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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 
 

ANGIODYNAMICS, INC., 
 

Plaintiff, 
 

vs. 
 

C.R. BARD, INC.; BARD ACCESS 
SYSTEMS, INC., 

 
Defendants. 

 

No. 1:17-CV-0598 (BKS/CFH) 
 
Judge Brenda K. Sannes 

 
Mag. Judge Christian F. Hummel 

 

ANGIODYNAMICS’ OBJECTIONS TO BARD’S BILL OF COSTS 
 
 Plaintiff AngioDynamics opposes certain of the costs submitted by Defendants C.R. Bard, Inc., 

and Bard Access Systems, Inc. (collectively “Bard”) in Bard’s Bill of Costs (Dkt. No. 488).  Following 

a two-week trial, Bard now seeks to recover an extraordinary $420,966.91 in costs.  Over half (58%) of 

Bard’s claimed costs are for “trial demonstratives” which Bard seeks to recover as exemplification costs.  

See Bard’s Memorandum of Law in Support of Bill of Costs (“Bard’s Mem.”) (Dkt. No. 488-1), at 2.  

Bard’s submission is contrary to Supreme Court and Second Circuit mandates that non-statutory costs 

like trial demonstratives should only be sparingly taxed.  Indeed, in this District the Clerk will generally 

not tax any exemplification costs unless the prevailing party obtained prior permission from the Court 

or the opposing party, which Bard failed to do here. 

 Bard makes little effort to establish that any exemplifications were reasonably necessary for trial 

and no effort to establish that they were reasonably incurred for that purpose and the Court should decline 

to award them.  As described below, Bard also seeks to recover numerous other individual non-taxable 

and/or excessive costs— including, for example, deposition appearance fees, fees for cloud storage and 

access to electronic videos, and international airfare for U.S. based witnesses.  In all, AngioDynamics 

opposes $345,995.05 of Bard’s claimed costs.  A reduction in Bard’s claimed costs in this amount is 

particularly appropriate in this case, given Bard’s litigation strategy of raising AngioDynamics’ costs 
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through protracted motion practice, the delays in trial attributable to Bard’s counsel, and the closely-

decided and complex merits questions. 

ARGUMENT 

 Rule 54(d) does not give “unrestrained discretion to tax costs to reimburse a winning litigant for 

every expense he has seen fit to incur in the conduct of his case.”  Farmer v. Arabian Am. Oil Co., 579 

U.S. 227, 235 (1964), abrogated on other grounds by Crawford Fitting Co. v. J.T. Gibbons, Inc., 482 

U.S. 437, 438 (1987).  A prevailing may only recover costs as enumerated under 28 U.S.C. § 1920.  

Crawford Fitting, 482 U.S. at 441 (a district court lacks the authority to tax costs unless they are 

enumerated in the statute).  In addition, Section 1920 requires that “necessity—beyond the mere 

convenience of counsel—must be shown.”  Galella v. Onassis, 487 F.2d 986, 999 (2d Cir. 1973) (citation 

omitted). “The burden of establishing the reasonableness of each charge [for costs] rests with the 

prevailing party.”  PPC Broadband, Inc. v. Corning Optical Comm’ns RF, LLC, 2017 WL 473910, at *2 

(N.D.N.Y. Feb. 3, 2017) (quoting Woodard v. CSX Transp., Inc., 2013 WL 6190843, at *3 (N.D.N.Y. 

Nov. 26, 2013)) (alteration omitted).  To be considered necessary—and not simply a matter of 

“convenience”—the prevailing party must show how its claimed costs were “used or received in 

evidence at trial, or submitted for consideration on a dispositive motion.” New Skete Farms, Inc. v. 

Murray, 2009 WL 10680320, at *3 (N.D.N.Y. Apr. 3, 2009) (citing cases).  

 The district court has the discretion to limit or refuse otherwise taxable costs.  Crawford Fitting, 

482 U.S. at 437-438; see also Cosgrove v. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 191 F.3d 98, 102 (2d Cir. 1999) 

(holding that a district court has authority to review, adjust, or deny an award of costs, and that decision 

“is committed to the sound discretion of the district court”) (internal citation omitted). “[I]t is 

inappropriate to impose excessive costs on the losing party.” Settlement Funding, LLC v. AXA Equitable 

Life Ins. Co., 2011 WL 2848644, at *1 (S.D.N.Y. July 18, 2011). 

I. The Court Should Not Award Exemplification Costs Under § 1920(4) 

 Bard seeks an incredible amount of $315,623.90 in exemplification and copying costs, which 

represent approximately 75% of all its claimed costs.  This amount consists almost entirely ($314,813.40) 
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of exemplification costs Bard characterizes as “trial demonstratives” and “e-Discovery,” neither of which 

is expressly allowed by 28 U.S.C. § 1920.  “The Supreme Court has cautioned that ‘the discretion given 

district judges [by Rule 54(d)] to tax costs should be sparingly exercised with reference to expenses not 

specifically allowed by statute.’”  In re Omerprazole Patent Litig., 2012 WL 5427849, at *2 (S.D.N.Y. 

Nov. 7, 2012) (quoting Farmer, 579 U.S. at 235)). 

 In seeking exemplification costs, Bard ignores the guidelines in this District, which—consistent 

with the Supreme Court's caution that exemplification fees and other non-statutory costs be approved 

sparingly—advise parties that “[g]enerally, the Clerk will not tax exemplification costs unless the 

prevailing party received prior permission from the Court, or the parties agree that these costs may be 

taxed.”  GUIDELINES FOR BILLS OF COSTS, U.S. DIST. COURT FOR THE N. DIST. OF NEW YORK 9 (Sept. 

10, 2021), https://www.nynd.uscourts.gov/sites/nynd/files/Guidelines_Bill_of_Costs_091021.pdf.  

Here, Bard neither sought prior permission from the Court nor agreement from AngioDynamics as to 

exemplification costs.  Bard necessarily relies almost entirely on case law from the Southern District of 

New York in its support, which by means of Local Rule 54(d) directs the court (rather than the clerk) to 

consider exemplification costs.  That Southern District local rule of course has no application here. 

 Bard moreover wrongly asserts that the reasonableness of its exemplification costs can be 

“presumed” equally with its statutory costs and submits its voluminous invoices with little to no 

explanation.  See Bard Mem. at 2.  Bard’s submission therefore fails to satisfy this Circuit’s precedent 

that, far from presumptively awarded, exemplification costs should be “sparingly” awarded only where 

they are “reasonably necessary.”  See In re Air Crash Disaster at John F. Kennedy Int’l Airport, 687 

F.2d 626, 631 (2d Cir. 1982) (vacating award of costs and holding the district court must not only review 

whether the costs of “maps, charts, graphs, photographs, motion pictures, photostats and kindred 

materials” were reasonably necessary to presentation of evidence but must also “scrutinize” whether any 

associated costs were themselves necessary to the production of the aids) (citing inter alia Wahl v. 

Carrier Mfg. Co., Inc., 511 F.2d 209, 216 (7th Cir. 1975) (vacating award of costs for demonstratives 

because “it d[id] not appear that the items proposed as costs were given careful scrutiny, or that the 
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discretion to allow the costs was sparingly exercised”) (emphasis added and internal quotation marks 

omitted)).  Simply put, Bard has offered this Court no basis to make an exception to the usual practice 

in this district to consider costs only with prior approval.  This Court should not further consider Bard’s 

unfounded attempt to recover excessive exemplification costs. 

  Separately, as laid out below, to the extent that the Court nevertheless does consider these costs, 

the invoices submitted do not further reveal the actual presentation of evidence or establish work 

reasonably performed for that purpose as required by Section 1920 and governing authorities. 

 A. TrialGraphix Demonstratives 

 Approximately 58% ($245,880.00) of Bard's total claimed costs consists of fees from Bard's 

outside vendor, TrialGraphix.  Where allowed, costs relating to trial presentations and technology have 

been limited to circumstances in which “the use of the technology has served the same function as 

exhibits and other papers used at trial.”  Altvater Gessler-J.A. Baczewski Int’l (USA) Inc. v. Sobieski 

Destylarnia S.A., 2011 WL 2873087, at *7 (S.D.N.Y. July 14, 2011); see also DiBella v. Hopkins, 407 

F. Supp. 2d 537, 540 (S.D.N.Y. 2005) (awarding costs for taxable “blow-ups, digital presentations of 

scanned documents, and other computer graphics” where they “serve[d] the same function as exhibits 

and other paper used at trial”).  The taxable exemplification must be reasonable and “aid in the efficient 

and effective presentation of evidence.”  DiBella, 407 F. Supp. 2d at 540 (taxable demonstratives are 

those that “serve the same function as exhibits and other papers used at trial” such that “there is no logical 

reason to differentiate between” the particular types of supportive material used at trial); see also PPC 

Broadband, 2017 WL 473910, at *5 (same). Demonstrative aids that support argument, restate basic 

points, are redundant, or otherwise unnecessary are not taxable.  See Settlement Funding, 2011 WL 

2848644, at *1 (excluding costs related to graphics that “merely restated [the] basic points that the 

attorneys were arguing or were otherwise redundant”).  In light of this standard and the authorities 

(discussed above) which provide for only a limited taxation of exemplification fees, the taxable portions 

of any demonstrative costs are necessarily limited.  See, e.g., In re Omeprazole Patent Litig., 2012 WL 

5427849, at *8-9 (citing cases for the proposition that “partial” recovery of demonstrative costs was 
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appropriate and awarding $5,597.65 for graphical presentation equipment); PPC Broadband, 2017 WL 

473910, at *5 (discussing partial award of exemplification costs); DiBella, 407 F. Supp. 2d at 540 

(allowing $10,000 of $56,000 claimed exemplification costs). 

 Bard however has submitted virtually all of its TrialGraphix fees without regard to the nature of 

the work performed or whether it was even presented at trial.  Bard’s sole offered justification for almost 

a quarter million dollars in TrialGraphix fees is the conclusory statement that “[g]iven the complexity of 

the subject matter, these demonstratives were crucial to the jury's understanding and fact-finding.”  Bard 

Mem. at 7.  Such generalization is insufficient grounds upon which to award exemplification fees.  See 

Settlement Funding, 2011 WL 2848644, at *1 (denying costs for graphics services where there was “no 

convincing explanation [] why” the services were necessary); Natural Organics, Inc. v. Nutraceutical 

Corp., 2009 U.S. WL 2421188, at *8 (S.D.N.Y. 2011) (“While Neutraceutical provided voluminous 

receipts and records to substantiate certain costs, it has not adequately detailed the use of such copies 

and product samples at trial or in preparation for the trial itself.”).  Bard’s effort to tax all of its 

demonstrative fees is also unnecessarily punitive and excessive.  Bard has a high burden to justify as 

taxable approximately 824 hours and almost a quarter million dollars in demonstrative aid fees for 

purposes of a two-week trial.  See Settlement Funding, 2011 WL 2848644, at *1 (awarding partial costs 

for trial “graphics that were actually a necessary tool in the presentation of evidence,” and noting “while 

trial graphics were helpful, they were not all helpful”) (emphasis added).  Bard neither sought prior 

permission for these costs nor attempts now to demonstrate that any of the claimed demonstratives were 

even used at trial, leaving no basis for the Court to tax them now. 

 Even if the Court were to consider Bard’s trial demonstrative costs (which AngioDynamics 

submits it should not), a review of the TrialGraphix invoices does not support a finding by this Court 

that its services were necessary or consisted of graphics that served the same function as exhibits.  

Instead, the invoices itemize largely generic descriptions of work such as “witness graphics 

development,” “worked on reformatting charts and creating more,” “tech support,” “on-site graphics 

support,” “on-site warroom [sic] editing,” and “on-site trial support.”  See AngioDynamics’ Objections 
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to Bard’s Fees for Trial Demonstratives (ECF No. 488-6) (attached hereto as “Exhibit 1”), at 9-12, 15-

16.  These descriptions are wholly insufficient to establish the costs as taxable.  See In re Ricoh Co., Ltd. 

Patent Litig., 661 F.3d 1361, 1368 (Fed. Cir. 2011) (finding that the district court abused its discretion 

in awarding exemplification costs where “generic statements” in the accompanying invoices, such as 

simply “document production,” were “unhelpful in determining whether those costs [we]re taxable”); 

Natural Organics, 2009 WL 24241188, at *8 (rejecting costs where party’s statements that the costs 

were necessary could not “be sufficiently verified” in its receipts).  Here, Bard’s entries unattributed to 

an identifiable witness or demonstrative task are similarly “unhelpful in determining” necessity, In re 

Ricoh, 661 F.3d at 1368—and such cost estimates total approximately $145,150.00.1  See Ex. 1., at 1. 

 Moreover, those descriptions that TrialGraphix did include establish the unreasonableness of 

taxing Bard’s generic entries.  “Warroom editing” for example apparently included such tasks as “return 

to warroom to make sure they had all support they needed” and the uploading of exhibits already used 

at trial per “request” and where “client had questions about presentation.”  See, id. at 15.  Separately, 

Bard had numerous individuals on its trial witness list which it decided not to present once the trial 

began.   One of the entries reveals the fact of work for witnesses who did not appear at trial. See Ex. 1, 

at 14 (referencing non-testifying witness David Blaber’s “direct”).  How many of the generic entries 

relate to work related to witnesses who were not called and who did present evidence cannot be 

determined, although given the hundreds of hours of work it is simply not possible all of the work related 

to actual witnesses or evidence used at trial.  

 
1 To the extent Bard asserts that the description “hot seat operation” includes the costs of its vendor’s 
availability in the courtroom for purposes of presenting exhibits to the jury, that work could be performed 
equally by an attorney rather than an expensive outside vendor.  See Settlement Funding, 2011 WL 
2848644, at *1 (denying taxation of outside vendor to present exhibits at trial because that function can 
easily and reasonably be handled by an attorney).  In addition, seeking the costs for the entire day of any 
hot seat operator or other “on-site” or “available” graphics personnel is unreasonable as general 
“availability” is not contributory to the efficient presentation of specific evidence at trial and there is no 
authority for taxing the costs of outside vendors solely for their availability.   
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 The descriptions moreover reveal that TrialGraphix performed work predominantly unrelated to 

demonstratives that exemplified actual evidence at trial: 

 1. Opening/Closing Arguments:  Approximately $24,840.00 is described in the invoices 

as work relating to “opening” demonstratives.  Opening demonstratives are by definition argument, and 

by definition cannot serve the same function as exhibits and other papers used at trial.  Cf., United States 

v. DeRosa, 548 F.2d 464, 470 (3d Cir. 1977) (emphasizing that “the purpose of an opening statement is 

to give the broad outline of the case to enable the jury to comprehend it,” but “[i]t is not the office of an 

opening statement to argue the merits of the case, discuss the pertinent law, or to recite the anticipated 

testimony or other evidence at length and in detail”).  Moreover, it is neither reasonable that TrialGraphix 

spent 76 hours on opening demonstratives, nor is it possible that all of the slides TrialGraphix made in a 

timeframe starting in May and running through September were consequently used at trial. In addition, 

the invoices include $21,212.50 of “graphics” and other support between the dates of September 30, 

2022 and October 4, 2022, which was after the conclusion of the presentation of evidence and includes 

the date of closing arguments and which is similarly excessive and unnecessary. 

 2. Experts:  Approximately $38,825.01 is described in the invoices as work related to 

Bard’s expert witnesses “Morton” and “Bell.”  Of this amount, approximately 94 hours and $32,528.00 

is attributed as “Morton” or “Morton/Expert,” an inherently excessive and unreasonable amount for a 

single expert who testified over the course of less than one day (even assuming that none of the generic 

entries included work related to this witness).  Expert reports are not evidence and experts do not admit 

evidence.  Bard unsurprisingly cites no authority to support that any demonstratives of its experts’ 

conceptual “explanations” were necessary.   Moreover, it is not reasonable to conclude that all of these 

demonstratives were necessary for trial, or even whether they were used at all.  In fact, the Court excluded 

certain of the demonstratives of both Bard’s Experts Scott Morton and Bell as unhelpful to the jury yet 

Bard would nonetheless include those demonstratives in its Bill of Costs. 

 3. Animation:  Approximately $19,143.00 is described in the invoices as work related to 

“animation.”  While Bard used a short animation describing the Sherlock 3CG product at trial, it is silent 
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here as to how that animation was reasonably necessary in the first instance, particularly as the actual 

technology or operation of the Sherlock 3CG was not at issue (as it would be, for example, in the patent 

cases upon which Bard relies).  Moreover, Bard presented a fact witness, Sandra Sucy, who physically 

demonstrated the Sherlock 3CG, making the animation redundant and thus unnecessary. Separately, it is 

not reasonable that TrialGraphix spent 63 hours on this simple animation and it is unclear from the 

invoices whether all animation work related to the same short animation as was used at trial.  

  4. Video Designations/Cutting:  Approximately $16,380.00 is described in the invoices 

as work relating to deposition videos, including work preparing deposition testimony clips and “synchs.”  

Bard cites to no authority for the proposition that any part of preparing the video of a witness testifying 

by deposition qualifies within the limited recovery of costs for “trial demonstratives.”  Section 1920 does 

not contemplate recovery of video deposition costs, and this Court should decline to award them here. 

Cf. Nicholson v. Biomet, Inc., 537 F.Supp.3d 990, 1036 (N.D. Iowa 2021) (noting that “Section 1920 

imposes rigid controls on cost-shifting in federal courts, and absent explicit statutory or contractual 

authorization for the taxation of the expenses of a litigant’s costs, federal courts are bound by the 

limitations set out” therein and declining to award “evidence storage fees” as “[n]othing in Section 1920 

discusses evidence storage fees or any other subject that would encompass evidence storage fees.”) 

(citing Crawford, 482 U.S. at 445) (internal quotation marks and alteration omitted).  

 5. Powers: Approximately $3,331.25 is described in the invoices with reference to 

witness “Powers.”  Bard showed and admitted numerous documents through Mr. Powers and is silent 

here as to how or why any demonstratives were necessary to exemplify that evidence. 

 These descriptions are likely just the tip of the iceberg of non-taxable and excessively 

unreasonable work performed by TrialGraphix and hidden within its generic work descriptions.  Again, 

because Bard failed to obtain prior permission, this Court should not entertain any of its claimed trial 

demonstrative costs. That Bard does not even attempt to— and ostensibly cannot— justify any tax on its 

inherently excessive trial graphics fees establishes that no exception should be provided or justified. 
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 B. E-Discovery Costs - Epiq 

 Bard seeks $68,983.40 which it asserts covers “the costs of converting discovery files to the 

necessary file types of production and uploading them to the production database, both required costs of 

transferring those files to a production media for use in the electronic discovery process.”  Bard Mem. at 

7-8.  Each of the accompanying invoices from Epiq eDiscovery solutions includes an identical and 

generic description: “Process & Promote to Review Database.”  See ECF No. 488-6, at 34 et seq. The 

dates of these invoices show that Bard has included invoices for the intake of documents produced by 

AngioDynamics, which did not require converting file types or use of a production database and which 

were uploaded for Bard’s counsel's convenience.  Specifically, Bard submitted invoices dated April 8, 

2022 and May 8, 2022, which correspond loosely to the production of documents by AngioDynamics. 

Bard in turn produced no documents to AngioDynamics in 2022.  It cannot be determined from the 

generic description or dates which other invoices relate to a production by AngioDynamics.  Because 

this Court can only consider those invoices which plainly cover taxable costs, the Court should decline 

to award any of the fees as supported by invoices from Epiq.  See, e.g., Natural Organics, at *9 (the 

court need only credit receipts which plainly cover taxable costs).  In the end, Bard failed to seek 

permission or agreement as to these exemplification fees and they should not be awarded regardless. 

III. The Court Should Limit Bard’s Request for Fees for Transcripts Under § 1920(2) 

 A. Appearance Fees and Value-Added Deposition Services 

 Included in its requests for the costs of deposition transcripts, Bard includes appearance fees 

charged by reporting company TSG in the amount of $3,090.00 and certain value-add deposition exhibit 

services provided almost entirely by the reporting company Veritext such as iCloud storage, on-line 

video access fees, and remote exhibit viewing packages (“Exhibit Share” and “ACE packages”) in the 

amount of $7,150.94.  See AngioDynamics’ Objections to Bard’s Fees for Transcripts (ECF No. 488-4) 

(attached hereto as Exhibit 2).  Both TSG and Veritext were retained retained by Bard for purposes of 

taking the deposition of AngioDynamics’ witnesses.  In contrast, AngioDynamics’ chosen vendor, 
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Magna, did not charge these fees— although Bard further includes fees it paid to Magna for optional 

hyperlinking of videos it individually purchased in its Bill of Costs. 

 Value-added deposition services and appearance fees are not necessary to the transcript and 

therefore not taxable.  PPC Broadband, 2017 WL 473910, at *2; see also Farberware Licensing Co. 

LLC v. Meyer Mktg. Co., Ltd., 2009 WL 5173787, at *5 (S.D.N.Y. Dec. 30, 2009).  While certain of the 

Veritext depositions were taken remotely, Veritext’s optional remote exhibit services were inherently 

for the convenience of the taking of the deposition, not of the transcript.  They were additionally 

unnecessary, as the parties could more easily send documents electronically by means of email, Zoom, 

or free document-sharing platforms.  Indeed, in this case, the parties had agreed to and used a procedure 

where they sent hard copy documents to the witness and opposing counsel in advance of the depositions. 

Separate of this agreed procedure, AngioDynamics did not agree to use of Veritext’s exhibit platforms.  

Moreover, Bard sought from Veritext and Magna fees to hyperlink exhibits, including to videos, and to 

store and access materials on the cloud for its own convenience and review, and those convenience fees 

are not taxable. 

 B. Expedited Transcript Fees 

 Bard seeks $7, 578.66 in expedited transcript fees for charges incurred for expedited transcripts 

taken “between March and May 2022.”  Ex. 2, at 1.  In support of this cost, Bard cites a May 24, 2022 

pre-trial submission deadline.  Bard Mem. at 4.  “Awarding the cost of an expedited transcript requires 

a heightened showing of the unique circumstances that demanded it.” Natural Organics, 2009 WL 

2424188, at *3 (citing cases and denying daily expedition of trial transcripts). Bard offers no reason why 

it was necessary to expedite any individual transcript in light of this deadline, beyond noting that Amy 

Rissler’s deposition was taken on May 10, 2022.  See Bard Mem. at 4.  Even assuming any individual 

transcript was actually necessary to any May 24, 2022 submission (which Bard does not assert), Bard 

cannot for example justify ordering a “daily” transcript of a witness deposition taken on March 30, 2022 

(see Ex. 2, at 3) or even a deposition taken on May 10 which was still two weeks before any deadline.  
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Bard’s generic rationale for needing expedited transcripts fails to meet the “heightened showing” 

required by this Court.  

  In addition, although not acknowledged by Bard, it includes in its submission $8,994.50 for 

expedited transcripts taken before March 2022.  See id. at 2.  In these invoices, the expedition of the 

transcript was included in a higher per-page transcript fee rather than as a separate charge.  These 

invoices clearly state that Bard sought expedited transcripts in 2019 and 2020, and the per-page fees of 

these transcripts averaged over $6.00 per page— $1.00-$2.00 per page higher than the standard fees 

which were between $3.00-$4.50.  AngioDynamics accordingly objects to these unnecessarily expedited 

pre-2022 transcript fees and the Court should not award them. 

IV. The Court Should Limit Bard’s Request for Witness Fees Under § 1920(3) 

 A. International Airfare of Kelly Powers and Fiona Scott Morton 

 AngioDynamics objects to Bard’s recovery of $4,054.64 in international airfare for its witness 

Kelly Powers ($1,717.54) and expert Fiona Scott Morton ($2,837.00).  See Bard’s Itemization of 

Requested Taxable Costs (ECF No. 488-2), at 15-16. The Supreme Court has long held that a district 

court may, in its discretion, refuse to tax a witness’s travel expenses in excess of 100 miles.  See Farmer, 

379 U.S. at 234.  This Court should refuse these international travel fees here, as Mr. Powers resides in 

Utah and Dr. Scott Morton is a professor at Yale in the United States.  Bard offers no explanation why 

travel from an international country was necessary for either individual. To the extent that these 

witnesses had prior and unchangeable commitments in those countries immediately prior to their 

testimony, the need to travel to the United States for trial in September or October was almost certainly 

necessitated by the fact that Bard unilaterally and at the last minute sought to move the trial date from 

July to September.  As such, any associated increase in travel cost for these witnesses in fairness should 

not be charged to AngioDynamics. Additionally, while Bard unilaterally reduced the amount it seeks for 

Dr. Scott Morton’s first-class ticket, it provides only an unsubstantiated and unsworn representation that 

the reduced amount it seeks (which amounts to almost $3,000 for a putative “coach” ticket) is “fair” 

based on some undisclosed comparison of airfares.  See ECF No. 488-2, at 16 n.5.  Bard’s “say-so” is 
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insufficient to establish the reasonableness of the expense in the first instance, particularly as it is over 

$1,000 more than Bard’s other witness’s European coach ticket.  The Court should not award either of 

these excessive international airfare fees. 

 B. Hotel Expenses of Sandra Sucy 

 Bard submits an invoice for the hotel expenses of its witness Sandra Sucy which shows Sucy 

spent four nights in Syracuse itemized on the invoice as $456.11 for lodging and parking Sept. 26-29 

and $151.97 for the evening of Sept. 29.  See ECF No. 488-5, at 20.   Bard in its itemization seeks 

$464.48 for this witness (See ECF No. 488-2, at 16), but does not explain how that number was derived 

(or even acknowledge that its itemization differs from the invoice). AngioDynamics in any event objects 

to Bard’s recovery of any more than $151.97 or the cost of one night stay of hotel expenses for Sucy.  

Sucy testified for part of a single day (September 29, 2022) and lives locally in Rochester, NY and there 

is no reason for her to have stayed multiple nights in a hotel (including the night after she testified). 

V. The Court Should Consider the Equities of Bard’s Claimed Costs 

 The equities of this litigation further establish that a refusal or limitation on Bard’s excessive 

fees is appropriate.  See Whitfield v. Scully, 241 F.33d 264, 269 (2d Cir. 2001) (the court should consider 

the equities of the litigation, including the closeness of the issues and the parties’ conduct).  

AngioDynamics does not to seek here to re-litigate the merits of its claims, but rather highlights the 

closeness of the case and the issues which resulted in Bard’s claimed costs, as a factor for the Court’s 

consideration when reviewing and exercising its discretion as to those costs. In support of its claims, 

AngioDynamics presented direct and largely undisputed evidence regarding Bard’s antitrust tying 

conduct, mainly based on Bard’s own witnesses and policies.  This was not a situation where proof rested 

on flimsy or third-party witnesses. While the jury, after two days of deliberation, ultimately ruled in 

favor of Bard, there was sufficiently strong evidence and testimony surrounding key questions of fact 

that this Court found it appropriate to conduct a trial on the merits.   

 This Court should also consider Bard’s intentional and aggressive litigation strategy of forcing 

AngioDynamics to incur substantial costs as a factor when reviewing Bard’s claimed costs.  As this 
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Court is aware, following this Court’s summary judgment and Daubert rulings, Bard engaged in serial 

motion practice, predominantly but not exclusively directed to AngioDynamics’ experts Dr. Alan 

Frankel and Dr. George Hay, including cumulative motions made during the course of trial.  These 

motions were for the most part denied including for failing to raise new arguments.  Bard also raised the 

costs of both parties when at the eleventh hour it obtained a three-month extension of the trial date due 

to its lead trial counsels’ COVID diagnosis.  While AngioDynamics does not assert that this extension 

rises to the level of unclean hands, Bard and not AngioDynamics is responsible for the additional costs 

created by this delay, which according to Bard’s invoices included the stopping and starting of trial 

graphics work. 

CONCLUSION 

 For the foregoing reasons, AngioDynamics objects to $345,995.05 in Bard’s Bill of Costs, which 

the Court should not award. 

November 25, 2022 

By:  /s/ Philip J. Iovieno 

 
Philip J. Iovieno 
Helen M. Maher (pro hac vice) 
Kristen J. McAhren (pro hac vice) 
Mark A. Singer 
Justin Arborn (pro hac vice) 
Cadwalader, Wickersham & Taft LLP 
200 Liberty Street 
New York, New York 10281 
Tel.: (212) 504-6000 
Fax: (212) 504-6666 
Philip.Iovieno@cwt.com 
Helen.Maher@cwt.com 
Kristen.McAhren@cwt.com 
Mark.Singer@cwt.com 
Justin.Arborn@cwt.com 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

I hereby certify that on this 25th day of November, 2022, I caused the foregoing document to be 

served on all counsel for record by means of the Court’s CM/ECF System.  

 

November 25, 2022 

By:  /s/ Philip J. Iovieno 

Philip J. Iovieno 



Exhibit 1 



Name Abbrev. Total Hours Total Amount
Animations/Models AM 63.500 $19,143.75
Depositions/DesignationsDD 36.000 $10,800.00
Opening Slides OS 76.375 $24,840.63
Morton/Expert ME 94.375 $32,528.13
Bell Bell 19.375 $6,296.88
Video + Video Synch VVS 53.000 $5,580.00
On-site Graphics SupportGS 241.000 $76,600.00
Tech Support TS 24.000 $7,200.00
Hot Seat HS 88.500 $26,550.00
Miscellaneous Misc 12.000 $3,600.00
Powers P 10.250 $3,331.25
Blaber B 1.625 $528.13
Warroom WR 104.000 $31,200.00

Total 824.000 $248,198.75
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AngioDynamics' Objections to Bard's Fees for Trial Demonstratives (ECF No. 488-6) - Summary



Name Description Hours Person Rate Amount
AM Client meeting to 

discuss 3d renderings 
and animations of 
Bard Picc Products

0.50 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $162.50

AM Monitering and 
rigging catheter 
pieces for animation

4.75 Christina 
Crankshaw

$300.00 $1,425.00

AM Modeling/rigging/ani
mating assets for 
animation 

5.00 Christina 
Crankshaw

$300.00 $1,500.00

AM Animating Stylet 6.50 Christina 
Crankshaw

$300.00 $1,950.00

AM Animating Stylet 7.50 Christina 
Crankshaw

$300.00 $2,250.00

AM Revising animations 3.50 Christina 
Crankshaw

$300.00 $1,050.00

AM Animating Stylet 
insertion/tube flex

6.75 Christina 
Crankshaw

$300.00 $2,025.00

AM Animating stylet 
bending

3.75 Christina 
Crankshaw

$300.00 $1,125.00

AM Revising animations 3.75 Christina 
Crankshaw

$300.00 $1,125.00

AM Revising animations 3.50 Christina 
Crankshaw

$300.00 $1,050.00

AM Revising animations 2.75 Christina 
Crankshaw

$300.00 $825.00

AM Revising animations 1.25 Christina 
Crankshaw

$300.00 $375.00

AM Revising animations 1.50 Christina 
Crankshaw

$300.00 $450.00

AM Revisions (w/ review 
and installs)

3.00 Devin Price $325.00 $975.00

AM Revisions 0.25 Devin Price $325.00 $81.25
AM Creating PICC solo 

device
2.50 Christina 

Crankshaw
$300.00 $750.00

AM Modeling catheter 
asstes

6.75 Christina 
Crankshaw

$300.00 $2,025.00

Total Total
63.50 $19,143.75
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AngioDynamics' Objections to Bard's Fees for Trial Demonstratives (ECF No. 488-6) - Animations/Models



Name Description Hours Person Rate Amount
DD Deposition 

designation cuts
1.00 Dalton Roan $300.00 $300.00

DD Deposition 
designation cut and 
clean, clip reports

3.00 Dalton Roan $300.00 $900.00

DD Deposition 
designation 
revisions

0.50 Dalton Roan $300.00 $150.00

DD Editing updated 
Designation for 
Depo witnesses

2.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $600.00

DD Deposition 
designation cut and 
removal of 
objections, 
uploaded and 

0.50 Dalton Roan $300.00 $150.00

DD Designations 
cutting and 
organization

1.50 Dalton Roan $300.00 $450.00

DD Deposition 
designations, cut 
and edit

2.50 Dalton Roan $300.00 $750.00

DD Deposition 
designations, 
building database, 
cutting clips

7.00 Dalton Roan $300.00 $2,100.00

DD Depostion 
designations - 
removing 
objections, creating 
clip reports, 

1.50 Dalton Roan $300.00 $450.00

DD Deposition 
designation cuts

2.50 Dalton Roan $300.00 $750.00

DD Mass deposition 
video export and 
posting to box

2.50 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $750.00

DD Deposition 
testimony editing 
and review

1.50 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $450.00

DD Deposition video 
editing, 
demonstrative 
video editing, 

6.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $1,800.00

DD Deposition 
testimony editing 
and review

1.50 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $450.00

DD Prep of depo video 
and direct 
testimony 
presentation before

2.50 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $750.00

Total Hours Total Amount
36.00 $10,800.00
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AngioDynamics' Objections to Bard's Fees for Trial Demonstratives (ECF No. 488-6) - Deposition/Designation



Name Description Hours Person Rate Amount
OS Edits to opening 

slides
3.500 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,137.50

OS Edits to opening 
slides

5.250 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,706.25
OS Conference call to 

discuss opening
0.500 Tony Canzanella $500.00 $250.00

OS Opening slides 0.250 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $81.25
OS Opening slides 9.250 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $3,006.25
OS Worked on edits, 

giving each chart 
their own slide and 
combining all charts 
into one chart

2.750 Sarah Kim $300.00 $825.00

OS Opening slides 4.500 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,462.50
OS Edits to opening 

slides
2.750 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $893.75

OS Edits to opening 
slides

5.375 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,746.88
OS Edits to opening deck 2.625 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $853.13
OS Edits to opening deck 4.500 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,462.50
OS Edits to opening deck 4.875 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,584.38
OS Edits to opening deck 0.750 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $243.75
OS Edits to opening deck 4.750 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,543.75
OS Edits to opening deck 5.000 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,625.00
OS Edits to opening deck 1.500 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $487.50
OS Edits to opening 

slides
1.250 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $406.25

OS Edits to opening 
slides

1.000 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $325.00
OS Edits to opening 

slides
1.625 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $528.13

OS Edits to opening 
slides

1.417 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $460.53
OS Edits to opening 

slides
1.167 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $379.28

OS Edits to opening 
slides

1.083 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $351.98
OS Edits to opening 

slides
1.083 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $351.98

OS Edits to opening 
slides

1.625 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $528.13
OS Edits to opening 

slides
3.750 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,218.75

OS Edits to opening 
slides

3.000 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $975.00
OS Edits to opening 

slides
1.250 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $406.25
Total Hours Total Amount

76.375 $24,840.63
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AngioDynamics' Objections to Bard's Fees for Trial Demonstratives (ECF No. 488-6) - Opening Slides



Name Description Hours Person Rate Amount
ME Edits to Morton deck 5.375 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,746.88

ME Edits to Morton deck 2.625 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $853.13

ME Edits to Morton deck 4.875 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,584.38

ME Edits to Morton deck 0.750 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $243.75

ME Edits to Morton deck 4.750 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,543.75

ME Edits to Morton deck 5.000 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,625.00

ME Edits to Morton deck 1.500 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $487.50

ME Meeting to discuss 
Morton 
demonstratives

1.000 Tony Canzanella $500.00 $500.00

ME Doc review for call 
to discuss Morton

1.000 Tony Canzanella $500.00 $500.00

ME Kick off call and 
began working on 
expert deck for trial

4.500 Alexis Kershner $300.00 $1,350.00

ME Morton deck kickoff 
meeting

1.000 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $325.00
ME Morton 

demonstrative 
development

2.250 Tony Canzanella $500.00 $1,125.00

ME Develop Morton 
direct

9.500 Robin Snyder 
Dailey

$350.00 $3,325.00

ME Worked on expert 
deck for trial

6.000 Alexis Kershner $300.00 $1,800.00

ME Witness graphics 
development

3.000 Tony Canzanella $500.00 $1,500.00

ME Develop Morton 
direct

7.000 Robin Snyder 
Dailey

$350.00 $2,450.00

ME Develop Morton 
direct

3.500 Robin Snyder 
Dailey

$350.00 $1,225.00

ME Morton graphics 
development

2.000 Tony Canzanella $500.00 $1,000.00

ME Client meeting with 
PICC demonstration; 
Morton deck review 
meeting

5.750 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,868.75

ME Edits to Morton deck 3.500 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,137.50
ME Edits to Morton deck 5.000 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,625.00
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AngioDynamics' Objections to Bard's Fees for Trial Demonstratives (ECF No. 488-6) - Morton/Expert



ME Edits to Morton deck 4.500 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,462.50
ME Edits to Morton deck 7.750 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $2,518.75
ME Edits to Morton deck 2.250 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $731.25

Total Hours Total Amount
94.375 $32,528.13
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AngioDynamics' Objections to Bard's Fees for Trial Demonstratives (ECF No. 488-6) - Morton/Expert



Name Description Hours Person Rate Amount
Bell Bell Direct 1.417 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $460.53
Bell Bell Direct 1.167 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $379.28
Bell Bell Direct 1.083 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $351.98
Bell Bell Direct 1.083 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $351.98
Bell Bell Direct 1.625 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $528.13
Bell Bell Direct 3.750 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,218.75
Bell Edits to Bell

deck
1.500 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $487.50

Bell Review of Bell 
deck with client

1.000 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $325.00

Bell Review of Bell 
deck with client

3.000 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $975.00

Bell
Development
of Bell direct 
slides

3.750 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,218.75

Total Hours Total Amount
19.375 $6,296.88
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AngioDynamics' Objections to Bard's Fees for Trial Demonstratives (ECF No. 488-6) - Bell



Name Description Hours Person Rate Amount

VVS Video deposition 
revision editing

2.50 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $750.00

VVS Prep for court: video 
editing and review

2.50 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $750.00

VVS Video processing 48.00 Team $85.00 $4,080.00
Total Hours Total Amount
53.00 $5,580.00
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AngioDynamics' Objections to Bard's Fees for Trial Demonstratives (ECF No. 488-6) - Video/Video Synch



Name Description Hours Person Rate Amount
GS 1.50 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $487.50
GS 12.00 John Higgins $300.00 $3,600.00
GS 12.00 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $3,900.00
GS 11.00 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $3,575.00
GS 11.00 John Higgins $300.00 $3,300.00
GS 8.00 John Higgins $300.00 $2,400.00
GS 8.00 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $2,600.00
GS 15.00 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $4,875.00
GS 10.00 John Higgins $300.00 $3,000.00
GS 12.00 John Higgins $300.00 $3,600.00
GS 12.00 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $3,900.00
GS 8.00 John Higgins $300.00 $2,400.00
GS 4.50 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,462.50
GS 8.00 John Higgins $300.00 $2,400.00
GS 4.00 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,300.00
GS 8.00 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $2,600.00
GS 8.00 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $2,600.00
GS 11.00 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $3,575.00
GS 15.50 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $5,037.50
GS 8.50 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $2,762.50
GS 10.50 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $3,412.50
GS 4.00 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,300.00
GS 4.00 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,300.00
GS 14.00 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $4,550.00
GS 14.50 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $4,712.50
GS 6.00 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $1,950.00

Total Hours Total Amount
241.00 $76,600.00
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AngioDynamics' Objections to Bard's Fees for Trial Demonstratives (ECF No. 488-6) - Graphic Support



Name Description Hours Person Rate Amount
TS Database building, 

box organization, 
designation cuts, 
and database 

4.00 Dalton Roan $300.00 $1,200.00

TS Database buildout 
(adding new 
exhibits) and 
witness runtime QC

2.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $600.00

TS Updated and 
finalized deponent 
video

2.50 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $750.00

TS Witness database 
prep

2.50 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $750.00
TS Witness database 

prep before court
3.50 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $1,050.00

TS Video editing and 
exporting

1.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $300.00
TS Final review of video 

deponents with 
corrections and 
reviewing outlines 
for cross

2.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $600.00

TS Witness callouts for 
video

2.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $600.00
TS Additional edits anf 

inal review of depo 
testimony

1.50 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $450.00

TS Editing and 
exporting clip 
reports for next week

0.50 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $150.00

TS Outline and 
database prep

2.50 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $750.00
TS Total Hours Total Amount

24.00 $7,200.00
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AngioDynamics' Objections to Bard's Fees for Trial Demonstratives (ECF No. 488-6) - Tech Support



Name Description Hours Person Rate Amount
HS Court day 1 - hotseat 

tech
8.50 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $2,550.00

HS Court day 2 - hotseat 
tech

8.50 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $2,550.00
HS Court day 3 - hotseat 

tech
8.50 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $2,550.00

HS Court day 4 - hotseat 
tech

6.50 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $1,950.00
HS Court day 5 - hotseat 

tech with prep 
before and after 
action meeting in 
warroom after court

9.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $2,700.00

HS Court day 5 - hotseat 
tech with outline 
prep before court

10.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $3,000.00

HS Court day 6 - hotseat 
tech with after 
action meeting with 
team

9.50 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $2,850.00

HS Court day 7 - hotseat 
tech

8.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $2,400.00
HS Court day 8 - hotseat 

tech
10.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $3,000.00

HS Court day 9 - Closing 
arguments hotseat 
tech

10.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $3,000.00

Total Hours Total 
Amount

88.50 $26,550.00
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AngioDynamics' Objections to Bard's Fees for Trial Demonstratives (ECF No. 488-6) - Hot Seat



Name Description Hours Person Rate Amount
Misc Creating stylet asset 0.75 Christina 

Crankshaw
$300.00 $225.00

Misc Reformatting charts 
and creating icons

2.00 Sarah Kim $300.00 $600.00

Misc worked on creating 
new icons

1.00 Sarah Kim $300.00 $300.00

Misc Worked on 
illustrating the PICC 
insertion illustration, 
creating the Bard 
Sherlock device, 
Bard monitor, and

3.00 Sarah Kim $300.00 $900.00

Misc Worked on edits 
requested by David 
Cole

2.50 Sarah Kim $300.00 $750.00

Misc Worked on edits 
requested by David 
Cole. Worked on the 
Bard development 
timeline

2.75 Sarah Kim $300.00 $825.00

Total Hours Total Amount
12.00 $3,600.00
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AngioDynamics' Objections to Bard's Fees for Trial Demonstratives (ECF No. 488-6) - Miscellaneous



Name Description Hours Person Rate Amount
P Edits to Powers 

direct timeline
1.250 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $406.25

P Edits to Powers 
direct timeline

1.000 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $325.00

P Edits to Powers 
direct timeline

1.625 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $528.13

P Edits to Powers 
direct timeline

1.417 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $460.53

P Edits to Powers 
direct timeline

1.167 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $379.28

P Edits to Powers 
direct timeline

1.083 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $351.98

P Edits to Powers 
direct timeline

1.083 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $351.98

P Edits to Powers 
direct timeline

1.625 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $528.13

Total Hours Total Amount
10.250 $3,331.25
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AngioDynamics' Objections to Bard's Fees for Trial Demonstratives (ECF No. 488-6) - Powers Direct



Name Description Hours Person Rate Amount
B Blaber Direct 1.63 Kerry Cashman $325.00 $528.13
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AngioDynamics' Objections to Bard's Fees for Trial Demonstratives (ECF No. 488-6) - Blaber Direct



Name Description Hours Person Rate Amount
WR Video prep and on-site 

warroom editing
11.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $3,300.00

WR On-site warroom editing 12.50 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $3,750.00
WR On-site warroom editing 

and consulting
11.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $3,300.00

WR On-site warroom editing 
and consulting

8.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $2,400.00

WR Warroom prep for day 2 6.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $1,800.00
WR Warroom editing duty for 

video department
9.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $2,700.00

WR Warroom video editing duty 1.50 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $450.00
WR Warroom editing duty 5.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $1,500.00
WR Warroom editing duty - All 

video from the previous 
week requested to be 
exported and uploaded (as 
played in court with exhibits 
included in the video)

2.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $600.00

WR Warroom editing duty - 
Client had questions about 
presentation, new video 
from OC, and also needed 
box repository revised for 
OC exchange. Returned to 
warroom for afternoon 
session

2.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $600.00

WR Warroom editing duty - 
Returned to warroom after 
dinner to ensure client had 
all the support they needed  
for the evening and to close 
out the day

0.50 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $150.00

WR Warroom editing and 
runthroughs

14.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $4,200.00

WR Warroom editing and 
outline prep

3.50 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $1,050.00

WR Warroom editing duty and 
assistance

4.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $1,200.00

WR Warroom editing duty and 
assistance

14.00 B.K. Jackson $300.00 $4,200.00
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AngioDynamics' Objections to Bard's Fees for Trial Demonstratives (ECF No. 488-6) - War Room



Total Hours Total 
Amount

104.00 $31,200.00
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AngioDynamics' Objections to Bard's Fees for Trial Demonstratives (ECF No. 488-6) - War Room



Exhibit 2 



DESCRIPTION TOTAL
TSG Reporter Appearance Fees $3,090.00 
Video exhibit and optional transcript hyperlinks; 
electronic access fees; cloud service;

$4,043.00 

Deposition exhibit share services; exhibit packages $3,107.94 
Expedited transcripts (March-May 2022) $7,578.66 
Expedited transcript (prior to March 2022) $8,994.50 
GRAND TOTAL $26,814.10 

AngioDynamics' Objections to Bard's Fees for Transcripts (ECF No. 488-4) - Summary

2



PAGE DEP. 
DATE

VENDOR DESCRIPTION AMOUNT

2 12/5/19 TSG Reporter Appearance 
Fee/Session-Videotaped

$220.00 

Reporter Appearance 
Fee/Early AM Session-
Videotaped

$165.00 

5 2/28/20 Magna Video Fees – Linked Exhibit 
File

$150.00 

6 11/14/19 Magna
Transcript (5 day expedited) – 
David Blaber @ $5.25 a page $1,722.00 

7 11/14/19 Magna Video Fees – Linked Exhibit 
File

$150.00 

8 3/31/22 Magna Transcript (Daily Expedite) – 
Ed Burnside @ $7.00 a page

$2,513.00 

10 2/4/20 TSG Reporter Appearance 
Fee/Session-Videotaped

$140.00 

Reporter Appearance 
Fee/Early AM Session – 
Videotaped

$105.00 

12 10/22/19 TSG Reporter Appearance 
Fee/Session --Videotaped

$140.00 

Reporter Appearance 
Fee/Early AM Session – 
Videotaped

$105.00 

14 10/31/19 TSG Reporter Appearance 
Fee/Session – Videotaped

$140.00 

Reporter Appearance 
Fee/Early AM Session – 
Videotaped

$105.00 

16 2/27/20 TSG Reporter Appearance 
Fee/Session – Videotaped

$140.00 

Reporter Appearance 
Fee/Early AM Session – 
Videotaped

$105.00 

18 5/19/22 Veritext Additional Transcript-
Expedited fee

$1,489.95 

Veritext Exhibit Package 
(ACE)

$39.99 

Exhibit Share $296.00 
Exhibit Share Additional 
Presenter

$190.00 

20 5/19/22 Veritext Video -Exhibits Linked 
(LEF, PTZ, XMEF,SBF)

$150.00 

Video  - Electronic Access $85.00 
23 5/14/20 Veritext Exhibit Share $296.00 
24 5/14/20 Veritext Video- Electronic Access $85.00 

25 1/22/20 TSG Reporter Appearance 
Fee/Session – Videotaped

$160.00 

AngioDynamics' Objections to Bard's Fees for Transcripts (ECF No. 488-4) - Itemized



Reporter Appearance 
Fee/Early AM Session – 
Videotaped

$120.00 

27 1/14/20 TSG Reporter Appearance 
Fee/Session – Videotaped

$680.00 

Reporter Appearance 
Fee/Early AM Session – 
Videotaped

$60.00 

29 4/26/20 Veritext Exhibits – Linked (SBF, 
PTX, LEF)

$116.00 

Exhibit Share $299.00 

31 5/26/20 Veritext Exhibits – Linked (SBV, 
PTX, LEF)

$110.00 

31 5/26/20 Veritext Exhibit Share $299.00 
33 1/23/20 Magna Video-  Linked Exhibit File $150.00 
34 5/17/22 Veritext Transcript – Expedited $1,277.10 

34 5/17/22 Veritext Exhibits  - Linked (SBV, 
PTZ, LEF)

$116.00 

34 5/17/22 Veritext Exhibit Share $299.00 
34 5/17/22 Veritext Exhibit Share Addl Presenter $85.00 

35 5/17/22 Veritext Video – Exhibits – Linked 
(LEF, PTZ, XMEF, SBF)

$150.00 

35 5/17/22 Veritext Video – Electronic Access $85.00 

37 1/18/22 TSG
Reporter Appearance 
Fee/Hour – Videotaped 
Telephonic

$95.00 

40 1/10/20 Magna Video – Linked Exhibit File $150.00 

41 1/24/20 TSG Reporter Appearance Fee/ 
Session – Videotaped

$180.00 

41 1/24/20 TSG
Reporter Appearance 
Fee/Early AM Session – 
Videotaped

$135.00 

43 12/12/19 Magna
Certified Copy (5 Day 
Expedited) @ 5.25 a page 
(Ryan Murphy)

$2,121.00 

44 12/12/19 Magna Video – Linked Exhibit File $150.00 
46 10/29/19 Magna Video- Linked Exhibit File $150.00 

47 4/13/22 Veritext Exhibits – Linked (SBF, 
PTZ, LEF)

$116.00 

47 4/13/22 Veritext Veritext Exhibit Package 
(ACE)

$39.99 

47 4/13/22 Veritext Exhibit Share $299.99 

49 4/13/22 Veritext Video – Exhibits – Linked 
(LEF, PTZ, SMEF, SBF)

$150.00 

49 4/13/22 Veritext Video – Media and iCloud 
services

$184.00 

49 4/13/22 Veritext Video – Electronic Access $85.00 

52 11/8/19 TSG Reporter Appearance 
Fee/Session – Videotaped

$70.00 

AngioDynamics' Objections to Bard's Fees for Transcripts (ECF No. 488-4) - Itemized



52 11/8/19 TSG
Reporter Appearance 
Fee/Early AM Session – 
Videotaped

$105.00 

55 9/26/19 Magna Video – Linked Exhibit File $95.00 

56 9/27/19 Magna
Certified Copy (2 Day 
Expedited) @ $6.65 a page 
(Kelly Powers)

$1,316.70 

57 9/27/19 Magna Video – Linked Exhibit File $150.00 
58 5/10/22 Veritext Transcript – Expedited $1,226.61 

58 5/10/22 Veritext Veritext Exhibit Package 
(ACE)

$39.99 

58 5/10/22 Veritext Exhibit Share $299.00 

60 5/10/22 Veritext Video – Exhibits -Linked 
(LEF, PTZ, XMEF, SBF)

$150.00 

60 5/10/22 Veritext Video – Electronic Access $85.00 

61 4/6/22 Veritext Video – Exhibits – Linked 
(LEF, PTZ, XMEF, SBF)

$150.00 

61 4/6/22 Veritext Video - Media and Cloud 
Services

$45.00 

61 4/6/22 Veritext Video – Electronic Access $85.00 

61 3/3/20 Magna
Certified Copy (5 Day 
Expedited) at $5.25 a page 
(Marcia Ryder)

$1,147.50 

63 3/3/20 Magna Video – Linked Exhibit File $150.00 

64 12/9/19 TSG Reporter Appearance 
Fee/Hour – Videotaped

$120.00 

67 2/25/20 Magna Video – Linked Exhibit File $150.00 
69 11/19/20 Magna Video – Linked Exhibit File $150.00 

70 11/13/19 Magna
Certified Copy (5 Day 
Expedited) @ $3.50 per page 
(Roland Shepherd)

$980.00 

71 11/13/18 Magna Linked Exhibit File $150.00 

74 10/1/19 Magna
Certified copy (3 Day 
Expedited) @ $ 6.30 per page 
(Daniel Tighe)

$1,707.30 

75 5/27/22 Veritext Transcript – Fee for Daily $1,072.00 

75 5/27/22 Veritext Exhibits – Linked (SBF, 
PTX, LEF)

$116.00 

75 5/27/22 Veritext Veritext Exhibit Package 
(ACE)

$39.99 

75 5/27/22 Veritext Exhibit Share $299.99 
75 5/27/22 Veritext Exhibit Share Add Presenter $285.00 

77 5/27/22 Veritext Video – Exhibits – Linked 
(LEF, PTZ, DXMEF, SBF)

$150.00 

77 5/27/22 Veritext Video - Electronic Access $85.00 
$26,814.10 TOTAL

AngioDynamics' Objections to Bard's Fees for Transcripts (ECF No. 488-4) - Itemized


