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Beforethe Courtis Magistrate Judge Leda Dunn Wettre’s (“*Judge Wettgeipplement to
Report and RecommendatiorS(fppgementalR&R”), dated September 20, 20ECF No. 266)
supplementing her Report and Recommendation (“R&R”), dated June 26, 2019. (ECF No. 252.)
The R&R recommended that Defendants City of Jersey City (“Jersey @ig’James Shea’s
(“Shea”) (collectivéy, “Defendants”) Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Costs be granted in part and
denied in part.The Court remanded the matter to Judge Wettre on August 7,t@@it8plify her
conclusions(ECF No. 264 at 3, andJudge Wettre submitted tiBipplemental R&R Plaintiff
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David Goldrich (“Plaintiff’) and Defendants filed their objecticarsdresponsesn October 7 and
21, 2019 respectively (ECF Nos. 26272.) For the reasons discussed below, Judge Wettre’s
recommendations aezlopted.

l. STANDARD OF REVIEW

The Federal Magistrates Act, 28 U.S.C. 8§ 631seq, “authorizeddistrict courts to refer
nondispositive and dispositive motions to magistrate jutigequal Emp’t OpportunityComm’n
v. City of Long Branch866 F.3d 93, 98 (3d Cir. 2017). Generallggistrate judges may hear
and decide non-dispositive matters, but must submit proposed findings of fact and
recommendations to the district judge regarding dispositive matte3se 28 U.S.C. §
636(b)(1)(A){B); Fed. R. Civ. P. 72(a). However, “a magistrate judge may also utilize a report
and recommendation to resolve ndispositive motions.”Mahanandigari v. Tata Consultancy
Servs,. No. 16-8746, 2018 WL 378122, at *3 (D.N.J. Jan. 11, 201 &ti@its omittedl

“Thestandard of review of a magistrate jutdgdetermination depends upon whether the
motion is dispositive or nedispositive” Id. Non-dispositive motions decided by a magistrate
judge may only be set aside by the district court if the “order is found tbelarly erroneous or
contrary to law.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 72(a); L. Civ. R. 72.1(c)(1¢onversely, dispositive motions
heard by magistrate judges are subjecti¢onovoreview by the district court.28 U.S.C. 8
636(b)(1)(C); Fed. R. Civ. P. 72(b); L. Civ. R. 72.1(c)(2). Upon review, the district court judge
“may accept, reject, or modify, in whole or in part, the findings or recommendations made by the
magistrate judge. The judge may also receive further evidence onmecthe matter to the
magistratgudge with instructions. 28 U.S.C. 8§ 636(b)(1)(C).

. DISCUSSION

The Court assumes the parties’ familiarity with the factual background awkgural
history in this matter The Courtwill only summarize those facts relevantthe adoption of the
Supplemental R&R.

On September 19, 201iBeCourt adopted Judd¥'ettre’s recommendatidiCF No. 175)
that Plaintiff pay Defendants “the expense of the forensic computer expert and reasonable
attorneys’ fees for Defendants’ Motion for Sanctions.” (ECF No. 18; see als&eCF No. 12.)
On March 8, 2019, Defendants filed a Motion for Attorneys’ Fees and Costs, requestirgyén aw
of “$114,857.20 as reimbursement for the fees and costs they expended solely becau$e Plainti
violated a Court Order and spoliated evidence.” (ECF No.12291.) On June 26, 2019, Jgd
Wettre recommendesh award of $51,528.45. (ECF No. 252 at 2.) Judge Wettre's Supplemental
R&R again recommends an award of $51,528.45, comprised of the following:

1) $17,793.45 for Computer Forensic Expert, James Cassidy, CCE;

2) $25,140.00 for legal work related to the briefing of the sanctions motion; and

3) $8,595.00 for legal work related to preparation for and participation in the evidentiary
hearing. (ECF No. 266 at 6.)



This awards appropriate ang@roperly limited in accordance withe Court’'s September
19, 2018 Order. (ECF Nos. 1:83.) The additional fees Defendants seekrarwithin the scope
of the September 19, 2018 Order, and are properly excluggebECF No. 266, at 4see also
ECF No. 27Q at 916.)

The Court declines ttheavily reducé the fees as Plaintiff requestéECF No. 269, at 10.)
As explained by Judge Wettre, the awarded fees are reasonable and supporteedoydhehe
scope of the award is no longer at issue and was previously addreseedbyrt, and Plaintiff
essentiallyreiterates arguments previously raised and rejectgee idat 67; see ale ECFNo.
264 at 3.)

Having consideredudge Wettre’s analysis atite parties’submissionsthe Courtfinds
Judge Wettre's award of $51,528.45 appropriate and reasonable.

11, CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth aboveidge Wettre’sSupplementaR&R is adopted. An
appropriate Order follows.

/s/ Susan D. Wigenton
SUSAN D. WIGENTON, U.S.D.J

Orig: Clerk
CC: Parties
Leda Dunn Wettre, U.S.M.J.



