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Unpublished opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit. See
Local Rule 36(c).

_________________________________________________________________

OPINION

PER CURIAM:

The sole question presented in this case is whether the district court
abused its discretion in awarding attorneys' fees to plaintiffs who pre-
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vailed in a class action challenging the conditions of juvenile confine-
ment in state institutions. Finding no error, we affirm.

Brought pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (1994), this action was initi-
ated in December, 1990 to challenge the constitutionality of the poli-
cies, practices, and conditions at four juvenile correctional institutions
operated by the South Carolina Department of Juvenile Justice. The
district court certified the case as a class action in which the plaintiffs
represented all persons presently, or in the future, housed in these
institutions.

After the parties attempted, but were unable to settle the case, they
engaged in extensive pretrial activity. The plaintiffs raised a number
of complex legal issues, which the district court found, they probably
could not have pursued without the assistance of a large law firm.
This was the first case involving such legal issues that ever went to
trial in the United States. That trial consumed several months in the
summer of 1994 before the United States District Court for the Dis-
trict of South Carolina. Sixty-six witnesses, including seventeen
expert witnesses, testified at trial and thousands of pages of exhibits
were introduced. On January 25, 1995, the district court issued an
exhaustive opinion finding that the plaintiffs "have proved that certain
conditions of confinement" in the institutions"violate their constitu-
tional and statutory rights" and ordering the State to create and imple-
ment a comprehensive remedial plan. See Alexander S. v. Boyd, 876
F. Supp. 773, 778 (D.S.C. 1995). No party appealed this ruling.

On May 26, 1995, the plaintiffs filed a motion for attorneys' fees
and costs, supported by a memorandum of law, affidavits, and billing
records. The State did not challenge plaintiffs' status as prevailing
parties but generally took issue with the rates, hours, and documenta-
tion submitted by the plaintiffs. After asking for supplemental materi-
als from the plaintiffs, on November 22, 1995, the district court issued
another comprehensive opinion in which it made extensive findings
of fact. Applying controlling legal principles to these facts, the court
did not award all of the requested fees and costs but did award
$1,185,108.91 in attorneys' fees and costs to the plaintiffs.1
_________________________________________________________________
1 Over the course of this litigation, one law firm representing the plain-
tiffs absorbed more than $200,000 in fees and expenses. Moreover, that
firm indicated to the district court its intent to contribute its portion of
the fees awarded, $661,212.45, to an appropriate charity for children.
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On appeal, the State argues that the district court abused its discre-
tion in awarding even the reduced amount of fees and costs because:
(1) the plaintiffs "knowingly made improper and misleading claims in
the documentation submitted to the court in support of their motion;"
(2) the "descriptions of time submitted [by the plaintiffs] . . . were
insufficient;" and (3) the trial court requested that plaintiffs submit
additional materials. Brief of Appellants at 1. 2 After carefully consid-
ering the briefs and arguments of the parties and reviewing the exten-
sive record in this case, we conclude that the district court did not in
any respect abuse its substantial discretion.

First, there is no evidence that the plaintiffs knowingly made any
misleading claim. Indeed, it is uncontroverted that, when claims for
computer services and project assistants were questioned by the State,
the plaintiffs withdrew those claims, even though there is case law
permitting such charges. See, e.g., Trimper v. Norfolk, 58 F.3d 68, 75
(4th Cir.), cert. denied, ___ U.S. ___, 116 S. Ct. 535 (1995). The
State never suggested in the district court that the court should penal-
ize the plaintiffs for attempting to obtain reimbursement for such
expenses by denying all fees, and there is no authority supporting
such an argument.

Second, the plaintiffs submitted numerous billing records substanti-
ating and describing the time spent on the case. The district court
found, and we agree, that these records were sufficiently detailed to
permit the district court to make a proper award. Although claiming
to have general problems with these awards, the State never availed
itself of the opportunity given to it to depose plaintiffs' counsel or
otherwise substantiate its general concerns. Thus, there is no basis in
the record from which we could conclude that the district court's
_________________________________________________________________
2 At oral argument, the court asked the State if it made any additional
argument based on the recent amendments to the Civil Rights of Institu-
tionalized Persons Act, 42 U.S.C. § 1997 (1994). The State specifically
disavowed any such claims. We note that it is not at all clear whether the
1996 amendments, which apply only to persons confined to a "jail,
prison or other correctional facility" apply to juveniles confined in juve-
nile institutions, or even if they did whether they would apply retroac-
tively. However, we need not reach that question here in view of the
State's decision not to pursue any argument under the Act.
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detailed factual findings are clearly erroneous. Finally, nothing pre-
vents a court from requesting additional materials of any party.
Indeed, the district court's request that plaintiffs submit additional
materials is indicative of the court's care in examining the fee request.
Accordingly, we affirm on the basis of the district court's thorough
opinion. See Alexander S. v. Boyd, C/A No. 3:90-3062-17 (D.S.C.
Nov. 22, 1995).

AFFIRMED
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