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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON

AT SEATTLE
)
ANNE BLOCK, an individual, ) CASE NO. C15-2018 RSM
)
Plaintiff, )
) ORDER GRANTING IN PART GOLD
V. ) BAR DEFENDANTS’ REQUEST FOR
) FEES AND COSTS
WASHINGTON STATE BAR )
ASSOCIATION, et al, )
)
Defendants. )

. INTRODUCTION

On June 28, 2016, this Cownhtered an Order grantingriver Gold Bar Defendants
Motion for Attorney’s Fees. Dkt. #183. The@t then directed thesDefendants to submit
detailed description of the fees sougHtl. Gold Bar Defendants submitted a Declarat
seeking a total of $16,856.75 in fees and $56.35 irs @sdociated with their defense of t
action. Dkt. #188 at 7. The Court denied thquest, finding that Gold Bar Defendants |
failed to provide adequate infoation to determine the reasonableness of the fees and
requested. Dkt. #189. The Court then allovgadd Bar Defendants to submit a supplemel

Declaration for review, which @8y have since provided. DKt192. For the reasons set fol

requested fees and costs tioe reasons discussed herein.
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. BACKGROUND
The Court has previously set forth the relevant background to this actior
incorporates it by reference herei@eeDkts. #84, #122, #136 and #168.
1. DISCUSSION
A. Legal Standard
“When it sets a fee, the district court must first determine the presumptive lo

figure by multiplying the number of hours reasbly expended on the litigation by t

reasonable hourly rate.Intel Corp. v. Terabyte Intl, Inc.6 F.3d 614, 622 (9th Cir. 1993).

The reasonable hourly rate istelenined with reference tthe prevailing rates charged |
attorneys of comparable skill andpexience in the relevant communit$aee Blum v. Stetsp
465 U.S. 886, 895 (1984). In determining teasonable number diours expended on th
litigation, the Court may exatle any excessive, redundant, or otherwise unnecessary
billed. Hensley v. Eckerharti61 U.S. 424, 434 (1983). The Court may also adjust the lod
with reference to factors set fortherr v. Screen Extras Guild, In626 F.2d 67, 69-70 (9t
Cir. 1975). The relevant Keradtors here are: (1) the timedalabor required; (2) the novelt
and difficulty of the questionsnd (3) the skill requisite to penfm the legal services properl
“The lodestar amount presumably reflects the tip\and complexity othe issues, the speci
skill and experience of counselgthuality of representationnd the results obtained from th
litigation.” Intel, 6 F.3d at 622.

B. Reasonableness of Rates

The Court has previously determined ttied rates requested by Gold Bar Defenda

counsel are reasonable. Dkt. #189 at 2-3.
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C. Reasonableness of Hours

Now turning to the reasonableness of the kaeguested, the Court notes “[tlhe palrty

seeking fees bears the burden of documgntine hours expended inethitigation and mus{
submit evidence supporting” the requeldiensley 461 U.S. at 433. As noted above, the Cq

excludes those hours that are not reasonalggreded because they are “excessive, redung

or otherwise unnecessarytiensley 461 U.S. at 434. Further, thénth Circuit has held that it

is reasonable for a district cotiat conclude that thparty seeking attorney’s fees fails to ca
its burden of documemty the hours expended when thattpangages in ‘lock billing”

because block billing makes it more difficult to determine how much time was sp€g

particular activities. Welch v. Metro. Life Ins. Co480 F.3d 942, 948 (9th Cir. 2007).

Likewise, intra-office conferences between expadehcounsel, absent persuasive justificat
by the moving party, may be excluded fram award as unnecesgand duplicative.Seeid.

at 949.

urt
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Gold Bar Defendants have presented a detailed description of billing time spent in

defending this action. Dkt. #192, Ex. A. Asiaitial matter, the Counvill not award fees for
conferences, telephone calls and emails wAtssociation of Washington Cities clain

representative Lynda Hummel, as the Court figdsh activity to be analogous to intra-offi

conferences and emails. Accordingly, the Coull deduct the following hours, which refle¢

the total time attributed to such activity:
AGB = 1.3 hours (1.3 x $252/hr = $327.60)
SMR = 0.3 hours (0.3 x $284/hr = $85.20)

Dkt. #192, Ex. A.
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Likewise, the Court will deduct what it cadsers to be purely administrative tim
Accordingly, the Court will not award time spedwy attorney Butler for preparing a retenti
letter on 2/05/2016, which totals 0.3 ho(0s3 x $252/hr = $76.60). Dkt. #192, Ex. A.

The Court finds the remaining hours requestede reasonable and will award the fe
associated with those hours.

D. Lodestar Adjustment

The Court finds that the timget forth above, less the retions noted by the Cour
reflects the reasonable time spent defendingrtigiter and does not find it necessary to m
any lodestar adjustments.

E. Costs

Gold Bar Defendants seek $56.35 in costs. Dkt. #192, { 4. They have not ex

what these costs entail, nor have they provigieyl legal authority demotrating that they are

entitled to such costsSee id. While the documents attachedsimpport of the request contain

“Disbursements to Date” line item for $56.35, theraadsdetail as to what those disburseme

®
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were. SeeDkt. #192, Ex. A. There is one notatifor photocopy disbursements on Februgry

22, 2016, in the amount of $17.40, which the Coumiidito be reasonableAccordingly, the
Court limits its award o€osts to that amount.
V. CONCLUSION
Having considered former Gold Bar Defent& supplemental Declaration in suppq
of their request for attorney’s fees, theutt hereby finds and ORDERS that Defendaf

request is GRANTED IN PARAND DENIED IN PART forthe reasons discussed above.
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Plaintiff shall pay to Gold Bar Defendaht(defense counsel Keating, Bucklin
McCormack, Inc., P.Sfeesin the amount of $16,311.00 and costsin the amount of $17.40,
for atotal of $16,328.40.

DATED this 20th day of July 2016.

(B

RICARDO S. MARTINEZ
CHIEF UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

ORDER
PAGE -5

&




