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INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO
Chief JudgeMarcia S. Krieger

Civil Action No. 13-cv-00503-M SK
In the matter of :
ARGO KAUR,

Petitioner,
V.
DAGGRISINTELMANN,

Respondent.

concerning A.-L., Minor child

ORDER GRANTING, IN PART, MOTION FOR ATTORNEY FEES

THISMATTER comes before the Court pursuantite Mr. Kaur’'s Motion for Attorney
Feeq# 35), Ms. Intelmann’s respong# 37), and Mr. Kaur’s reply# 38).

Mr. Kaur brought this aatn pursuant to the Internatial Child Abduction Remedies
Act, 42 U.S.C. 811604t seq. After an evidentiary hearing,&hCourt concludedirected that
Ms. Intelmann return the minor child A.-L. totBria. Mr. Kaur now moves for an award of
reasonable attorney fees andtsgoursuant to 42 U.S.C. 86007(b)(3). Mr. Kaur requests a
total of $ 18,925.80 in fees and costs.

As with all fee awards, the Court apglithe familiar “lodestar” analysis, yielding a
presumptively reasonable fee by multiplyingeasonable hourly ratey the reasonable number

of hours expended by counsel; tHdestar” figure is then adjusted upwards or downwards if
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compelled by extraordinary circumstancesee gnerally Gisbrecht v. Barnhart, 535 U.S. 789,
801-02 (2002).

Mr. Kaur requests fees for time incurred by teounsel, a senior atteey (Ms. Beck) at
$ 300 per hour, a junior attornéyls. Frost) at $ 200 per hquand the services of a legal
assistant (Ms. Carey) at $ 100 peur. Ms. Intelmann does nditallenge the reasonableness of
these requested rates, and in the absence ahatignge, the Court finds the requested rates to
be reasonable.

The Court then turns to tleasonableness of the hours expended. Ms. Intelmann objects
to a variety of individual time entries. TR®urt has reviewed each challenged entry and the
parties’ positions regarding thenThe Court finds some merit Ms. Intelmann’s challenge to
Ms. Frost billing attorney time for ministerial taskuch as drafting and filing documents such as
Returns of Services and Certdies of Mailing. Presumably, theewere filed electronically, and
although attorneys may (and in some situations must) perform the keystrokes necessary to
accomplish the task, support staff routinely do so as well. There does not appear to have been
any needs for attorney expeetito accomplish such tasksughthe Court excludes $ 100 in
attorney time to account for sutme. The Court also agree#thvMs. Intelmann that the $ 400
claimed for paralegal time at the May 21 eviilny hearing is unnecesyagiven the presence
of two attorneys (both of whom billed timerfattending the hearing). The presentation of
evidence at the hearing was not so complexréwaiired three individuals. The Court finds the
remaining requested hours to be reasonahbtkffaus, reduces Mr. Kaarrequest for fees by
$500.

Ms. Intelmann also objects to specific iteaidvir.Kaur’s claimed costs and expenses.

The Court understands that Mr. Kaur is limiting hequest for expensesftight, hotel, rental



car, an expert witness report, ahd cost transcription of theadruling. Of these, the Court
finds that only the claimed cost of $ 1,650 for staécar is excessivelhe Court observes that
although Mr. Kaur’s hotel expenses involve thegfrom May 16 to May28, but the car rental
receipt covers a period from May 17 to June 9. No justification is offered for the additional 11
days of car rental. Based on the various daily fegeesl in the rental invoice, it appears that car
rental was charged at a total of $ 65.48 per ddne Court eliminates 11 days of rental charges
at this rate, reducing the amoutdtclaimed expenses by $720.ZBhe Court finds the remaining
items of expense claimed by Mr. Kaur are reasonable.

Accordingly, the Court finds that the Iatar figure of fees and costs is $ 17,705.52.

Ms. Intelmann argues thattiCourt should either reduce @ntirely eliminate) Mr.
Kaur’'s award on the grounds that she “has no l@gissets and is currently unemployed.” The
Court need not address the parties’ argumentis @whether a reduction of fees due to one
party’s financial condition isgpropriate, as the Court notestis. Intelmann did not support
this argument with an appropriate evidentiampmission. The Court has no financial affidavit
from Ms. Intelmann or other indicia of her current economic condition. In the absence of
evidence attesting to Ms. Intelmas financial status, beyond theere assertion of a lack of
resources in her response brief, the €uill not adjust its fee and cost award.

Accordingly, Mr. Kaur’s Motion for Fee@# 35) is GRANTED IN PART, insofar as the

Court awards him $ 17,705.52 in fees and costsyaunt to 42 U.S.C. § 11607(b)(3). The



Judgment# 29) is DEEMED AMENDED to include this award in favor of Mr. Kaur and
against Ms. Intelmann.

Dated this # day of February, 2014.
BY THE COURT:

Drcutce . Fhcye

Marcia S. Krieger
ChiefUnited StateDistrict Judge




