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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
EASTERN DIVISION

JAMESDEGORSKI,
Plaintiff, CaséNo. 04-cv-3367
V.

Judge Robert M. Dow, Jr.
THOMAS WILSON, etal.,

N—r N N N ~—

Defendants.
MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER

Before the Court is Plaintiff James Degorski’s motion for attorneys’ fees pursuant to 42
U.S.C. 8§ 1988 [207]. For the reasons statedvbethe Court grants Plaintiffs motion and
awards Plaintiff's couns&177,570.00 in attorneys’ feés.
l. Background

Following a four-day jury trial, a jury emed a verdict in favor of Plaintiff James
Degorski and against Defendant Wilson, findingttBefendant Wilson had violated Plaintiff’s
constitutional rights when he useglcessive force against Plathtivhile Plaintiff was a pre-trial
detainee in the Cook County Department of Coivest The jury found in favor of Defendant
Koch on Plaintiff's failure to intervene claim. The jury awarded Plaintiff $225,000 in
compensatory damages and $226,000 in punitive damages. Following trial, Defendant Wilson
filed a motion pursuant to Rule 59(e), requestinat the Court amend the judgment and remit
the punitive damages award to $0. In grantingan and denying in paDefendant Wilson’s

motion, the Court concluded thatbstiantial evidence of malice,rgmus injuries, and an almost

! Plaintiff’s motion does not request, nor provide any support for, an award of costs, although Plaintiff
referenced approximately $9,500dasts in her initial demand letter.

2 Prior to trial, Plaintiff dismissed his statevlalaim of battery against Officer Wilson and against

Sheriff Dart pursuant toespondeat superior
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exact 1:1 ratio between punitive and compensatory damages in this case brought a significant
award of punitive damages within the boundseafsonableness. The Court further concluded
that Defendant Wilson’'s use of force waprehensible because the evidence supported the
jury’s obvious conclusion, as reflected in itsrdiet, that Wilson’s attons were completely
unprovoked and vicious. In this case, the jury clearly credited Plaintiff's version of the events—
namely, that he did nothing prito Wilson’s assault. It was simply Plaintiff's status as a high-
profile pre-trial detainee charged with a seriousier(initially processed dhe jail on the day of
the beating) that provoked Wilsonitotiate a violent confrontatiowith Plaintiff. Plaintiff was
severely beaten, lost consciousness, and sdffsexeral fractures to his face that required
surgery. Finally, the Court noted that thdd@ion of the $1,000.00 itheir award of punitive
damages reflected the jury’s “sound reasoningsetting the amount of those damages, taking
into account not only Plaintiff's physical injes, but Defendant Wilson’s offensive actions in
his role as an law enforcement officer. hatugh the Court was conatned by Seventh Circuit
case law that “$125,000 approaches the upper end of what was necessary to punish [the officer’s]
lone act of attacking a prisoner for no goods@n” and ultimately concluded that $226,000 in
punitive damages for a lone act was too much,Gburt only reduced the amount of punitive
damages to $150,000, as opposed to the $0 sty Defendant. Defendants did not
challenge the jury award of $225,000 in congaary damages against Defendant Wilson.

In April 2014, Plaintiff's counsel wrote to Defendantg€ounsel and disclosed her
estimated attorneys’ fees and soassociated with liteting this matter. Rintiff's counsel also
requested that defense counsel submit an accouwftiefense costs and fees so that the parties

could prepare a joint fee staterhg@uirsuant to Local Rule 54.laintiff offered to forego the



entire punitive damages award in exchangeldefendant Wilson foregoingis right to appeal
the judgment and agreeingdounsel’s fees and costs.

On May 1, 2014, the parties held a telephamooference in an attempt to resolve the
outstanding monetary issues. Tparties dispute the exact offemsade, but it appears from a
disagreeable e-mail exchange between Ms. é&onjand Assistant States Attorney Michael
Gallagher on May 2, 2014, that the best offer fronfeDdants was to (1) allow Plaintiff to retain
between $25,000 of his compensatory damagesdchand (2) agree thate IDOC would not
seek a court-ordered lien fdris cost of incarceration ev $10,000. Despite Defendants’
representation that there was dfeto reasonably settle attorneyses, the attached e-mails (to
which Defendants cite as support) mlat reference an offdo settle attorneys’ fees. Plaintiff's
counsel declined Defendants’ offer and reiters@aintiff's own best fier that if Defendant
Wilson agreed to forego his appeal rights andcthunty agreed to pay Plaintiff's counsel’s fees
and costs, Plaintiff would forfeit the entire ptive damages award. Plaintiff acknowledged that
numerous parties may stake claim to the remainfi®laintiff’'s award ofdamages but Plaintiff
could not agree to voluntarily forfeit nearly tlemtire award to the families of the victims,
particularly since Plaintiff comiues to pursue his appellate remedies. Both parties declined to
continue negotiations. As of éhfiling of Plaintiff's motion for attorney fees, there is no
evidence that Defendants engaged in any dismussgith Plaintiff's counsel regarding fees and
costs and it appears thantil the filing of their response bfjeefused to tender any information

about their own fees and costs.



Il. Analysis

A. General standards

In order to entice competernta@neys to prosecute civil righcases, Congress enacted 42
U.S.C. 8§ 1988, pursuant to which a “prevailingtpain a Section 1983 action is entitled to
“reasonable” attorneys’ fees. Sdensley v. Eckerhard61 U.S. 424, 429 (1983). A civil rights
plaintiff is considered to be a “prevailing party” if he or she succeeds on “any significant issue in
the litigation.” Texas State Teachers Ass'nGarland Indep. Sch. Dis#489 U.S. 782, 791-92
(1989). As a result of the substantial jury verdn this case, therean be no dispute that
Plaintiff must be deemed a “prevailing partwho is entitled to an award of “reasonable”
attorneys’ fees.

In deciding the specific amount that is r@a&ble in the circustances, the Supreme
Court has directed district courts to consideadstarting point” (or “lodestar”) the number of
hours expended in the litigation multgd by a reasonable hourly ratédensley 461 U.S. at
433. The Court has stressed that the “most crifieabr” in determininghe reasonableness of a
fee award is “the degree of succedsained” by the prevailing partyld. at 436. Courts
frequently attempt to measure success by viewuhinge factors: (i) the difference between the
actual judgment and the recovery sought, (i® fignificance of the legal issues on which the
plaintiff prevailed, and (i) the public interest at stakin the litigation. Seeg.g, Connolly v.
Nat'| Sch. Bus. Serv., Incl77 F.3d 593, 597 (7th Cir. 1999).

The Supreme Court expressly has stated \lnegn litigation of a § 1983 case leads to
“excellent results” for the prevailing party, the plaintiff's attorney “should recover a fully
compensatory fee.'Hensley 461 U.S. at 435. As the Courtrtiuer explained, “[nJormally this

will encompass all hours reasonably expended enlitiyation, and indeed in some cases of



exceptional success an enhanced award may be justified.Both the Supreme Court and the
Seventh Circuit have stressed that a fee dwahould not be reduced simply because the
plaintiff failed to prevail on everyantention raised in the lawsuit.Hensley 461 U.S. at 435;
see alsdunning v. Simmons Airlines, In6G2 F.3d 863, 873 (7th Cir. 1995). As the court of
appeals summarizedHénsleymakes clear that when claims arterrelated, as is often the case
in civil rights litigation,time spent pursuant to an unsucceissfaim may be compensable if it
also contributed to the success of other claindaffee v. Redmond42 F.3d 409, 413 (7th Cir.
1998).

Here, Plaintiff's claims hadheir genesis in a relatively brief interaction between
Defendant Officers and Ptdiff. That interaction spawned tgears of litigation. The jury then
awarded Plaintiff almost half @& million dollars on his excessive force claim, although it denied
relief on Plaintiff's failure to intervene claimgainst Defendant Koch. Based on the evidence
presented at trial, this case is an exemplar ot#ses in which “the plaintiff's claims of relief
** * involve a common core of facts or [are] based on related legal thé@iesh that “much of
counsel’s time will be devoted generally to thigation as a whole, making it difficult to divide
the hours expended on a claim-by-claim basldstrak v. Fairman851 F.2d 983, 988 (7th Cir.
1988). In such cases, “the districourt should focsi on the significance dhe overall relief
obtained by the plaintiff.”ld.; see als®ryant v. City of Chicaga200 F.3d 1092, 1101 (7th Cir.
2000) (explaining that the court should focus dme“significance of theverall relief obtained
by the plaintiff in relation to the hours reasonabkpended on the litigation”). Thus, due to the
substantial compensatory and punitive damagesdicts against Defendant Wilson, the Court

declines to divide the houexpended on a claim-by-claim bagind instead will focus on the



significance of the overall relief obtained by Plaintiff, which included a $225,000 compensatory
damages award, for which Wilson’s former emplogees a statutory duty to indemnify.

Plaintiff obtained an exceptional result in thigyation in no small part due to the risk
taken, as well as the efforts and skill deployed, by the attorneys working on this case. Section
1983 cases comprise a specialized federaltipeaarea, one requiring knowledge of complex
constitutional issues, creative and aggressiveaabyo and superior trial pctice abilities. There
are a limited number of firms able or wiljnto commit the massive time and advance the
necessary resources requitedake on such cases competently, much less win them.

The fact that Defendants were unwillinggot any meaningful settlement money on the
table prior to trial (and eveafter a judgment was entered agsithem) only underscores the
uphill nature of the battle here. Notwithstanding the very real possibility of recovering nothing
had the jury found Defendant Wilson's testimy more compelling than Plaintiffs own
testimony, Plaintiff’'s counsel procded to litigate the @ aggressively, ingéing considerable
time and money. In the process, Plaintiff wasvided with very capable representation by
attorneys Bonjean and Smith.

Recognizing the importance of vindiaadi constitutional rights through the § 1983
vehicle created by Congress, it is mousual for district courts toamt, and courts of appeals to
affirm, attorneys’ fees that exceed (even saigally) the amount of the judgment when doing
S0 is reasonable in the circumstances. &geRobinson v. City of Harvey89 F.3d 864, 872
(7th Cir. 2007) (affirmingb507,000 fee award on $275,000 verdi€t)f Racing Products, Inc. v.
American Suzuki Motor Corp223 F.3d 585, 592 (7th Cir0Q0) (affirming $391,000 fee award
on $137,000 verdict). But here, the total feesight by Plaintiff's counsel are less than

$200,000 (generated since Plaintiff's current counsel entered their appearances on May 22,



2012.} That is less thahalf of the $451,000 jury verdict receiy by Plaintiff(and still only a
little more than half of theemitted total damages amount®§75,000). The fact that Plaintiff
was awarded substantially more than counseddgsiesting weighs heavilp favor of approving
the full lodestar amount.

Turning first to the three factorstderth by the Seventh Circuit i@onnolly, 177 F.3d at
597, “the difference between trectual judgment and the @eery sought” indicates that
Plaintiff achieved an outstanding degree of sucoessis litigation. Citically, as noted above,
Defendants were unwilling from ¢hstart to engage in any maagful settlement discussions,
despite the fact that the Coolohty Sheriff's Department termated Wilson after the incident
underlying this lawsuit, and the State broughtminal charges against Wilson—both strong
indications that Plaintiff's civil rights claimsvere meritorious. Tén best and final offer
conveyed to Plaintiff by counsér Defendant Wilson prior to trial was $5,000.00. At the final
pretrial conference, the Court one last timeamaged Defendants to consider settlement
discussions but Defendants reéd to entertain the suggestion in any meaningful way.

Turning to the second and third factors, kbgal issues on which &htiff prevailed and
the public interests at stake in this litigation be#re significant; in the Supreme Court’s words,
“the damages a plaintiff recovers contribute significantly to the deterrence of civil rights
violations in the future,” angbarticularly “in the area oindividual police misconduct, where
injunctive relief is generally unavailableCity of Riverside v. River&77 U.S. 561, 575 (1986).
There is no doubt that this casestaghly undesirable. Plaintiff veaforced to represent himself

through much of this litigation because fevioateys were willing to take on his unpopular

®  Bonjean and Smith represent that they haveraotaied just under 400 hours of work on this case.

That number of hours does not take into accountatt@neys’ fees and costs accumulated by prior
counsel, who died during the course of this litigatimnyhich Plaintiff may be entitled. In this regard,
Defendants likely are receiving a windfall thagyhdo not appear to recognize or acknowledge.
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cause, evincing the collective viemamong the plaintiffs’ bar thdhe case was a difficult one on
which to prevail. Indeed, Plaintiff's firsittorney withdrew from the case on December 15,
2009—likely not coincidence following Plaintiffsonviction of seven counts of first degree
murder. Plaintiff then made thorough yet urmssful efforts to find replacement counsel as
evidenced by a letter written to the Court bgitiff on July 20, 2010. Platiiff was finally able

to secure counsel, Barbardirfite, who filed an appearanan March 19, 2011. However, Ms.
Clinite passed away roughly eigmionths later. Jennifer Bonjaa practicing linois attorney
with a principal office in Brooklyn, New Yorkand Christopher Smith, a Chicago civil rights
attorney, agreed to represent Plaintiff on M&y 2012. In filing their appearances, Plaintiff's
counsel took on a case after thdient had been convicted ofiheus and notorious crimes. At
the time that they agreed to repent Plaintiff, Plaintiff's counsdikely understood that any jury
would learn that Plaintiff had beeonvicted of multiple murders.

After consideration of the pement factors, the Court finds that Plaintiff achieved an
outstanding degree of success a#tdour-day trial. Becausedhury’s verdict (even following
the Court’s remittitur) constitutes an excellent result for Plaintiff (as well as an appropriate, well-
reasoned result by the jurghe Court concludes that Plaintdfattorneys shouldecover a “fully
compensatory fee.’Hensley 461 U.S. at 435. The Court belgsvthat 100% of the fees sought
is warranted because Plaintiff's counsel tookawery difficult case, Defendants refused to
meaningfully negotiate prior to or even after trial, and, most importantly, the evidence submitted
at trial overwhelming supported the jurgenclusions as tlability. SeeSottoriva v. Claps617
F.3d 971, 975 (7th Cir. 2010) (noting that “the didtdourt is entitled t@onsiderable discretion

in arriving at an award that deems reasonable,” but that “the district court must justify its



decision. This explanation may be ‘concise,’” fumust still be an explanation—that is, a
rendering of reasons in supportaojudgment—rather than a maeenclusory statement.”).

B. Cook County’s Responsility for Attorneys’ Fees

Defendants have objected to the impositiorany attorneys’ fee award against Sheriff
Dart and Cook County. In support of their pios, Defendants note that the indemnification
obligation imposed on the Sheriff and CoGkunty pursuant to 745 ILCS 10/9-102 does not
extend to attorneys’ fees, citingang v. City of Chicagal95 Ill. 2d 96 (2001). See also 745
ILCS 10/9-102 (stating that “[a] local public entity empowered and directed to pay any tort
judgment or settlement for compensatory damdéged may pay any assated attorney's fees
and costs) for which it or an employee while agtwithin the scope of his employment is liable
in the manner provided in this Article”). c8ording to Defendants, under lllinois law, Cook
County isauthorizedin its discretion to pay attorneys’ fees and costs, but isegpitiredto do
So.

Yangindeed states that“tort judgment” as contemplatdyy the Tort Immunity Act does
not encompass attorneys’ fees against murlitigs within its definition of compensatory
damages.Yang 195 Ill. 2d 96. The Seventh Circuit likese recently concluded that 745 ILCS
10/9-102 (governing a public entity’s payment ¢tbeney fees and costs) was permissive, not
mandatory. Se®Vinston v. O’Brien--- F.3d ---, 2014 WL 5786953, at *4-5 (7th Cir. Nov. 7,
2014) (“In sum, the plain languagé § 9—102 gives the City disd¢ien in deciding to indemnify
attorney’s fees associated with an award ohgensatory damages”). Plaintiff reasonably does
not dispute this reading; irstd, Plaintiff contends that éhCounty’s collective bargaining
agreement with its employees explicitly statest tih “shall be responsible for, hold officers

harmless and pay for damages or moneys whichbeaadjudged, assessed, or otherwise levied



against any officer covered by this agreemessSuming the officer was acting within his scope
of employment and cooperatestivthe County in defense of asyit. Thus, Plaitiff contends
that the CBA requires Cook County and Shelb#irt to indemnify Defendant Wilson for any
attorneys’ fees levied against him.

That may well be the case—indeed, it sedike Cook County, which is on the hook for
compensatory damages, also should be enhthok for attorneys’ feeshould compensatory
damages be levied against one of its empldyebst that is a question for another day and most
likely another court. Sewinston --- F.3d ---, 2014 WL 5786953 &5 (holding that “the CBA
with the police union does not convert 8 9-102 iatmandate to pay fees”). It is not entirely
clear whether the parties believe this Court dodécide this matter. At a recent status
conference, the parties seemedbin agreement that this issue was outside the scope of the
issues presently before the Court, and no gaay provided this Couwtith authority showing
that it would have jurisdiction toesolve the issue if it weregjgarely presented. The § 1983 suit
is the suit before this Courind it has gone to judgmentAny dispute between Defendant
Wilson and Cook County as to whet the attorneysfees awarded against Defendant Wilson
are covered by another aspect of those pantedationship, to the extent it cannot be settled
between the parties, appears to be an issueljdradion under the termsf the CBA or for suit
in state court. The only issue hésdhe amount of the fee award timappropriate inthis case.

C. Hours Reasonably Expended

The remaining question is what hours were “osably expended” in this case? In their
response brief, Defendants raise a number of gealjections to Plaintiff’'s hours and rate. In

essence, Plaintiff contends tHaefendants waived these objeatoby failing to provide their

4 |f that were not the case, the incentive fomylars to take on these kinds of cases would decrease
significantly.
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specific objections prior to thding of Plaintiff's motion as required by Local Rule 54.3. Local
Rule 54.3(d) contemplates that parties will sta@rtbbjections with clant and particularity to
facilitate resolution of fee disputes, wherassible, without cotrintervention. Seeg.g, Ohio-
Sealy Mattress Mfg. Co. v. Sealy, Int76 F.2d 646, 664 (7th Cir. 1985) (noting that the party
opposing a fee petition must “state objections wginticularity and claty”). On April 2, 2014,
Plaintiff tendered to defense counsel a lettetirgeforth counsel’s billing rates, an estimate of
the hours expended, arguments in support offékepetition, and othesupporting materials.
The local rule provides the opposing party wath days to respond, which, in this case, would
have been before the end of April. Rather than respond with a simple estimate of defense
counsel’'s hours and rates, felese counsel (who had filedp@earances in this matter and
represented Defendants through taatl post-trial motions) claimedahthey had no authority to
negotiate attorneys’ fees and costs, refusedtimat® their hours spent on the case, and ignored
Plaintiff's counsel's express regst that the parties swap infation pursuant to local rules.
Plaintiff's counsel later leaed that Michael Gallaghes, Cook County State’s Attorney
who had not filed an appearance in the casel decision-making authority with respect to
negotiating an agreement on fees and costs. rifeless, there is no iradition on the record of
a timely response from Defendants that includedstiimate of defense counsel’s hours; the first
communication as to those hours that the Court has seen occurs in the written response to
Plaintiff's motion that was filed in late Septembeks detailed abovanonths earlier (in May)
the parties engaged in brief, ussessful settlement discussiom3efendants have not pointed to
any written submissions contemporaneous Whthse discussions confirming that they gave

Plaintiff any estimates of their hours or billi rates or any documentation demonstrating that
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they made a reasonable offer to Plaintiff to selttefee dispute. Plaintiff then filed the instant
petition.

Local Rule 54.3 sets forth a process thatemvdone properly, aidseéhCourt in the fair
disposition of petitions for attorneys’ fees.ltough Plaintiff's initial léter to Defendants was
in the vein of an estimate, it was fairlytdiéed and included both an estimate of hours and a
notice of her billing rates, as well as reasomhy counsel believed her estimates to be
reasonable. It also includedspecific request that Defendant[k]indly provide Plaintiff's
counsel with an accounting of all of Defendants’ attorneys fees and cost.” Defendants then
refused to engage in the process by refusingrtoduer an estimate of their hours and rates or a
written response to her statement of reasonss rEisponse precludedeaningful resolution of
the issues, despite representations to the Courthbgiarties were working toward settlement of
these issues. In view of Defendants’ lackimfely compliance with the Local Rule’s directives,
the Court concludes that Defendaritave waived their specific objections to Plaintiff's fee
entries.

In any event, the Court has reviewed Pl#iathours and billing rateand finds both to be
reasonable given counsel’s two-and-a-half-year reptation of Plaintiff, culminating in a four-
day trial at which Plaintiff ba the burden of proof and post-trial motions. Attorney Bonjean
reports a total of 289.6 hours while Smith repaA$ hours. Together, Bonjean and Smith spent
a total of 394.6 hours of work. This is approabtely 25 hours less than Plaintiff's original
estimate. The billing records reflect work necessarhe preparation of faur-day jury trial as

well as hours reasonably expectedbe expended during a triallhese totals also account for
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counsel’s post-trial efforts, in which theychto respond to Defendant Wilson’s post-trial motion
as well as issues pertaining to the fee dispute.

Plaintiff's two lawyers seek to be compated at a rate of $495 per hour. Attorney
Jennifer Bonjean has 15 years of legal expedeand Attorney Christopher Smith has 24 years
of legal experience. Bonjedounded her law firm in 2007, speadizing in civil rights and
criminal defense litigation. She handles civil tghtigation in the United States District Court
for the Northern District of Illinois, the Sdwrn and Eastern Districts of New York, and the
District of New Jersey. Bonjean has extendwal and appellate practice experience in the
federal and state courts of Nevork, New Jersey, and lllinois. Similarly, Christopher Smith
has 24 years of experience, much of it relevarth&issues presented in this case. Attorney
Smith recently filed a supplemental affidavit icdiing that earlier this year a court approved
without objection a $450 hourly rate for Mr. Smith’s work in § 1983 litigation.

The Court’s review of the case law in thistdct suggests that rates at or above $450 per
hour sit at the upper end of the spectrum for § 1983 agasbe sure, there are a few cases
approving fees above that level. Segy., Fox ex rel. Fox v. Barne2013 WL 4401802, at *4
(N.D. 1ll. Aug. 15, 2013) (apmving rates of $495 and $505 fexperienced civil rights

litigators). The Court finds #t the $450 hourly rate approvedlea this year for Attorney

® In their response brief, Defendants report that counsel representing Defendants Koch and Dart
accumulated 368.1 hours on this case, while seluior Defendant Wilson totaled 171.6 hours.

®  Plaintiff urged the Court to rely on the Laffeatrix in assessing the reasonableness of the requested

rates. The Laffey matrix is a table of hourly ratesparred by the United States Attorney’s Office in the
District of Columbia for attorneyin the Washington, D.C. area.el'Beventh Circuit has not explicitly
endorsed the use of the Laffey matrix, and in fact has questioned its applicati®icksgev. Sheridan
Health Care Ctr, 664 F.3d 632, 649-50 (7th Cir. 2011)), loourts in this district have accepted it as
evidence of a reasonable hourly rate. Badnott v. City of Chicagd010 WL 1499473, at *7 (N.D. Ill.
Apr.12, 2010) (Schenkier, M.J.) (citing cases and kmhicg “that the Laffey Matrix is ‘satisfactory
evidence’ of the prevailing rate, fmat the burden shifts to opposing counsel to show why a lower rate is
essential”). In this case, the Court has looked to caaypcivil rights cases in this circuit rather than
relying on the Laffey matrix.
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Smith is appropriate for both of Plaintiff's expanced counsel in this case. Attorney Smith has
almost a decade more experience than AttoBmyean, but rates forwasers in New York and
New Jersey are, on averagegher than rates for lawyers @hicago, so no differential between
the two is warranted. EhCourt further finds that the reqted hourly fees are appropriate to
compensate Plaintiff's lawyers for their very capable representation and the excellent result that
they obtained for their cliem this challenging case.

T—

In sum, because Plaintiff won a substantialdiet in this civil rights action, Plaintiff
clearly qualifies as a prevailing party entitledattorneys’ fees under 8 1988. In consideration
of the applicable factors, the Court concludleat Plaintiff obtained an excellent result and
should recover “a fully compensatory fee.” Imet words, for the reasons set forth above, the
Court concludes that Plaintiff is entitled 100% of the traditional lodestar—reasonable hours
multiplied by counsel’s reasonable hourly rat€snally, as explained in detail above, the Court
finds that Defendants have waived the specifieclipns to Plaintiff's entries in view of their
failure to comply with the spirit and letter of tal Rule 54.3 as they itieer provided estimates
of their hours and rates on a timely basis n@aged in meaningful disssion about Plaintiff's
request for attorneys’ fees.

lll.  Conclusion
For these reasons, the Court grants Pféimtpetition for attorneys’ fees [207] and

awards Plaintiff $177,570.00 (394.6 hoursnafrk multiplied by $450.00/hour) in fees.

W

RobertM. Dow, Jr.
UnitedStateDistrict Judge

Dated: November 26, 2014
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