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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF PUERTO RICO
LUZ M. GONZALEZ-NIEVES,
Plaintiff, Civil No. 3:13ev-01132(JAF)
V.
MUNICIPALITY OF AGUADILLA, et al.,
Defendant.

ORDER

This matter is before the cduon Plaintiff Luz M. GonzalezNieves’ Petition for
Attorney’s Fees and Litigation Expenses. (ECF No. 170). Defendants oppespetition
stating that the request is excessive, generic, and unsubstantiatedNQECPR). Plaintiff
then replied in support of her request. (ECF No. 182). Having reviewed the parties’ briefs,
accompanying documentatioand the relevant case law, the court GRANTS Plaintiff’s
petition as set forth below.

Before we get to the merits of Plaintiff’'s request, however, the court is cothpelle
highlight the enormous task that counsel created by virtue of the manner in which entries
were presented for reviewhough Plaintiff provided the court with the billing sheets for all
five attorneys and one paralegal, she did not proaidempilation of the entries that would
ease the court’s burden to review those entioesreasonableness. efendants’ general
sweeping objectioand failure to citeany specific objectionkkewise did not help the court
to review the billing sheets foeasonablenessThe parties essentially threw the documents
at the court and lefisto sort through over four years of recomsnprised ofix different

persons’ entriego not only review for sufficient descriptions, excessive billing, unnecessary
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Civil No. 3:13¢v-01132 (JAF) -2-

work, and overlapping or duplicative entries. In order to determine whether Plaintiff's
request was reasonable, the parties forcedcthet to spend countless houremparing
entries acrosso fewer than five billing sheets. In the future, the parties should tade m
care in ensuring that they provide the court with not just the factual support, but alsr a bet
means by which to view those faatsa useifriendly format For example, here, in order to
effectively review each and every entry, the court had tatera spreadsheet whereby it
could compare the entries for duplicity, determine sufficiency of theigéens, and make a
final determination as to whether the attorneys had mat lthedlen. Given that there were
five attorneys and one paralegal workmgthis matter, we believe that Plaintiff could have,
and should havencludeda usetfriendly format forthe court to revievher attorneys’ entries
for reasonableness.
Introduction

Plaintiff Luz M. GonzaledNieves (“Gonzalez) brought this action agairer
employer alleging discrimination and retaliation in violation of tAeericans with
Disabilities Act (“ADA”), 42 U.S.C. 81210%t sej., and state law claims for violations of 1
L.P.R.A 8501et seq.(the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico’s Prohibition of Discrimination
Against Impaired Persons Acihd 29 L.P.R.A. 8194a. The matter proceeded to trial in

March2015. On March 20, 2015, a jury returned a verdict in favor of Plaintiff on all glaims

and awardd $3,000,000 in compensatory damages, which was then doubled under Puerto

Rico law. The court remitted the amounts to $600,000, and Plaintifptaccéhe remitted
award. We entered judgment on July 21, 2015. Defendantsotlidppeal the Amended
Judgnent. Plaintiff now moves pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1988 and 42 U.S.C. 812205 for her

attorneys’ feesn the amount of $169,072 and costs in the amount of $11,619.69.
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L aw and Analysis

Under the ADA, a court, “in its discretion, may allow the prevailpagly ... a
reasonable attorney’s fee, including litigation expenses, and costs.” 42 U.S.C. §TIk#@5.
is no dispute that Plaintiff is the prevailing party and entitled to attorneys’afesosts.
There is no dispute over the reasonableness of the hoatdy charged. “Fees are
presumptively reasonable where the requesting party has multipliedoaabge hourly rate
by the number of hours reasonably spent on litigati®&eéGay Officers Action League V.
Puerto Ricg 247 F.3d 288, 293 (1st Cir. 200Ljting Hensleyv Eckerhart 461 U.S.424,

433 (1983).

To determine reasonable attorneys’ fees, we begin by atilglthe lodestar, the
number of hours reasonably worked multiplied by fair hourly r&es. Hutchinson ex rel.
Julien v. Patrick636 F.3dL, 13 (1st Cir. 2011). The court should “calculate the time counsel
spent on the case, subtract duplicative, unproductive, or excessive hours, and ... apply
prevailing rates in the community (taking into account the qualifinafi experience, and
speciaized competence of the attorneys involvedid: (internal brackets omitted) (citation
omitted). The lodestar figure can then be adjusted based on the individual fdctioes o
particular case, such as “the results obtained and theatichéabor actuallyequired for the
efficacious handling of the mattérTorresRivera v. O’NeilCance] 524 F.3d 331, 336 (1st
Cir. 2008) ¢€iting Hensley 461 U.S.at430 n.3, 434 n.9).

Here, Plaintiff submitted documentatiomcluding receipts, billing records, and
declarationsfrom the attorneys working on this matter indicating each of their level of
experience, skilland reputation. Plaintiff seeks fees of $100 per hour for the work

paeformed by Attorney Juan Niew&sonzalez (“NievesGonzalez or “JNG”) upon his
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admittance to the bar for the United States District Court foDtkgict of Puerto Rico, and

$65 per hour for his work performed prior to his admission to the bar of this court. We find
that $65.00 per hour for AttornefievesGonzales work prior to his admission as an
attorney in the U.S. District Court for the District of Puerto Rico is reasan&geFortés

Cortés v. DOE 121900 (GAG), ECF No. 135 at 1. Additionally, Attornéieves
Gonzales feerequest for $100 per hour is the same hourly rate previously requested by him
and determined reasonable by this coBdeColonVazquez v. DOE141644 (JAF), ECF

Nos. 134 and 153. The court finds reasonable the hourly rates charged by Attorney Juan
NievesGonzalezof $100 per hour for the work performed upon his admittance to thef bar

this court and $65 per hour for his work performed prior to his admission to the bar.

Plaintiff requests fees for the work performed by AttornegnJRafael Gonzalez
Mufoz (“ GonzalezMuioZ’ or “JRGM”) at the rates of $280 per hour for his appearances in
court (38.3 hours) and $250 per hour foralt-of-courtwork (357 hours). Upon review of
the accompaying declaration (ECF No. 1786), given AttorneyGonzalezMufioZs skill
and experience, the court finds these hourly rates to be reasofSaeso Colon-Vazquez
v. DOE 14-1644 (JAF), ECF Nos. 134 and 153.

Plaintiff requests fees for the wodone by Attorney Manuel Porizcarra(“Porro-
Vizcarra” or “MPV”) at therates of $280 per hour during trial and settlement and $250 per
hour for all other work. Upon review of the accompanying declaration (ECF No-40)0

the court finds these hourly rates to be reasonable given AttBoregVizcarrds skill and

! Plaintiff's motion reflects the hourly rates requested as BOus at $285.00 and 157.95 hours
at $250.00 for Attorney Manuel Porkbzcarra. SeeECF No. 170 at 12).However, a review of the
accompanying billing sheets shows that the hourly rates charged were 33.60 fabansdisettlement) at
$280.00per hourand 157.95 hours at $250.p6r hour. (ECF No. 1789 at 18). The court will use the
hours and ratesupported bythe billing sheets submitted by Attorney Manuel P&izzarra.
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experiene. Additionally, the court finds that Attorney Myrmarie Labgekiegds hourly
rate of $150 is a reasonable hourly rate given her experience and level @@GkilNo. 170
41).

Finally, Plaintiff requests paragal fees of $40 per hour for twerggvenhours of
work peformed by Paralegal Javier Crédponte. (ECF No. 170 at 13). Plaintiff supported
this request with a declaration from Mrru2z-Aponte. (ECF No. 10-38). Upon review of
Mr. CruzAponte’s qualifications, we find that the requested rateb4® per hour is a
reasonable rate for his services.

Plaintiffs have met the burden to show the reasonableness of the hourly rate

We turn next to the reasonable time expended by Plaintiffs attorneys.
Reasonableness “is largely a matter of informedgioent.” Id. When determining the
reasonable amount of hours, we may disallow hours that are “excessive, redundant, or
otherwise unnecessary[,]” or time entries that are “ingefitly documented.Hensley 461
U.S. at 43334. Additionally, we must looktavhether the time records have been kept in
satisfactory detailto permit a court to answer questions about excessiveness, redundancy,
and the like. TorresRiverg 524 F.3d at 336In support of the request, Plaintiff attached the
attorneys’ invoices based on their contemporaneous time records, detailed swanatidasl
from each attorney and the paralegal, and receipts for expexlag=drto the underlying
litigation. (ECF Ne. 179-1 — 179-41).

Defendants generally object to Plaintiff's petitistating, without particularities, that
the request is “excessive, generic and unsubstantiated[.]” (ECF No. 179 at 1). Disfenda
argue that “in many instances, some lawyers billed forsdmae tasks’lawyers filled for

“clerical and messenger related matters”, and “sevértleoentries... are generic, and fail
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to specify the specific task that the lawyerwas performing at that time.” (ECF No. 179 at
5-6). In conclusion, Defendants request a “considerable reduction” of the attorresysiid
paralegal fees “in order to account for the lack of spmtifin the invoices with regards to
various tasks.” (ECF No. 179 at 6-7).

“[A] court should not hesitate discount hours if it sees signs that a prevailing party
has overstaffed a casdsay Officers Action League v. Puerto Ri@d7 F.3d 288, 297 (1st
Cir. 2001) ¢iting Hart v. Bourque 798 F.2d 519, 523 (1st Cit986)). On the other hand,
“[g]liven the complexity of modern litigation, the deployment of multiple attorneys is
sometimes an eminently reasonable tactic. Consequémélymere fact that more than one
lawyer toils on the same general task does not necessardifitatnexcessive staffirigld.
(citing RodriguezHernandez v. Miranda/elez 132 F.3d 848, 860 (1st Cirl1998)).
“Effective preparation and presentation of a case often involveriteokicollaboration that
only occurs when several attorneys are working on a single "isdde. However, where
multiple attorneysre involved, “the level of scrutiny should increase in direct proportion to
the number of lawyers employedd.

It is well settled in the First Circuit that “clerical or secretarial tasks ought na to b
billed at lavyers’ rates, even if a lawyer performs themifsett 975 F.2d at 940. The time
spent by an attorney performing clerical tasks should drepensated at a rate that is
commensurate with the nature and complexity of the wieek.id

Plaintiff requests &brneys’ fees for four attorney/and one paralegal who worked on
the matter over the course of vanda-half years. The court hgminstakinglyreviewed

each of the included time records and sworn declarations and finds that the follotsieg) en

2 A fifth attorney also worked on the case, but Plaintiff does not requesfiieany of his hours.
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totaling 29.2 hours,are duplicative, unproductive, vague, excessive, or otherwise

unnecessary

Date

Hours
Deducted

Explanation

3/27/2013

i

JRGM and MPV both billed .1 to review defendant’s motion
extension of time to file answer (ECF No. 10).

4/4/2013 &
4/5/2013

i

JRGM and MPV both billed .1 to review the order grani
defendant’s motion for extension of time to file answer (ECF
11).

4/9/2013

JRGM and MPYV both billed .1 to review the notice of appeari
by DOJ counsel (ECF No. 14).

4/18/2013

JRGM and MPV both billed .2 to review the motion to cla
(ECF No 15).

4/19/2013

JRGM billed .8 to review answer to complaint. MPV has t
entries for reviewing answers to the complaint, one on 4/19/

No.

2013

for .4 hours and one on 4/23/2013 for .5 hours. No further reason is

given to distinguish the two entries.

4/23/2013

JRGM bhilled .2 to review the motion to quash service and exl
(ECF No. 17) and MPV billed .3 to review the same. MPV bi
an additional .1 to review thelectronic notice of the motion f{
quash service.

4/30/2013

JRGM and MPV both billed .1 to review minutes of proceed
(ECF No. 21).

5/2/2013

JRGM and MPYV both billed .1 to review the notice of appeari
of Angel Ramos Cardona (ECF No. 22).

5/3/2013

JNG and MPV both billed 2 hours to meet regarding
production of Rule 26 documents. The court believes i
reasonable for two attorneys to confer regarding the Rul
disclosures in this case.

5/3/2013

JNG and MPV both billed .2 hoursrfa telephone conference wi
Luz Gonzalez. The billing record does not adequately demon
that two attorneys were necessary for this conference.

5/9/2013 &
5/10/2013

On 5/10/2013 JNG billed .3 for review and further drafting
filing of opposition to motion for judgment on the pleadings.
5/9/2013 JRGM billed .2 for reviewing the draft of the opposi
to motion for judgment on the pleadings. The court believes
review by JRGM to be reasonable. On 5/10/2013 MPV also [
for reviewing the response in opposition for motion for judgn
on the pleadings. It is unclear whether the second review adg
the document by the review occurring prior to the filirg,
whether this review is merely MPV’s review of the motioreaits

led

strate

On
[ion

5 th
illed
ent
led to

filing. Accordingly, the court deducts .2 from the fee reql
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because the entry is unnecessarily duplicative and, even if no
vague in its description.

5/13/2013

JRGM and MK both billed .2 to review the motion to stril
plaintiff's opposition (ECF No. 25).

5/16/2013

JRGM billed .3 to review the motion for leave to file a reply
plaintiff’'s opposition to motion for judgment on the pleadir

(ECF No. 26) and MPV billed .1 to review the same. ECF Na.

26

is a 7 page document. We believe that .3 is a reasonablenamo

billed for its review.

5/22/2013

On 5/22/2013 JRGM billed 1.4 to draft and file the oppositio
motion to strike (ECF No. 27). MPV likewise billed 1 rieview
and analyze the motion to strike and prepare an opposition.

then also billed another .2 for again reviewing the oppositio

MPV
n to

motion to strike. . It is unclear whether the second review added to

the document by the review occurring prior tce thling, or
whether this review is merely MPV’s review of the motioreaits
filing. Accordingly, the court deducts .2 from the fee reql

because the entry is unnecessarily duplicative and, even if not, it is

vague in its description.

5/28/2013
&
5/29/2013

On 5/28/2013JRGM billed .2 for reviewing the order resoly
ECF Nos. 15, 17, and 24 (ECF No. 28). On 5/29/2013, MPV
billed .1 for reviewing same.

also

6/3/2013

Both JRGM and MPV billed .1 for reviewing the summons
Carlos Mendez Matrtinez

8/9/2013

Both JRGM and MPV billed .1 for review of the motion
withdraw as attorney of record (ECF No. 31).

8/12/2013

JRGM billed 6.2 hours for a round trip to Aguadilla to take
deposition of Nanette Guevara. JNG also logged 3.1 hourn
attending the deposition of Nannett Guevara, but Plaintiff doe
seek the fees for these 3.1 hours.

s for
S not

8/13/2013

Both JRGM andMPV billed .1 for review of the notice (¢
appearance by Attorney Jorge M. Marquez San Matrtin.

8/19/2013
&
8/21/2013

On 8/19/2013 MPV billed .1 for review of the request
production of documents. On 8/21/2013 JRGM billed .3 for re
of same.

iew

9/18/2013

7.1

JRGM billed 7.1 for a round trip travel to Aguadilla to apped
Luz M. Gonzalez's deposition. ML billed 10 for travel

Aguadilla and attendance at the depositions of Luz M. Gon:
and Alfonso Molina. It is unclear to the court why tatborneys
were required to defend the deposition of Luz M. Gonzg
Accordingly, we deduct 7.1 hours as a duplicative fee request.

ralez

11/18/2013

Both JRGM and MPV billed .1 for review of the minutes (E
No. 31).

11/27/2013

Both JRGM and MPYV billed .1 for review of the motion reques
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an extension of time to file a dispositive motion (ECF No. 35).

12/2/2013

Both JRGM and MPYV billed .1 for review of the motion for le¢
to file Spanish language documents (ECF No. 39).

12/10/2013

12/19/2013

Motion for Summary Judgmentln total, the attorneys spe

roughly 130.6 hours reviewing depositions, drafting the Opposition

to the Motion for Summary Judgment and accompan
Statement of Uncontested Facts, and objections tondiafes’
Statement of Uncontested FactSiven the length and density
the documents, we find these hours to be reasonable.

of

12/17/2013] .

Both JRGM and MPV billed .1 for review of the minutes (E
No. 44).

12/31/2013] .

Both JRGM and MPV billed .1 for review of the informati
motion regarding plaintiff's voluntary dismissal (ECF No. 45).

12/31/2013] .

Both JRGM and MPV billed .1 for review of the moti
submitting certified translations (ECF No. 46).

1/14/2013

JNG billed .9 for reviewing documentsgarding the informatio
to be submitted by individuals seeking legal representation
the DOJ, participating in a telephone conference with the D]
drafting a motion submitting translation of Exhibit No. 22 (E
No. 48). JRGM billed .2 for draftg and filing the motior
submitting translation of Exhibit No. 22 (ECF No. 48). ECF
48 is a 4 paragraph notice signed and filed by JR
Accordingly, we deduct .2 from the .9 billed by JNG since we
unable to determine what amount of the .9 wHecated to
“drafting” ECF No. 48. We do not believe it reasonable that
attorneys were required to draft and file the 4 paragraph n
MPV also billed .1 for reviewing the notice of filing at ECF N
48.

CF

No.

are

two

NO.

1/15/2014

JRGM billed 1.2 for drafting and filing ECF No. 49. MPV a
billed .1 for reviewing the notice of filing the same motion.

1/22/2014

JRGM billed 1.6 for reviewing the reply to plaitniff's motion (E(
No. 50), reviewing the file and drafting a motion to strike untin
and unauthored reply (ECF No. 51). MPV also billed .1 f
reviewing the notice of filing the same motion.

ely

1/23/2014

JRGM billed .4 for drafting and fiing ECF No. 51. MPV a
billed .1 for reviewing the notice of filing the same motion.

1/27/2014

JRGMbilled .4 for reviewing ECF No. 52. MPV also billed .1 1
reviewing the notice of filing the same motion.

1/29/2014

JRGM billed .3 for reviewing ECF No. 53. MPV also billed .1
reviewing the notice of filing the same motion.

1/31/2014

JRGM biled .1 for reviewing ECF No. 54. MPV also billed .1 1
reviewing the notice of filing the same motion.

1/31/2014

JRGM bhilled .1 for reviewing ECF No. 55. MPV also billed .1

reviewing the notice of filing the same minutes.
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2/4/2014

JRGMbilled .2 for reviewing ECF No. 56. MPV also billed .1 1
reviewing the notice of filing the same reply.

2/14/2014

JNG billed 2.2 for the drafting and filing of the response
opposition to the motion to quash subpoena (ECF No. 57). J
billed .7 b review and modify the same response and .6
drafting and filing the motion for leave to file Spanish langu
documents (ECF No. 58). MPV then billed .1 to review the ng

RGM

tice

of the filing at ECF No. 57 and .4 for reviewing the notice of filing

the madion for leave to file Spanish language documents. (ECH
58).

No.

2/18/2014

JNG billed .2 for drafting the motion submitting certifi

translation of an exhibit (ECF No. 59). MPV billed .1 to review

the motion for leave to file the certified translatio

2/26/2014

JNG billed .3 for drafting ECF No. 60. MPYV billed .1 to revi
same.

3/17/2014

JRGM billed .2 for reviewing the Partial Judgment and Orde
ECF No. 62. MPV billed .1 to review same.

4/21/2014

JRGM billed 1.4 for drafting and filing the Motion f
Adjudication of Pending Motions (ECF No. 64), MPV billed .1
review same. JRGM billed .8 for final drafting and filing 1
Motion for Expedited Trial (ECF No. 63), MPV billed .1 to revig
same. JRGMbilled .5 for drafting and filing the Motion fg
Continuance of Pretrial (ECF No. 65), MPV billed .1 to rev
same. JRGM billed .1 to review ECF No. 68 continuing
pretrial, MPV also billed .1 to review same. JRGM billed .2
review of the order &CF No. 66 and partial judgment at ECF N
67, MPV billed .2 for review of same. The order is a short
paragraph document, and the judgment is only one sentence
do not believe that .2 is a reasonable amount of time
reviewing these two very it@f documents. Accordingly, i
addition to the duplicative entries, we also deduct .1 from
request.

to

%

ew

for
NO.
two

. We

4/22/2014

JRGM billed .1 for reviewing ECF No. 70, MPV billed .1
review the same. JNG billed .1 to review ECF No. 71,
4/23/2015 MPV also bed .2 for reviewing ECF No. 71. O
4/23/2015, ING also billed for reviewing this order, though
unclear what part of 1.6 corresponds with this review. ECF N
is two sentences taking up less than five lines; we do not belie
iIs a reasonablamount of time billed for review of this entr
Accordingly, in addition to the duplicative entries, we also de
.1 from this request. JRGM billed 6.8 for reviewing the f
drafting and filing of the Joint Pretrial Order (ECF No. 69), M
billed .1 to review the notice of filing of ECF No. 69. JNG 4

D. 71
ve .2

duct

PV
Iso

billed 2.8 for the continued drafting of the joint pretrial order.
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unclear how the work of both ING and JRGM on the joint pre
order differed; however, we feel that given the length
information contained in the joint pretrial order, we do not feel
either of JNG’s or JRGM'’s time spent drafting the pretrial o
was excessive, duplicative, or unnecessary.

that
rder

4/23/2014

JRGM billed .1 for reviewing ECF No. 72, MPV billed .1

review tre same. JRGM billed .1 for reviewing ECF No. 73,

included this review in a second entry of 1.7; MPV billed .]
review the same. JRGM billed .1 for drafting and filing the mo
for partial reconsideration (ECF No. 74), MPV billed .1 to rev
the sane. JRGM billed .1 for drafting a motion to modify t
pretrial order (ECF No. 72), MPV billed .1 to review the same.

and
| to
tion
ew

5/15/2014

JRGM billed .1 for reviewing the minutes of the proceedings (
No. 75), MPV billed .2 on 5/16/2015 to review the same. 7
minute entry is one sentence long. We believe that .2 for revig
this entry is unreasonable. Accordingly, in addition to

duplicative entries, we also deduct .1 from this request.

bw of

5/29/2014

JNG billed .3 for review of ECF Nos. 77 and 79. Because t
order, though short, refer to numerous other documents, we b
that .3 for the review of these two orders. However, we dedu
duplicative entries from MPV who billed for review tfese a
well. JRGM billed .2 for review of ECF Nos. 76 and 78; howe
we deduct the duplicative entry from MPV who billed .1

review of ECF No. 76 as well.

elieve
ot the

ver,

5/30/2014

JRGM billed .1 for reviewing ECF No. 80, MPV billed .1
review the same.

6/10/2014

JRGM billed .1 for reviewing ECF No. 81, MPV billed .1
review the same.

6/16/2014
&
6/18/2015

JRGM billed .1 for reviewing ECF No. 82, MPV billed .1
review the same. JRGM billed .1 for reviewing ECF No. 83, M
billed .1 to review the same. JRGM billed .1 for reviewing E
No. 84, MPV billed .1 to review the same. MPV also billed .2
reviewing “the motion to continue and order.” A review of th
entries leads the court to believe that this is a duplication g
single entries for reviewf the same documents. Accordingly,
deduct an additional .2.

PV
'CF
for
ese

we

6/24/2014

JRGM billed .1 for reviewing ECF No. 85, MPV billed .1
review the same.

2/20/2015

JRGM billed 1.1 for drafting and filing the motion f
reassignment and a letter to the Chief Judge (ECF No. 86),
billed .2 to review ECF No. 86. JRGM bhilled .2 for reviewing
opposition to the motion for reassignment and order (ECF N
and 88) and .1 for review of “order”. The second entry apped

MPV
the

D. 87
rs to

be duplicative to the first entry of .2. We believe that a reasoi
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amount to bill for review of ECF Nos 87 and 88 is .2. MPV ¢
billed .2 to review ECF Nos. 87 and 88.

2/23/2015

JRGM billed .8 for drafting ECF 91 and for reviewing ECF N
89, 90, and 91. MPV billed .3 to review the same.

2/25/2015

JRGM billed .1 for reviewing ECF No. 93, MPV billed .1
review the same.

3/2/2015 &| .

3/3/2015

JRGM billed 4.7 for reviewing ECF N&6, drafting subpoena
drafting ECF Nos. 97 and 98. MPV also billed .4 to review
same.

3/4/2015

JCA billed 8 for a round trip travel to Aguadilla to deliy
subpoenas to process serversWe believe this to be a
unnecessary task for a paralegaltlais could have, and shou
have, been accomplished using a means such asisiated
messenger.

3/6/2015

JNG billed .4 for review and filing the subpoenas retur
executed (ECF No. 99). MPV also billed .1 for reviewing
notices of subpoenas reted executed. JRGM billed .2 f
reviewing ECF Nos. 107, 108, and 109; MPV billed .3 to rev
the same. We believe .2 is a reasonable amount to bi
reviewing these three orders.

3/12/2015

JNG billed .4 for reviewing and filing ECF No. 110, MPWled .1
to review the notice of same. MPV also billed .1 to review
“copy pdf restricted subpoena returned executed”. Though we
tried to determine whether this entry is duplicative, thereniplyi
not enough information for us make the det@ation.
Accordingly we deduct this entry as well.

3/13/2015

JRGM billed .2 for reviewing ECF No. 111, MPV billed .2
review the same. JRGM billed .1 for reviewing ECF No. 1
MPV billed .1 to review the same. JRGM billed .8 for review
defendaris proposed jury instructions (ECF No. 113), MPV bil
.5 to review the same. We do not feel that two attorneys revig
the proposed jury instructions was unreasonable. No time w
deducted from either entry for review of ECF No. 113.

3/13/2015

3/20/2015

Trial preparation and attendancé&Ve do not believe that any
the time entries for the preparation for and athmoe at trial is
unreasonable. Accordingly, no time will be deducted regar
these entries.

3/26/2015

JRGM billed .1 for reviewing ECF No. 139, MPV billed .1
review the same.

3/27/2015

JRGM billed .7 for drafting and filing motion requesting entry
judgment (ECF No. 140); MPV billed .1 to review the same.

4/7/2015

JRGM billed .1 for reviewing ECF No. 141, MPV billed .1
review the same. JRGM billed .6 for drafting and filing motion
reconsideration (ECF No. 142); MPV billed .1 to review the sa

iew

the
have

ing
ed
wing
Il be

ding

for
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4/13/2015

JRGM billed .8 for reviewing Motion for Judgme
Notwithstanding the Verdict (ECF No. 148y/PV billed .5 to
review the same. MPV also billed .4 for reviewing the notice
the transcripts filed for 3/16, 3/17, and 3/18, and the notic
filing judgment as a matter of law. We find the .4 billed

reviewing the notice of filings of these fodocket entries to be

unreasonable and deduct .3.

s of

4/16/2015

JRGM billed .6 for drafting and filing motion to strike Rule
(ECF No. 151); MPV billed .1 to review tmotice ofsame JRGM
billed .1 for reviewing Order and Judgment (ECF Nos. 149
150); MPV billed .2 to review the same. We believe that .1
reasonable amount of time to review the docket entries at
Nos. 149 and 150.

and
is a
ECF

4/19/2015

MPYV billed .2 for reviewing th notices of the transcripts filed f
3/19 and 3/20. We deduct .1 finding that .2 is unreasor
amount of time to review two notices of filings.

4/21/2015
&
4/23/2015

JNG billed .5 for a telephone conference with Luz Gdewz
JRGM also billed .4dr a telephone conference with Luz Gonza
and MPV. It is unclear whether these telephone conferenaes
present the same phone call. Because of the insuffi
description, we deduct the lesser .4 hours billed. MPV billed .
viewing the notice of filing motion for judgment as a matter of
(ECF No. 152); on 4/23/2015 JRGM billed 6.4 for reviewing
trial transcript and reviewing ECF No. 152. Accordingly,

deduct another .1 for the duplicative billing.

ez
we

1 for
aw
the

5/6/2015

MPV billed .2 hours for viewing the notice of filing opposition
Rule 50 and the notice of filing request to file a reply. Howe
these documents were filed on 5/11 and 5/12, respect
However, these entries are duplicative of JRGM'’s entry
5/11/2015 ECF No. 154 is filed and JRGM’s 5/12/2015 entry
for reviewing same. Accordingly, we deduct .2 from these ent

ver,

nf .1

5/28/2015

JRGM billed .1 for reviewing ECF No. 158; MPV billed .1
review the same.

5/29/2015

MPV billed .1 hours for viewing the notice of filing reply
response to motion. However, this reply was not filed |
6/1/2015. Accordingly, we deduct this time.

6/1/2015

JRGM billed .4 for reviewing ECF No. 159; MPV billed .1
review the same.

7/7/2015

JRGM billed two entries of .2 to “review letter from L
Gonzalez” without further specificity. If there were two |ettéw
review, these entries are vague and lack enough specific
determine that 2 entries for reviewing letter from client on
sane day was reasonable.

7/16/2015

JRGM billed .4 for drafting and filing the Motion in Complian
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ECF No. 161; MPV billed .1 to review the same.

7/20/2015 | .1 JRGM billed .1 for reviewing ECF No. 162; MPV billed .1
review the same.

7/21/2015 | .1 JRGM billed .1 for reviewing the Amended Judgment (ECF
163); MPV billed .1 to review the same.

7/29/2015 | .1 JRGM billed .1 for reviewing ECF No. 164; MPV billed .1
review the same.

7/31/2015 | .1 JRGM billed 1.2 to draft and file Bill of Costs anelated
documents (ECF No. 165); MPV billed .1 to review the same.

8/4/2015 A JRGM billed .1 for reviewing the docket entry regarding
deposit of funds; MPV billed .1 to review the same.

8/5/2015 A JRGM bhilled .1 for reviewing ECF No. 166; MPV billed .1
review the same.

8/27/2015 | .1 JRGM billed 2 to draft and file Motion Reiterating Request
Equitable Relief (ECF No. 167); MPV billed .1 to review
same.

In the majority of the hours deducted by this court, we tding naed time spent
when more than one attorney reviews notices or filings by ht®aasel. While we feel that
at timesit may be necessary for-@munsel to be aware of every filing in a mattee, do not
feel that the clienand in this case, the defendant, should have to bear the burden of paying
for more than one attorney to be aware that a filing occurred. Accordingly, we have
deducted those hours as duplicative.

In some instances, we deducted time billed that inflatedrtiount of time spent on a
matter. We considered the documents as a whole and detdrmihat we believe to be the
reasonable amount of time an attorney should, or wspdshd in performing the billefbr
action.

Other than the entries specifically mented above, we believe that the attorneys in
this matter reasonably handled this case, dividing tasks when feasible and combining

resources when necessary in order to accomplish their goals with efficiemamwork,
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especially in cases such as this aaerucial in order to achieve the desired result. Clearly,
these attorneys worked well as a team as they were able to convince a jodyfay their

client in the amount of $3,000,000. The court finds no additional deductions in the fee
request are necessary. With respect to Defendants’ argtiméftite fee entries are “vague”,

the court reiterates that it meticulously searched eadleagry entry made by the attorneys,
and that, when the source of the time billed could not be deduced fromlihg $hleets,
surrounding entries, or this court’s docket, those entries are reflected in the abaveviable
find that the remaining entries were sufficiently detailed enough for the coddtérmine

the basis for each entry and make a finding as to each entry’s reasonableness.

We did notalways statdrom which of the attorneys’ billing request the deduction
should come. Plaintiff seeks fees for 94.75 hours for Attorney Myrmarie Labt@gie
(Laborde) at the rate of $150 per hour. We did not deduct any hours from Attorney
Laborde’s billing sheets. Accordingly, we find that the 94.75 hours spemttoyney
Laborde are reasonable.

Plaintiff seeks fees fdmwenty-seven (27hours for Javier A. CruAponte at a ratef
$40 per hour. We deducted eight (®urs fromthe billing sheets of MICruzAponte. We
find that nineteen (19)ours is a reasonable amount of time sperihmmatter for Javier A.
CruzAponte.

Plaintiff seeks fees for 33.60 hous Attorney PorreVizcarra (MPV) at the rate of
$280 per hour during trial and settlemgiCF No. 17639 at 18). We did not deduct any
time spent by Attorney Porfdizcarra for his participation in the trial and settlement of this
case. We find that 33.6 hours is a reasonable amount of time for Attorney-Facarra’s

participation in the trial and settlement.
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Plaintiff seeks fees f052.9 hours for Attorney JuaiievesGonzalez(JNG) at the
rate of $65 per hour for entries prior to October, 2013, smdsequentlyat the rate of $100
per hour. We did not deduct any time for AttorndyievesGonzalezs entries prior to
October 2013thus,we find those 12.8 hours reasonably spent. We deduct 1.3 hours from his
entries as follows: .2 hours on 5/3/2013; .2 hours on 1/14/2014; .2 hours on 4/22/2014; .3
hours on 5/29/2014; and .4 hours on 4/21/2015. We find the rem&@®i&bours reasonably
worked by AttorneyNievesGonzélez

Plaintiff seeks fees foAttorney Juan Rafael Gonzaldbhfioz (JRGM)for 38.3 hours
at the rate of $280 per hour for time spent in court. We did not deduct any of the hours
Attorney GonzaleiMufioz billed for the corresponding entries. Thuge find that 38.3
hours is a reasonable amount of time for Attorney Gonziletioz's time spent in court
litigating this matter.

Finally, Plaintiff seeks fees for 33Yours for Attorney GonzalezMufioz and fees for
157.95 hours for Attorney Manuel Potizcarraboth at the ate of $250 per hour. The
remainder of the court’'s deductions, totaling 19.9 hour$pridduplicative, unproductive,
vague, excessive, or otherwise unnecessanyies by Attorney Gonzalez Mufioz and
Attorney PorreVizcarra. Because we have determiniedt 13250 per hour is a reasonable
hourly rate for the services provided by both attorneyes will not decide whose time is
deducted, just that it is one or the other’s. Accordingly, the court finds that the remaining
495.05 hours between Attorney Porkizcarra and AttorneyGonzéalezMufioz are
reasonable.

We award Plaintiff's attorneys’ fees as follows:

19 hours at $40 per hour = $760.00
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12.8 hours at $65 per hour = $832.00

38.8 hours at $100 per hour = $3,880.00
94.75 hours at $150 per hour = $14,212.50
495.05 hours at $250 per hour = $123,762.50

71.9 hours at $280 per hour = $20,132.00

Totaling: $163,579.00

Plaintiff also seeks costs and litigation expenses in the amount of $11,619.69.
Plaintiff submitted evidentiary support for her requéSeeECF Nos. 165, 179 at 1718,
1706, and 17607). Defendants do not object to Plaintiff’'s request for costs and litigation
expenses. We have revietithe briefing and accompanying exhibits and find that Plaintiff
is entitled to recover costs in themeunt of $11,619.69.

Conclusion

Having reviewed the briefs and accompanying documentation, for the reasons set
forth above, the court GRANTS Plaintiff's request for attornégss as the prevailing party
against her employer for violations of the Amensawith Disabilities Act. Plaintiff is
awarded$163,579.00 in attorneys’ fees and $11,619.69 in costs, totaling $175,198.69
interest. Defendants are jointly and severally liable to Plaintiff in the amount of
$175,198.69, plus any interest accrued.

IT 1SSO ORDERED.

San Juan, Puerto Ricihis 22ndday of January 2016.

S/José Antonio Fusté
JOSE ANTONIO FUSTE
U. S. DISTRICT JUDGE




