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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

AFFINITY FINANCIAL
CORPORATIONet al,

Petitioners, - : Civil Action No.: 10-2055 (RMU)
V. Re Document Nos.: 18, 21
AARP FINANCIAL, INC.,
Respondent.

MEMORANDUM OPINION

GRANTING THE PETITIONER 'SMOTION FOR ATTORNEY 'S FEES AND COSTS, GRANTING THE
PETITIONER 'S SUPPLEMENTAL M OTION FOR ATTORNEY 'S FEES AND COSTS

This matter is before the court on the petigrs’ two motions foattorney’s fees and
costs. The petitioners are Affinity Financ@brporation and Waterfield Financial Services.
Pet. 1. The respondent is AARP Finandrad, In August 2006, Affiity entered into a
contract with the respondent under which Affirwould provide financial services to AARP
members.ld. { 3. Affinity then assigned its otractual rights to Waterfieldld. I 4. Following
a contractual dispute, the pastiagreed to undgo arbitration.Id. § 6. In October 2010, a panel
of three arbitrators unanimously found in faebthe petitioners and awarded them a total of
$2.75 million in damages. Resp.’s Opp’n, Ex. E at 3.

Soon thereafter, the petitioners sought ateofrom this court to affirm the awarske
generallyPet., and the respondent filed a emnporaneous motion to vacate the awsed,
generallyResp.’s Mot. to Vacate the Arbitration Avdar In addition, both parties requested an
award of reasonable attorneyé&et and costs under D.C. Code § 16-4225(c). Pet. 1 19; Resp.’s

Reply at 8. In July 2011, this court granted getition to affirm tharbitrator's award and
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denied the respondent’s motioBee generalliylem. Op. (July 1, 2011). The court also granted
the petitioners leave to seek reasonable ayosrfees, costs and ggsdgment interestld. at
9-10. Four weeks later, the pesmdent filed a notice of appedbee generalliNotice of Appeal.

The petitioners have now filed two motions that collectively seek $30,419.82 in
attorney’s fees and litigation costSeegenerallyPets.’ Mot. for Atty’s Fees; Pets.’ Suppl. Mot.
for Atty’s Fees. The respondent contends thatcourt’s underlyingecision to confirm the
arbitration award was incorrecttiecided and is therefore punsg an appeal. Resp.’s Supp.
Opp’n at 1. For the purposes of the present mstibowever, the respondent stipulates that the
amount of attorney’s fees and costs is reasorfatie.

In a judicial proceeding to confirm oagate an arbitration awdrthe court “may add
reasonable attorney’s fees anestreasonable expenses of litiga incurred” to its judgment.
D.C.CoDE § 16-4425(c)Foulger—Pratt Presidetnal Contracting, LLC, v. Madrigal Condags.
2011 WL 1576095, at *22 (D.D.C. Apr. 27, 2011) (gnag attorney’s feeafter confirming an
arbitration award). To receisich an award, Federal Rule@if/il Procedure 54(d) requires
that a party file a motion with the courted: R. Civ. P.54(d)(2)(A). That motion “must specify
the judgment and the statute, rule, or otheugds entitling the movant to the award EDFR.

Civ. P.54(d)(2)(B)(ii). It must alsatate the amount sought in atteyis fees or provide a fair
estimate of such amountEe: R. Civ. P.54(d)(2)(B)(iii); seealsoHerbin v. District of

Columbig 2006 WL 890673, at *2 (D.D.C. Apr. 4, 2006).

The petitioners’ second motion fixes a minor error W present in their first motion, such that
the two motions may effectively be treated as one.

It is the court’s understanding that tiespondent seeks an expeditious judgment on the
petitioners’ motions so that the respondent menukaneously appeal this court’s affirmance of
the arbitration award and its award of attorney’s fees and costs.



The petitioner has filed proper motions thag¢@fy both the judgment and the statute that
entitle the petitioners to thevard of attorney’s fees and other reasonable c&stegenerally
Pets.” Mot. for Atty’s Fees; Pets.” Supp. Mtir Atty’s Fees. The petitioner has submitted
affidavits and detailed billing records docurtieg the number of hourselpetitioners’ counsel
expended on this litigation. Pets.” Mot. for Ayrees, Ex. A, A-2; Pets.” Supp. Mot. for Atty’s
Fees at 4-15. In addition, the petitionerséhahown that their counsel’s billing rates were
within the range of hourly feesiggested by the Laffey Matrix, act that stronglpguggests that
their hourly fees are consonanith prevailing market rates See Covington v. District of
Columbig 57 F.3d 1101, 1109 (D.C. Cir. 199R0oths v. District of Columbj2011 WL
2539292, at *4 (D.D.C. Aug. 9, 2011); Pets.” Mot. for Atty’s Fees, Ex. A-1. The court has
reviewed these submissions aimhcludes that the petitionergquest for fees and costs is
reasonable.

Accordingly, the court grants the gatners’ motions and awards them $30,419.82 in
attorney’s fees and litigation costs. An Qrdensistent with this Memorandum Opinion is

separately and contemporaneously éssthis 7th day of October, 2011.

RICARDO M. URBINA
UnitedState<District Judge

The “Laffey Matrix” is compiled by the Office dhe United States Attorney for the District of

Columbia, and it establishes a market rate for attorneys of various experience levels for particular

“billing” years. It has its origin in the decision limffey v. Nw. Airlines, Inc572 F. Supp. 354
(D.D.C. 1983)aff'd in part, rev'd in part on other ground346 F.2d 4 (D.C. Cir. 1984).



