he anbunt awarded appears snmall, the appeal was sought solely on



the issue of attorney's fees. W conclude that the trial court did
not abuse its discretion.
CONCLUSI ON
For the foregoing reasons, the trial court's award of

attorney's fees and expenses i s AFFI RVED,



