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PER CURIAM:*

This class action was begun in 1973 by local counsel
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challenging racial discrimination in promotions and conditions of

employment in the New Orleans Police Department, pursuant to Title

VII of the civil Rights Act of 1964, and 42 U.S.C. §§ 1981 and

1983.  The plaintiff class was decertified for lack of adequate

representation, then recertified in 1980 when the case was taken up

by attorneys for the NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund.  Two

years later, the parties entered into a proposed consent decree,

which was rejected by the district court in a decision that we

ultimately affirmed en banc.1 In 1986 the parties entered into a

revised consent decree, which was approved by the district court a

year later.  In 1992 the plaintiffs filed a motion for an award of

attorneys’ fees and costs, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1988.  The

plaintiffs sought an award of $973, 904  in attorney’s fees,

paralegal costs, and litigation expenses. The plaintiffs now appeal

the district court’s award of only $108,971 for attorneys’ fees and

$12,813 for costs.  

Determination of an award for attorneys’ fees requires a two-

step procedure.  First, the district court must determine the

reasonable number of hours expended on the litigation.2  It is

well-settled that attorneys’ fees must be awarded only for those

hours that are reasonably necessary to adequately prosecute the
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case.3  Second, the district court must determine the reasonable

hourly rates for the participating attorneys.4

Our review of § 1988 fee awards is highly deferential.  We

review an award of attorney’s fees for abuse of discretion.5  We

review the district court’s determination of reasonable rates and

hours reasonably expended for clear error.6  

Reviewing the record as a whole, we find no clear error in the

district court’s calculation of the number of hours reasonably

expended on the litigation, and we find no clear error in the

district court’s calculation of the reasonable hourly rates of the

participating attorneys.  Accordingly we hold that the district court did

not abuse its discretion in its award of attorneys’ fee and costs.

We AFFIRM. 


