SERVICE EMPLOYEES INTERNATIONAL UNION NATIONAL INDUSTRY PENSION FUND et ...L MANOR HEALTHCARE CEOLTEB

UNITED STATES DISTRI CT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

SERVICE EMPLOYEES INTERNATIONAL :
UNION NATIONAL INDUSTRY PENSION

FUND, et al,
Plaintiffs, : Civil Action No.: 12-1904(RC)
V. : Re Document No.: 43

BRISTOL MANOR HEALTHCARE
CENTER, INC.,

Defendant.

MEMORANDUM OPINION

GRANTING PLAINTIFFS PETITION FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES AND COSTS AND ADDITIONAL
DAMAGES

[. INTRODUCTION

In this actionPlaintiffs ServiceEmployees International Union Industry Pension Fund
(“the Fund”) and asxiated trusteeseek an award of attorneys’ fees and costs and additional
damages incurred in the course of a claim against Defendantl Bt&tor Healthcare Center,
Inc. (“Bristol Manor”) for failure to pay required contributions ke tFund, as requitdeunder the
parties’ collective bargaining and trust agreements, in violafitimeoEmployee Retirement
IncomeSecurity Act of 1974“ERISA’) t and the Labor Management Relations Act of 1947
(“LMRA”).2 SeePls.’ Pet. For Att'ysFees and Cost Add’| Damages ECF No. 43

[hereinafterPls’ Pet]. Plaintiffs also request attorneys’ fees associated with prepaengeply

1 Pub. L. No. 93406, 88 3(3), 3(37), 88 Stat. 829, 833, 839 (codified as amended at 29
U.S.C. 88 1002(3), 1002(37)

2 Pub. L. No. 86101, 61 Stat. 136 (codified as amended at 29 U.S.C4§897).
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to Defendant’s oppositiorsee id Defendantdisputes Plaintiffsentitlement to attorneys’ fees
and, in the alternative, the reasonableness of the fee request and the oequisiohal
damagesSeeDef.’s Br. SuppOpp’'nPIs’ Appl. Att'ys’ Fees& Costs& Add’'| DamagesECF

No. 46[hereinafterDef.’s Oppn]. The Court concludes that Plaintiffs are entitled to attorneys’
feesfor their original litigation) that their request is reasonable, and that they are entitled to the
additional damage®laintiffs arealsoentitled toattorneys’ fees for preparation of theaply. To
correctminor inconsistencies in Plaintiffs’ requeste Court useamountdound inPlaintiffs’
original petition (minus a deduction for a duplicative entoyaward feesAccordingly, the
CourtgrantsPlaintiffs’ petition for attorneysfeesand costs and additional damagethe

amount of $33,064.99.

II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND
The Court set out extensivactual background itis Memorandum Opiniogranting
Plaintiffs’ Motion for Summary Judgmerdandonly salient facts are laid out he&eeSEIU
Nat'l Indus. Pension Fund v. Bristol ManblealthcareCtr., No. 121904, 2016 WL 354873
(D.D.C. Jan. 28, 20163ee alsalan. 28, 2016/em. Op, ECF No.42 [rereinafter Mem. Op.]
Defendant Bristol Manor entered into a collective bargainingeageat with 1199 SEIU United

Healthcare Workers East, New Jersey RedimePls.” Statement EX. 1, at 8, 40, ECF No0:136

3 The Court recognizes minor inconsistencies in the anflanitiffs seek to recover. In
their original petition, Plaintiffsequest$33,298.85, when in fact the totals for each categddy
upto $33,298.90SeePIs.’ Pet at 3.Plaintiffs also acknowledge that their initial petition
duplicated a $234.00 entr$eePIs.’ Reply at 9 n.2ECF No. 47 In their reply,Plaintiffs
accidentally duplicate their request fol04L5 in costgwhich had alreadybeen included ithe
original petition' s aggregated request for attornefees and costgnd transpose two numbers in
their request for additional damag&geid. at 9.Accordingly, the Courtorrects these errors by
deducing $234.00from the total of the individual categories in Plaintiffs’ am@l request to
reachanawardof $33,064.90



[hereinafter Collective Bargaining Agreementhe agreement required Bristol Manor to make
contributions to the Funbased on the number of hours worked by employees, ingudi
Certified Nursing Assistantsiietary, housekeepingndrecreational aids; Licensed Practical
Nurses;and other employeeSee idat 8.Pursuant to the collective bargaining agreement,
Bristol Manor agreed to be bounddtrust agreement that established thadsand theFund’s
collection polices, whiclobligated Bristol Manor to send required contributiandremittance
reportsto the FundSee idat 33;see alsdPls.” Statement Ex. 2, ECF No.-2dhereinafter Trust
Agreement]PIs.” Statement Ex. 3, ECF N86-3 [hereinafter Collections Policy]

The Fund set procedures for collecting contributions through a “Statedolicy for
Collection of Delinquent ContributiorisSeegenerallyCollections PolicyContributions had to
be made “by the 15th of the mirfollowing the month in which work was performed for which
the contributions are owed” and be accompanied by remittance régo$s.2.1, 2.2Both the
Trust Agreement and Collections Policy declared that the Fund colddtdaterest and
liquidated damages on delinquent contributions in addition to at®rfess and costs in the
event a lawsuit was fileGeeTrust Agreement Art. Ill, § 3;Zollections Policy 88 2.4, 5-5.4.
Both policies stated that these obligations were “contractual inenatwat independent of
provisions of ERISA'that governed awards of attorneys’ feaslified at29 U.S.C. § 1132(g).
Collections Policy § 5.8Between May 2010 and June 201the Fund received many of the
required contributions lat@ndsome contributions were not received at@deAnderson Decl.
Exs. A-C, ECF No. 366; Janinski Decl. Ex. A, ECF No. 3% The Fund accordingly assessed
interest andiquidated damages on Bristol Mar's late and unpaid contributionSeeAnderson

Decl. Exs. A-C; Janinski Decl. Ex. A.



Plaintiffs filed suit under ERISA and LMRA to collect the unpaidtdbaotions, interest,
and liquidated damages owed them by Bristohbfaand to obtain audit documenBeeCompl.
1-2, 6, ECF No. 1. After over nearly a year of delay due to difficultiesragBristol Manor the
clerk entered default in favor of Plaintiffhe Courtlatervacated the entry of defaahd
allowedthe case to proceed discovery.See SEIU Nat'l Indus. Pension Fund v. Bristol Manor
Healthcare Ctr, 307 F.R.D. 37, 3%3(D.D.C. 2014) (spelling out this case’s histanygreater
detail). After discovery, Plaintiffs moved for summary judgment onrtbleiimsagainst Bristol
Manor.SeePIs.” Mot. Summ. J., ECF No. 3Blaintiffs sought outstanding contributions,
liquidated damages, interest, and attorneys’ fees and 8esfls.” Mem. P. & A. Supp. Mot.
Summ. Jat 1, 8, ECF No. 36The Court granted Plaintiffs’ motion and directed both parties to
“submit briefing on the appropriate award of fees and coSeeflem. Op.at 2.

Plaintiffs now petition for attorneys’ fees and costs and additional dam&eges.
generallyPls.” Pet.Following their reply,Plaintiffs ultimately seek $19,023.60 in attorneys’ fees
and costand $14,014.25 in additional damages for the period of June 2015 through Becemb

2015% SeePlIs.’ Reply at 9ECF No. 47

[ll. ANALYSIS
A. Plaintiffs’ Entitlement to Attorneys’ Fees
The parties dispute whether Plaintiffs are entitled to attorneys’ feks ERISAA
court “in its discretion” may award “a reasonable attorney’s fee and abaction to either

party” for any action arising under ERISA. 29 U.S.C. § 1132(glf{ihe action is brought under

4 The requesincludesa $234 reduction from the previous amount sought for attorneys'’
feesbecause Plaintiffs corrected a duplicated er@gePIs.” Reply at 9 n.ZThe request,
however also include several accounting errors. Accordingly, the Court does not awardlthe f
amount requested by the Plaintiffs in their reflgesupranote 3



section 1145 to recover contributions to a multiemployer plan poirsnia collective bargaining
agreementhowever,‘the courtshall award the plan . . . reasonable attorney’s fees and costs of
the actioti if the plan receives agigment in its favorld. § 1132(g)(2)(D) (emphasis added).
The award of attorneys’ fees under section 1132(g)(2) is mandatbfga@s not fall to the
discretion” of a courtConnors v. BradkCline Coal Co, 668 F. Supp. 5, 10 (D.D.C. 198%ge
alsoUnited Retail & Wholesale Emps. Teamsters Union v. Yahn & McDonnell7B®F.2d
128 134(3d Cir. 1986 (“[T] he language of [section 1132(g)(®& mandatory); Trs. of
Amalgamated Ins. Fund v. Geltman Indu84 F.2d 926, 93®©th Cir. 1986)“[F]ees are
mandatory . . . under 29 U.S.C. § 1132(gjj2) Alba ConteAttorney Fee Award§ 27:3 (3d
ed. 2016)explaining that§ 1132(g)(2) is mandatory.’)The purpose of this provision is to
“encourage enforcement of employemntributions” and protect funds frorthe high cost of
litigation and collection expensesSheet Metal Workersedlth & Welfare Tr Fund v.Big D
Serv Co,, 876 F.2d 852, 854 (10th Cir. 1989) (per curiam).

Defendantargueghatsection 1132(gjequires a twestep testUnder the firsstep,a
court must first decide if a party is entitled to attorneys’ fees asailb five factorslescribed in
Eddy v. Colonial Life InsranceCo. of America59 F.3d 201 (D.C. Cir. 1995%eeDef.’s Oppn
a 4. If the court finds that the party is entitledi¢es, Defendant argues, then a courttrapgply
the lodestar analysis by multiplying the number of reasonable bguhe reasonable hourly rate
to determine the amount of the awaBeée id Defendant asserts that Plaintiffs are not entitled to
attorneysfees because they cannot demonstrate bad faith or that such an dinacgssary as
a deterrent.'See idat 5. Finally, Defendardtates that Plaintiffs should not be “rewarded . . . for
muddying the waters” by providing inconsistent amounts of wiaatewed to Plaintiffs in

contributions to the Fun&ee id.



As Plaintiffscorrectlystate in their reply, Defendafails to consider the applicability of
section 1132(g)(2p Plaintiffs Pls.” Replyat 1-2. Plaintiffs have brought their action under
section 1145 and received a judgment in their favor. Tthey, fulfill the requirements of section
1132(g)(2) ad are entitled to “reasonable attoriefees and costs of thetam.” 29 U.S.C. §
1132(g)(2)(D).Because an award under section 1132(g)(2) is mandatory, the Court does not
consider factors as it would be required to do in a petition for agterfees under section
1132(g)(1)3

B. Reasonableness of Plaintiffs’ Requesbf Attorneys’ Fees

Defendant argues in the alternative tRiintiffs’ request for attorneys’ fees must be
“adjust[ed] down” because Plaintiffs have failed to meet the burfléensonstratinghat their
request is reasonabiBeeDef.’s Oppn at 5.A reasmable attorneys’ fee is initially calculated by
“multiplying the number of hounsasonably expended on the litigation times a reasonable
hourly rate.”Blum v. Stensqm65 U.S. 886, 888 (1984). This produces the lodestar figure,
which is subject to resionupward‘only in ‘exceptiondlcircumstances,Murray v.

Weinberger 741 F.2d 1423, 1428 (D.C. Cir. 1984) (quotidigm 465 U.S. at 897 but may be

5> Defendant cite§€ddyandToddv. AIG Life InsiranceCo., 47 F.3d 1448, 1451 (5th Cir.
1995)to support its argument that a typart test should be used to determine the award of
attorneys’ fees in this case. But neither case was brought under sédtofod delinquent
payments to a multiemployer plan pursueo a collective bargaining agreeme®¢e Eddy59
F.3d at 202 (allegation that defendant “vipdak its fiduciary duty . . . with respect to [a] group
health and life insurance plah]j Todd 47 F.3d at 1451 (allegation that “defendants breached
their fiduciary dutesunder . . 881104(a) and 1109(8). Thus, each court had discretion under
section 1132{)(1) to award attorneys’ fees.

Even if the Court had discretion to refuse an award of attorneys’'Deésndants are
contractually bound to pay &thtiffs attorneys’ fees and costs in the event of a lawsuit under the
Collections PolicySeeCollections Policy 8 5.5stating thathe “obligations to pay [attorneys’]
fees chargeable under this policy are contractual in nature and magep®f provisions of
ERISAY).



adjusted downward “by a reasonable percentage” due to inconsistenciésgmrédords or
requestsSee, e.gRole Models AmInc. v. Brownleg353F.3d 962, 973 (D.C. Cir. 2004).
1. Hourly Rate

Courts firstconsiderthe reasonableness of the hourly raBeeRole Models353 F.3d at
968 The reasonablenessafate is calculated by reference to the “prevailing markes natée
relevantcommunity’ In re Olson 884 F.2d 1417, 1423 (D.C. Cir. 1989) (quotisigm 465
U.S. at 895). Because of the “inherent[] difficult{yh determining this rate, fee applicants are
required to “produce satactory evidence . . . that the requested rates are in line with those
prevailing in the community.Blum, 465 U.S. at 895.11 This Circuit has traditionallgccepted
updated versions of theaffeyMatrix to establisithe prevailingmarketrate in the comnmity
for certain types of complex federal court litigati®@ee Role Model853 F.3d at 97Gee also
Covington v. Digict of Columbia 57 F.3d 1101, 1105 (D.C. Cir. 1998ompensation at
market rates is allowed for attorneys, paralegals, and law c& &k re Donovan887 F.2d
982, 99293 (D.C. Cir. 19809).

Plaintiffs have met their burden to demonstrate that theirlhhoates are reasonable.
Plaintiffs referencehe LaffeyMatrix and indicate that fee awards in many types of cases in this
Circuit are made at that rate. Plaintiffs then demonstratetihaates they seek are significantly
below theLaffeyrates.SeePls.” Ex. 2, ECF No. 42. Plaintiffs additionally provide the t@s at
which each lawyer, paralegal, and law clatkheir law firmbilled and their requisite amount of

experience to inform comparisons to ttedfeyMatrix. SeePlIs’ Ex. 1114, 6 ECF No. 431.

® Murray and several other caseitedinvolved awarding attorneys’ fees under-fee
shifting statutes other than ERISA. However, courts have traditjorelied on case law arising
under feeshifting statutes in general to govehe reasonablenesmalysis of attorneys’ fees
Seeg e.g, Role Models 353 F.3d at 968T hroughout our analysis, we will rely on [Equal Access
to Justice Act] precedent as well as on case law arising under otishiffeey statutes).



Defendantdoesnot substantiallgontest the reasonabtess of the Plaintiffs’ rat’ Accordingly,
given the lack of countervailing evidentke Court finds that Plaintiffs’ hourly rate is
reasonable.
2. Number of Hours Requested

Oncethe hourly rate is determingdourtsevaluate the reasonableness of the nurmber
hours requested.he party requesting feéss the burden to establish that the number of hours in
its fee request is reasonable, and it must provide documentatios tfidsufficient detail and
probative value” to allow the court to evaluate “with a high degree of ceftauhtgtherthe
hours were “easonably expendedri re Olson 884F.2d at 142§emphasis omitted)jguoting
United Slate, Tile, & Composition Roofers v. G & M Roofing & Sheet MetalrGd.F.2d 495,
502 n.2 (6th Cir. 1984)Courts examine several attributes of the documentation providéu by t
requesting pay to assess the reasonableness of the number of hours requesteagncludi
duplication oftime entriesinsufficient detail in billing descriptions, block billingnd billing
inconsistenciesSee generally Role ModeB53 F.3d at 944 (@nalyzing thes factors in a
motion for attorney fees under Equal Access to Justice Act). If a district court findshéat
requesting party has failed to documgsihours sufficiently, it may “reduce the award [of
attorneys’ fees] accordinglySee Hensley. Eckerhart 461 US. 424, 433 (1983).

Defendantargueghat Plaintiffs’ documents contain block billing entries that “ma[ke] i
impossible to decipher how much time was spent on a particular tasks Opfin at 6.
Defendantites two particular instanceof purportedblock billing. In the entriegor April 18,

2014and May 30, 2014Defendantakes issue with the failure of Plaintgfto indicate how much

" The Court notes that “perfunctory and undeveloped argumentse de@amed waived.”
See Johnson v. Panet@b3 F. Supp. 2d 244, 250 (D.D.C. 2013).



time was billed to eactiistinct task in the billing descriptiofDefendantalso assestthat the
entry for April 18, 2014 biéd fora National Labor Relations BoardNLRB”) matter, whicht
claimsis not related to the instant litigatioBee id.

Defendantanalogize to Role Modeldo supporits argumentgbout block billing There,
the D.C. Circuit found that Role Models satisfied the statutory rexapeints for an award of
attorneys’ feesbutthatRole Models “failed to justify the amount it [soughtf&eRole Models
353 F.3d at 965The court found that Role Models hatimp[ed togeher multiple tasks,
making itimpossibleto ewaluate their reasonablenésisl. at 971.0ne such entry included 10.25
hours for six tasks and another 1.25 hours for four tasks;itdtidedbankruptcy matters that
were not relevant to the litigation at haSee id.

But the problems ifRole Modelsvere much more “pervasive” than those in the instant
litigation. See Fitts v. Unum Life Ins. Co. of ABB0 F. Supp. 2d 38, 42 (D.D.C. 201€gg also
DL v. Distict of Columbia 256 F.R.D. 239, 245 & n.12 (D.D.C. 2008)stances of block
billing were not‘nearly as egregious” as thoseRole Models Extensive block billing is
inappropriate, but fee applications “need not present ‘the exact numi@rutés spent nor the
precise activity to which each hour was devotedat’| Ass’'n of Concerned Veteraw. Sec’y of
Def, 675 F.2d 1319, 1327 (D.C. Cir. 1982) (quotidgpeland v. Marshall641 F.2d 880, 891
(D.C. Cir. 1980) (en banc)ndeed, most of Plaintiffs’ billing entriefescribea discrete task and
bill less than one houSee generallfls.’ Ex. 1 at 6-19. Many of the entries that are over one

hour specify a single task; even the entries that are not limited to ataskjist several that all

8 The entry for April 18, 2014 billed 0.5 housad read[t]elephone conference with
Employer attorneyreview NLRB settlement agreement, attorney conferei@sePIs.’ Ex. 1 at
8. Theentry for May 30, 2014 billed 2.6 hours and reads “[r]leview motion to set defdalt;
review settlement agreement; review email for correspondence re: rfortibefaultjudgment.”
Seed. at9.



involve one filing See, e.gid. at 16 (entry on August 7, 2015 for 6.2 hours describes %% tas
related to drafting and filinghe motion for summary judgmenfjhus, the Court finds that the
limited block billing in Plaintiffs’ billing records does not itselfake their request for attorneys’
fees unreasonabfe.

Defendanfurtherargues that Piatiffs’ documentation contains duplicative entries.
Defendant cites two entries on October 10, 2014 that are idefitioaheir reply,however,
Plaintiffs recognized and corrected the only cited duplicative eaijyisting down their request
for fees and costs accordingBeePls.” Reply at 6. Defendant cites no additional examples of
duplicative entries, and tl@ourt can find nonelhis small error that was corrected quickly does
not justify an overall reduction of the fee petition.

Defendant also gues that Plaintiffs improperly billed 29.7 hours to draft and file a
summary judgment motion and reply that are “virtually identit@Similar motions filed in
three other pension fund contribution claims handled by the sameSieDef.’s Oppn at 6-7.
This claim is alsanpersuasive. As Plaintiffs assert, each summary judgment niotiolied
distinct factual situations, including different collective lzanghg agreements and different
parties.See id.The Court concludethat 26.7 hours is a reastt@amount of timéo spend on a
summary judgment motigmven if it is a routine motion that is similar to other motialesl fin

similar casesThismodestamount of timeexpended by Plaintiffdoes not nearly approach the

® Defendaris additional claim that Plaintiffs improperly billed for work on(d.8,
2014 on the “NLRB settlement” is easily refuted. As Plainaffsert in their reply, Defendant
“produced the settlemenittself as part ofts argument for whyBristol Manorwas not liable for
contributions SeePIs.” Reply at 4. Thus, Plaintiffs properly billed for researciihenNLRB
settlement because they needegdrpareheir response to Defendandsgument

10 Both entries bill 0.6 hours for “[rleview correspondence from corirsubstitution of
counsel; update reportSeePls.” Ex. 1 at 10.

10



excessivailling addressed iRole ModelsComparePlIs.” Ex. 1 at 1955.15 total hours billed)
with Role Models353 F.3d at 97®ver 1000 ours spent on the litigation).
C. Additional Damages

Plaintiffs also request additional damages for the period &f 405 through December
2015.Plaintiff asserts that the Fund’s records show that Defendasg $%1,114.03 in unpaid
contributions for work performed at three sigesrerned by the collective bargaining agreement
SeePIs.’ Pet. at 3Plaintiffs also eek $704.42 in interest and $2,222.80 in liquidated damages.
This addaupto $14,041.25 in additional damag&8gePIs.’ Pet. at 34. Defendant states that this
demand should be denied because Plaintiffs have failed to fudfifl dbligation to bargain
collectively under th& MRA. SeeDef.’s Oppn at 7. Defendant also claims that Plaintiffs seek
to “unilaterally increase the percentage Bristol Manor must contriboitisiet Fungdand that it
“fully complied” with the terms of the collective bargaining agneat See idat § 10
Defendant’'sarguments are unavailing.

As Plaintiffs state in their reply, Plaintiffs have not unilatigrabught an increase to the
contributions rate; the rate of contributions being sought for June Bfdiigh December 2015
is identical to the rate at which the Court issued a judgment for suppimentributionsSee
Mem Op. at 1920.Furthermore, any increase in contribution percentage has come from the
Fund’s Preferred Schedule, which Defendagreedo follow in the contract between the two
parties'! See idat 3-4. Accordingly, the Court\aards Plaintiffs $14,041.25 in additional

damages for the period of June 2015 through December 2015.

11 pefendant’s argument that Plaintiffs have failed to uphold their t bargain under
the LMRA is difficult to follow. It appears that all of Defendant’s citations related toidhise
are to the National Labor Relations Act (“NLRA”), which is notsaue in this litigation. Given
the undeveloped nature of this argument, the Court need not go furtbgctatrSeeJohnson

11



D. Attorneys’ Fees in Preparingthe Reply

Plaintiffs also request théte Courtaward them attorneys’ fees “associated with
preparing [their] reply” because of the “frivolous objections” and “migsgnt[ations]” that
Defendantmakes in its opposition to Plaintiffs’ petitionSeePIs.’ Reply at 9 Courts look to the
underlying actiorto determine entitlement to fees incurred in pursuit of fées.Am. Fed’'n of
Govt. Emps., AHCIO, Local 3882 v. Fed. Labor Relations Au®94 F.2d 20, 22 (D.C. Cir.
1993) (No matterwhat the purpose of an attorngyée provision .. theavailabilty of ‘fees for
fees’is esential to carrying out Congresgoal in including the provision in the first place.”)
Because “beneficiaries must be assured that they will be able to cédlesto which they are
entitled, awarding “fees for fees” is appropriate if the litigantsevesttitied to fees in the
underlying actionSee Bd. of B of Hotel and Rest. Emps. Local 25 v. JPR,,|h86 F.3d 794,
808 (D.C. Cir. 1998)applyng this rule inthe context ofection 1132(g)(2))Courtsin this
District oftencredit time spent on subsequent fee litigation, including atydime spent on
drafting a reply brief.See, e.gNat’l Sec. Counselors v. CJAl0.11-442 2016 WL 3029942, at
*2n.2, *6 (D.D.C. May 25, 2014jollowing a remand from thB.C. Circuit,crediting hours
spent on reply briefingn fees disputebut reducing all fees by a reasonable percentage for other
reasons)Elec. Privacy Info. Ctr. v. U.S. Dep’t of Homeland $8&1 F. Supp. 2d 216, 240
(D.D.C. 2011) (granting fees fante “spent preparingnd defendinda] motion for attorney’s
fees” @mphasis addeld)The Court has already determined that Plaintiffs are entitled to fees in
their claim under section 1145 of ERISA. As such, the Court grantdiffdarequest for

attorreys’ fees associated with this redBut it is unclear to the Court why Plaintiffs did not also

953 F. Supp. 2d at 250 (“[p]erfunctory and undeveloped argumentse deemed waived
(internal quotation marks and citatiomsnitted).

12



seek fees for preparation of the petition as well. Accordingly,mitiio weeks of the docketing
of the contemporaneous order, Plaintiff is to submit evideapgorting the requested amount of

fees for the preparation of their reply and, if appropriate, the fegopdtself.

IV. CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiffs’ petition for attorndges and costs and additional
damages ISRANTED. An order onsistent with this Memorandum Opinion is sepdyaded

contemporaneously issued.

Dated: June 30, 2016 RUDOLPH CONTRERAS
United States District Judge
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