plaintiffs® counse],

The circuit coypt doubled the fees of plaintiffs’ lawyers .. i.e., applied a multiplier
of two -- evep though the efforts of plaintifs: counsel merely piggybacked upon the
efforts of the United States Department of Justice and the efforts of counse] for other

plaintiffs in other states,

3. Whether the circyit court was correct to apply a multiplier to post-
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4, Whether the circuit court was correct in accepting the high hourly rates
claimed by plaintiffs’ counsel.

The circuit court expressly found the rates claimed by plaintiffs’ counsel to be
higher than the prevailing rates in South Dakota, but nonetheless concluded that these

rates were reasonable in comparison to the rates of Microsoft’s New York counsel.

5. Whether the circuit court was correct to accept an allocation to this South
Dakota case of time worked on other cases in other states by plaintiffs’ counsel, where

the allocation was unsupported by contemporaneous itemized billing records.

The circuit court accepted the assertion Ey a Chicago law firm that it was proper
to allocate to the South Dakota litigation 20% of the time logged by that firm to fourteen
cases in eight jurisdictions, even though this allocation was unsupported by

contemporaneous itemized billing records.



