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Anorneys at Law 205 N. Michigan Ave .. Suite 2050 
53 W. Jackson Blvd .. Suite 505 Chicago. IL 60n01 
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FINAL ORDER ON ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS 

YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED that on February 20. 2013, the Chicago Commission on Human 
Relations issued a Final Ruling on Attorney Fees and Costs in favor of Complainant in the above· 
captioned matter. The Commission orders Respondent to pay attorney fees in the total amount of 
)87.194.25 and costs in the amount of $1,253.70, for a total award of S88.447.L!5. plus interest' 
from May 16, 2012. The findings and specific terms of the ruling arc enclosed. Respondents are 
ordered to pay the total amount in two allocated payments as follows: 

I. 	 To Attomey Lisa M. Stauff: $52,954.20 plus interest from May 16. 2012. 
0 To Attomey Catherine A. Caporusso: S35,4L!3. 75 plus interest from May 16, 2012. 

Pursuant to Commission Regulations I 00( 15) and 250.150, a party may obtain review of this order 
by filing a petition for a common law writ of" certiorari with the Chancery Division of the Circuit 
Court of Cook County according to applicable law at this time. Compliance with this Final Order 
and the Final Order on Liability and Relief entered on May 16, 2013, .shall occur no later than 28 
days from the date of mailing of this order.' Reg. 250.210. 

CI!lCAGO COMMISSION ON HUMAN RELATIONS 

1 Interest on damages is calculated pursuant to Reg. 2.+0.700, at the bank prime loan rate. a:-. publi:-.hed by the 
Board of CJovernors of the h•Jeral Reserve System in its publication entitled "Federal Reserve Statistical Release H.l5 
t51Y) Selected lntcrco.;t Rates." The interc:-.t rate u:-.ed '>hall he <.uJju...,tcd quarterly ba~ed on the ratC'i in the Federal 
Reserve Statistical Release. Interest shall be ~.:akulated on a daily hasis from the commencement date "PCi.:ificd in the 
final ordt:r and -.hall he compounded annually. 

~ Compliance Information: Parties must L·omply with a final order after administrative hearing no later 
than .?.X days from the date of mailing of the later of a Board of Commissioners' final order on li:.thility or any final 
(lrder on attorney fcc~ and co~t~. unle~s another Jate is '>pccified. CCHR Reg. 250.210. Enforcement procedure~ for 
failure to comply arc ~tatcd in Reg. 250.220. 

l,ayments of attorney fees and costs are to he made to Complainanh · attornqs of record a~ noted aboH·. 
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I:'I THE MATTER OF: 

Ikidi Karr Sieper Case No.: On-E-90 

Complainant, 
v. Date nl' Ruling: Feb mary 20. 2013 

Maduff & Madu!l, LLC. 
Respondent. 

FINAL RULING ON ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS 

I. INTRODUCTION 

On May In, 2012. the Chicago Commission on Human Relations issued a Final Order on 
Liability and Rc!ief in favor of Complainant Heidi Karr Sieper, finding liability on her Complaint of 
sex discrimination and ordering damages totaling $11 ,9()6.45 plus interest to Complainant as well as 
a fine of $500 to the City. The Final Order also awarded Complainant reasonable attorney fees and 
costs and set a schedule for the fee petition process. 

On July 23,2012. Complainant timely filed and served her Petition for Fees and Costs and 
Interest Calculation ("Fee Petition"), seeking a total of $124,951.35 as follows: (I) attorney fees in 
the total amount of $1 19,070 (211.60 hours at $325 per hour totaling $68,770 for Lisa Stauff; 125.75 
hours at $400 per hour totaling $50.300 for Catherine Capomsso); (2) costs of $2,036.37; and (3) 
interest on the award of $3,844.98. 

On September 11, 2012, Respondent filed and served its Response to Complainant's Petition 
for Fees, Costs, and Interest ("Response"). Respondent raised two main objections to the Fee 
Petition: (I) that Complainant's attorneys' hourly rates were excessive in that they sought their 
current hourly rates for 2012 rather than their historical rates; and (2) that a substantial amount of the 
work performed was unreasonable (variously challenged as inadequately described, excessive, 
duplicative, administrative, rounding, or unnecessary). Respondent proposed that Complainant's 
attorneys be awarded a total of $45,755.85 (for 151.09 hours) in attorney's fees.' Respondent did not 
oppose either the costs or interest requested. 

1 Respondent asserted that the total hours in the Fee Petition are inaccurate. Re\ponse, p. I, n I. Re-;pnndcnt 
notes that Ms. Stauff'<.; hours in the time slips are 211.26 (as opposed to the 211.60 she seeks) and Ms. Caporusso\ hours 
in the time slips are I:?.X.50. as oppo:-.ed to the 125.75 in the brief. Based on the hearing officer's calculations. the correct 
figures are: .l\1s. Stauff. 21 1.26 hours, for ~OX.659.50 in fees; Ms. Caporusso, 128.50 hours. for '551 ,-lOO.OO in fees, for a 
total of 339.76 hours and fees of 'SI20J)59.50. The hearing officer abo noted several ~rrors in Respondent's 
calculations. ba~ed on Ex h. A to Respondent's Response. Respondent incorrectly calculated the total fees )ought by 
Petitioner as $120.062.-t.O where the correct figure :-.hould be $120.059.50, and incorrectly calculated the total hours 
recommended by Re::,pondent as 151.09 where the correct figure )hould be 1-lY.JJ. 
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The hearing officer issued a Recommended Decision on Attorney r:ccs and Costs on 
December 3. 2012. and on January :?., 2013, on Respondent's motion, granted the parties additional 
time to file objections. Respondent filed objections on January II. 2013, and Complainant filed 
objections on January 16. 2013. Respondent l"iled a response to Complainant's objections on 
January 22. 2013: however, pursuant to CCHR Reg. 240.630(b)(2). the response has not been 
considered because no leave was sought or granted to file it. 

As detailed below. the Board of Commissioners adopts the recommendations of the hearing 
officer with the following modifications: 

1. 	 Disallowed time is restored for the preparation of objections to the recommended ruling on 
liability and relief, as the record confirms that the objections were filed and served. 

2. 	 i\ typographical error on page 18 of the recommended decision is corrected to show that the 
award for line 242 of the Fcc Petition was reduced to 1.0 hours, not 2.0. Other calculations 
were not altered by this correction. 

3. 	 The recommended additional 15% across-the-board cut of fees is not adopted. Only the 
recommended line item deductions as modified are adopted. 

4. 	 The recommended dollar amount for interest on the fee award is not adopted. Instead, the 
award of interest, calculated pursuant to Reg. 240.700, will run from the date of entry of the 
Final Order on Liability and Relief until fully paid. 

The fee awards have been recalculated consistent with these modifications. Other objections to the 
recommended decision are overruled, including Complainant's argument that all reductions should 
be restored and Respondent's argument that all billings for telephone conversations with counsel's 
client should be rejected. 

II. APPLICABLE STANDARDS 

Section 2-120-510( l) of the Commission on Human Relations Enabling Ordinance provides 
that a successful complainant may be awarded reasonable attorney fees incurred in pursuing the 
complaint before the Commission. Commission regulations describe the process for determining the 
amount of attorney fees and costs including the content of a fee petition, but do not set forth detailed 
standards for determining reasonableness. Those standards are fleshed out in case law. 

Commission Regulation 240.630(a) requires that an attorney fee petition include a statement 
showing the number of hours for which compensation is sought in segments of no more than one­
quarter hour. itemized according to the date performed, work performed, and the individual who 
performed the work. It must also state the rate customarily charged by each individual for whom 
compensation is sought, or in the case of a public or not-for-profit law office which does not charge 
market rate fees, must document the rates prevalent in the practice of law for attorneys in the same 
locale with comparable experience and expertise. Documentation of costs for which reimbursement 
is sought must also be provided. 



In general, the Commission has followed the "lodestar'' method of determining reasonable 
attorney fees which has been developed under l"cderal case law. That is, the Commission determines 
the number of hours reasonably expended hy counsel on the case and multiplies that number hy the 
customary hourly rate for attorneys with the level of experience of the complainant's attorney. 
Humes v. f'uge, CCIIR No. 'l2-E-l (Jan. 20, l ')'}4); Nmh mui Demhv v. ,\'uflu.\· Realty 11t ul., CCHR 
No. ') 2-ll-128 (Dec. 7, 2000). The party seeking recovery of attorney t'ces has the burden of 
presenting evidence from which the Commission can determine whether the fee award rc4uested is 
reasonable. !>rooks v. Hwle Pork Realty Cmnpanv, ft1c., CCHR No. 02-E-116 (June 18, 2004). 

ln Lockwood v. Profi:ssionlll Ne11mlogicui Sersices, Ltd., CCHR No. 06-E-8'} (Jan 20, 20 !()), 
the Commission reaffirmed the use of the lodestar method and explained how the fcc amount 
determined through that method may he adjusted where warranted pursuant to the further federal 
court guidance of the "Henslev bctors," which were described as follows: 

The Hens/ev factors arc ( l) the time and labor re4uired, (2) the novelty and difficulty of the 
questions, (3) the skill requisite to perform the legal service properly, (4) the preclusion of 
employment hy the attorney due to acceptance of the case, (5) the customary fee, (6) whether 
the fee is fixed or contingent, ( 7) time limitations imposed hy the client or the circumstances, 
(X) the amount involved and the results obtained, (9) the experience, reputation and ability of 
the attorneys, ( 10) the "undesirability" of the case, ( ll) the nature and length of the 
professional relationship with the client, and ( 12) awards in similar cases. Henslev v. 

Eckerlwrt, 461 U. S. 424 at 434 n. 9, 103 S. Ct. 1933 at l Y40 n. Y. Iother citations omitted! 

Lockwood also noted regarding the Hensley factors, quoting from People Who Care v. Rockflmi 
Board of' Education, '}() F. 3'd 1307, 1310-11 (7'h Cir, 19%)1. that "most of those factors are usually 
,ubsumed within the initial lodestar calculation." 

A. Reasonable Hourly Rate 

The Commission bases its awarded rates on a number of factors, including the attorney's 
experience, expertise in the subject matter at issue, and the reasonable market rates typically charged. 
See, e.g., Onion v. Al-Rahman Animal Hospital, CCI-IR 92-E-139 (Nov. 17, 1993), and Barnes v. 
Page, CCHR No. 92-E-l (Jan. 24, 1 YY4). In determining an attorney's appropriate hourly rate for 
fee purposes, the Commission has been guided by decisions of the U. S. Court of Appeals for the 
Seventh Circuit regarding a fee applicant's burden and the evidentiary requirements to prove the 
appropriate hourly rate. For example, Sellers v. Outland, CCHR No. 02-H-73 (MaL 17, 2004 and 
Apr. 15, 200'}), followed the reasoning of the Seventh Circuit as set forth in Small v. Richard Wolf' 
Medica/Instruments Corp., 264 F. 3'd 702, 707 (7'h Cir, 2001 ): 

The fcc applicant bears the burden of proving the market rate. The attorney's actual hilling 
rate for comparable work is considered to he the presumptive market rate. lf, however, the 
court cannot determine the attorney's true hilling rate-such as when the attorney maintains a 
contingent fee or public interest practice-the applicant can meet his or her burden by 
submitting affidavits from similarly experienced attorneys attesting to the rates they charge 
paying clients for similar work, or by submitting evidence of fee awards that the applicant 
has received in similar cases. Once the fee applicant has met his or her burden, the burden 



shirts to the ddendants to demonstrate why a lower rate should he awarded." 

.\s the Commission has further explained in Richardson v. Chicago ,\rl'u Council o( IJov 

Smuts. CCIIR No. lJ2-E-XO (Nov. 20. llJ96). reversed on other growuls. 332 Ill. App. 3d 17 (I'' 
Dist. 2001 ). dismissed on remand CCHR No.92-E-XO (Feb. 20. 2002) ...Once an attorney provides 
evidence of his/her hilling rate. the btn·den is on the respondent to present evidence establishing a 
good reason why a lower rate is essential. A respondent's failure to do so is essentially a conces.sion 
that the attorney's hilling rate is reasonable and should he awarded." 

In the Fcc Petition. Complainant seeks the hourly rate of $325 for Lisa Stauff and S-+00 for 
Catherine Caporusso. 

:'vis. Stauff submits in her affidavit that she graduated from Chicago Kent College of Law in 
2001 with a J.D. and a Certificate in Labor and Employment Law. that she went into solo practice 
focusing exclusively on plaintiffs side employment law and that her practice has hcen concentrated 
in representing employees in civil rights and wage matters in federal and state coutt and before local 
administrative agencies. She further attests that the standard hourly rate she charged to civil rights 
and employment law clients in 2010 and 2011 was $300 per hour and that she increased her rate to 
$325 per hour in 2012. (Fee Petition. Exh. C, Affidavit of Lisa Stauff. '11'1[ 3, -+. 6, 7 and 8). 

Ms. Caporusso provided an affidavit attesting that she graduated summa cum /mule from the 
(Jniversity of Illinois at Chicago in 1992 and from Harvard Law School cwnlaude in 1995. She 
further attests that she has performed work for the National Organization for Women through the 
firm of Robinson, Curley and Clayton; for the AFL-ClO in Washington D.C.; with H. Candace 
Gorman (an employment attorney in Chicago) as an associate and later a partner; and since 2006 in 
her own firm concentrated on representing clients in a variety of employment and civil rights 
matters in federal court and local agencies, including individual and class action employment 
discrimination and harassment claims. Ms. Caporusso attests that the standard rate she charged her 
hourly clients in cases in 20 to and 20 II was $375 per hour and that she increased her rate to $-+00 
per hour in 2012. (Fee Petition. Exh. A, Affidavit of Catherine Caporusso, 'II'H 2-7, 13). 

In addition to their own affidavits and supporting documents, counsel provided documents 
that support their assertions that these rates are within the range of rates charged by employment 
attorneys. First, Caporusso attached to her affidavit the fee petition filed by Respondent's law fim1 
(which also practices in the area of employment law) in a federal case. Clwmiga and Wincek v. 
Midwest Capital Leasing Curp. <'t a/., N.D. Ill. No. 06 C 6470. and the Order of Judge Dow 
granting those fees as requested. These documents show that Aaron Maduff's hourly rate in 2009 
was S4-+5. Ms. Caporusso also provided evidence in the form of a draft affidavit Aaron Maduff 
provided to Ms. Capomsso indicating that his billing rate in 2008 was S-+00 per hour. 

The Fcc Petition also includes affidavits from Attorney David L. Lee attesting that in his 
knowledge and experience he believes the "rate of $325 per hour for Ms. Stauff and S-+00 per hour 
!"or Ms. Caporusso to be below market, as those rates are less than the rates charged hy other 
practitioners of similar experience (hut of lesser skill and talent) in the employment field in the 
Illinois legal community." Fcc Petition. Exh. D. Affidavit of David L. Lee, '1116. In her affidavit. 
Megan o· Malley (admitted to practice in 19'l7) asserted that her own current billing rate is $375 per 



hour, and thai in her experience, the rates sought by Ms. Stauff and Ms. Caporusso arc "eminently 
reasonable, fair. and justifiable." Fee Petition, Exh. E, Affidavit of M. Megan O'Malley, 'II 16. 
Alejandro CaiTarclli attests in his affidavit that he has been practicing in the area of labor and 
employment law for over 10 years, and in his experience the $400 per hour rate sought by Ms. 
Caporusso "is well within community norms for an attorney of her experience, expertise and 
caliber." Fee !'clition, Exh. F, Sworn Declaration of Alejandro Callarelli, '1[10. 

Respondent apparently concedes that the rates of $325 for Ms. Stauff and $400 for Ms. 
Caporusso for work performed in 2012, $300 for Ms. Stauff in 2010-11, and $375 for Ms. Caporusso 
li1r 2010-11, are appropriate. Response, p. 2. However, Respondent coneclly points out that this 
case began in 2006, and neither Ms. Stauff nor Ms. Caporusso presented evidence of what their 
respective billing rates were for the period from 2006 through 2009. Respondent's objection is 
based on the claim that under the Commission's case law, the appropriate billing rate is the historical 
rate-the rate actual charged during the time that the work was performed-and not the current 
billing rate. Respondent cites Lockwood, supra at 2, where the Commission approved rates of $475 
per hour in 2009 and $400 for prior years for Attorney Penny Nathan Kahan and $375 in 2009 and 
~325 in 2006 and 2007 for Attorney Ruth Major; Sellers v. Outland, CCHR No. 02-H-37 (Apr. 15, 
2009), where historical rates were used to award attorney fees; and Alexa11der v. 1212 Restaurant 
Group LLC. et al., CCHR No. 00-E-1 00 (Apr. 15, 2009), where fees were awarded based on an 
attorney affidavit attesting to rates in each applicable year. Response, p. 5. 

Respondent argues that the billing rate for Ms. Stauff should be $250 for 2006 and 2007, 
$275 for 2008 and 2009, $300 for 2010 and 20 II, and $325 for 20 12; and for Ms. Caporusso should 
be $350 for 2009-2011 and $400 for 2012. Respondent proposed that the rate be increased in 
increments of $25 per hour every two years but miscalculated Ms. Caporusso' s rates for 20 I 0 and 
20 II. Respondent anived at these rates by noting that Complainant's Fee Petition suggests that the 
attorneys held their rates steady for two years, then raised them by $25 per hour. Respondent then 
extrapolated backwards and concluded that a reasonable hourly rate for Ms. Stauff was $275 in 2008 
and $250 in 2006 and 2007. Although Respondent suggested that the attorneys' rates should be 
increased in increments of $25 per hour every two years, Respondent argued that Ms. Caporusso' s 
rates for 2010 and 2011 should be $325 per hour for 2009 and $350 per hour for 2010 and 2011. 
Response, Exhibit A. 

However, as the Commission has noted above, an attorney's actual billing rate for 
comparable work is considered to be the presumptive market rate, and the Commission looks beyond 
the stated rate only if there is a basis to question it. Flores v. A Taste o{Heave11 et al., CCHR No. 
06-E-032 (Jan. 19, 2011). The Commission explained in Rankin v. 6954 N. Sheridan. Inc. DLG 
Mallagemellt. etlll.. CCHR No. 08-H-49 (May 18, 2011 ). that"[o [nee an attorney provides evidence 
of his/her hilling rate, the burden is on the respondent to present evidence establishing a good reason 
why a lower rate is essential. A respondent's failure to do so is essentially a concession that the 
attorney's billing rate is reasonable and should be awarded." Here, Respondent did not offer any 
evidence to suggest that Ms. Stauff and Ms. Capomsso should not be awarded their respective billing 
rates for the period 2010 to 2012 as stated in their Fee Petition. 

While Respondent concctly notes that Ms. Stauff and Ms. Capomsso failed to provide 
evidence of their billing rates from 2006 to 2009, nor is that information provided in any of the 
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affidavits in support of the Fee Petition. the Commission's precedent suggests that where the hilling 
rate of an attorney is not availahle (for example in the case of a puhlie interest attorney or where an 
attorney takes cases on a contingent fee), that rate may he t!eterminet! by affidavits from similarly 
experienced attorneys or hy looking to the Commission's own precedent. In Lockwood, supra. a 
parental status discrimination claim initiated in 2006. the Commission awart!ct! fees to Attorney 
Penny Nathan Kahan of $400 for 2006-2008 ant! $475 for 2009, ant! to Attorney Ruth Major fees 
haset! on $325 per hour for 2006 to 2007 ant! $375 per hour in 2009. In ,\/exwuler v. 1212 
Reswumnt Group. LLC, supra, the Commission fount! these hourly rates charged by Complainant's 
counsel to he reasonable: $280 per hour in 2003. $2'!0 per hour in 2004.$310 per hour in 2005, '53.20 
per hour in 2006, $335 per hour in 2007, ant! $350 per hour in 2008. 

For all these reasons, based on the Commission's precedent, the customary market rates for 
attorneys in Chicago, the hearing officer's own experience, ant! Complainant's allit!avits. the hearing 
officer recommended the following hourly rates: 

Lisa Stauff Catherine Caporusso 

2006 $250.00 N/A 

2007 $250.00 N/A 

2008 $275.00 N/A 

2009 $275.00 $350.00 

2010 $300.00 $375.00 

20 II $300.00 $375.00 

2012 $325.00 $400.00 


No ohjections to these recommended rates were received from either party. Accordingly, 
and because they appear to he reasonable market rates consistent with prior decisions of the 
Commission, they are adopted for purposes of calculating fees for Complainant's two attorneys. 

B. Reasonableness of Hours Sought 

The general mle is that "[aJn attorney is not required to record in great detail how each 
minute of his or her time was expended, especially so as not to divulge privileged information or 
work product," with the qualification that "time entries must identify the amount of time spent on an 
adivity with sufficient specificity so that the reader can understand what was done and determine 
whether the time spent was reasonable." Richardson, supra; Nash and Demby v. Sallas Realty et al., 
CCHR No. '!2-H-128 (Nov. 16, 1995). Respondent challenged a numher of Complainant's time 
entries as unreasonable based on assertions that they are inadequately described, excessive, 
duplicative, administrative. rounding, or unnecessary. 

In its response to the Fee Petition, Respondent compiled an exhibit detailing line by line the 
entries made hy Ms. Stauff ant! Ms. Caporusso, in chronological order, identifying for each line the 
narrative description provided by counsel. the amount of time expended. the hourly rate sought, ant! 
the total fee for each line. Respondent then entered its own recommended time and hourly rate for 
each line. Although Respondent's exhibit hat! several errors, overall Respondent determined that 
Complainant's counsel were seeking a total of $120,062.40 in fees for 339.77 hours of work 
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(although the hearing officer calculated the correct figures as $120,059.50 in ll·cs l(>r JJ9. 76 hours 
of work).' Respondent recommended in the alternative a total amount of $45,755.85 in rees, for 
151.0'! hours (the hearing officer found the correct total to he 149.33) of work. (Response, Ex h. A.) 
Respondent then separately compiled line item lists hy each stated ohjection, to identify each line 
objected to as inadequate (Exh. B). excessive (Ex h. D). excessive time on trial preparation (Ex h. E), 
duplicative (Exh. F), administrative (Exh. G), rounding (Exh. H), and unnecessary (Exh. 1). 

In determining the appropriate fee award to recommend, the hearing officer conducted aline­
hy-line review of each entry and addressed the specific objections to each line raised hy Respondent. 
The hearing officer retained the same format, which is also retained below, so that the line numhers 
listed hclow correspond to the line numhers provided on Respondent's Exhibits and the specific 
time. hourly rate, and description entries correspond to the information provided by Complainant. 

Although as Respondent suggests, "it would be impossible to spell out the thousands of 
variations of what might be acceptable in terms of reasonableness, "there is a significant body of case 
law that provides guidance." Below, each of Respondent's arguments in response to the Fee Petition 
is separately addressed based on the hearing officer's recommendations. The Corrunission adopts 
the hearing officer's recommendations as to line item challenges and reductions with the exception 
of the restored hours for preparation of objections to the recommended ruling on liability and relief. 

I. Inadequate Description 

Respondent challenged 59.41 hours hilled by Complainant's attorneys because the 
descriptions were inadequate. (Response, Exhibit B) Respondent proposed cutting the hours 
described on Exhibit B from 59.41 hours to 18.50J 

Respondent contended that in a number of entries, Complainant's counsel provided only the 
following descriptions: "call/email client; exchange emails w/ client re case" or comparable limited 
descriptions. Respondent asserts that in Run kin, s!tpra, the Commission was critical of the detail 
regarding preparing for a hearing or the types of research conducted. Respondent also cites Koiser 
v. MEPC Amerimn Properties. Inc., 164 Ill.App.3d '!78 ( 1987) at '!85-986, as offering other 
examples of the type of entries which have been found to be inadequately described. (Response, p. 6, 

2 In Exhibit A. Line 47. Respondent listed 1.75 hours, with zero hourly rate and zero suggested fee. The hearing 
officer assumed Respondent meant to enter 00.00 for hours. at a suggested rate of $325. for a total suggested fee of 
SOO.OO. On Line 117, Respondent listed $X2.55 as the fcc Complainant is seeking; and in the suggested fee has 
recommended $76.20. Because Complainant'.<., entry was 0.25 for $325, the hearing officer found the correct fee should 
he X1.25: because Respondent was recommending $J()0. the hearing officer found the correct .'>uggested fee :-.hould be 
'1'75 .00. Similarly, on Line 136, Respondent has the fee listed as iiI 0 1.60 hut the hearing officer found the correct fee 
should be $100. and Respondent listed the suggested fee as :bXX.'JO hut the hearing officer found the correct amount to be 
~X7 50. 

1 .\!though the hearing otfit:er stated that she appreciated Respondent's counsel's efforts h) make clear the basis 
\)f the objections for each line item challenged, she found that the exhibits include numerous repetitions- providing 
multiple bases for objections. Accordingly, Respondent's r.,ummary of the total hours objected to on the basis of the 
objections indudes substantial overlap. For purposes of this analysis. the hearing officer attempted to rc..,pond to cJch 
ground for objections. but in ddermining the total hours to be Jwardcd she relied on a '>ingle line item list, in 
chronological order, indit:ating whether the objection was sustained in whole or in part and the appropriately hourly rate 
for the attorney performing the work, as indicated above. Section/\. 
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ll. 10) 

/\lthouuh b descriptions such as "'call/email client" made it difficult for the hearing 
~ 

officer to 
determine the precise nature of the work being performed. it is apparent that counsel has the duty to 
keep her client apprised of the progress of her case and also to maintain a level of confidentiality so 
that the attorney client privilege and work product doctrine arc not breached. The descriptions 
themselves arc not too vague-they describe the correspondence, date, and person sufficiently. See, 
e.g., Rilnkin, supra. at 5-6. For that reason, the !!caring Officer helieved the time as recorded hy 
Ms. Stauff and Ms. Caporusso on the following lines should he allowed: 2-5, 6, 8. 10, 15, 19. 45, 79. 
X3, 85-89,95,98, '!9, 100. 104. 105, 109, 156, 157, 227. 228 (amounting to a total of 8.66 hours). 
Sec Response, Exh B. and Complainant's corresponding entries in the Fcc Petition. 

Respondent ohjccted to this determination by the hearing officer and asked that the 
Commission disallow at minimum line items 2-5, 8, 15. 45. 79. 83, 85-89, 95, 99. I 00, I 04, l 05 and 
157--<.:omprising 6.66 hours-because they describe the communication only as "re case," because it 
is impossible to determine whether the time claimed is reasonable based on this vague description. 
The Commission overrules this objection for the reason stated by the hearing officer. 

The following entries were disallowed by the hearing officer (although generally on the 
alternative grounds for the objection, rather than that the description was inadequate)4

: Line 43 
( l 0/06/08, LS, Correspondence, Exchange emails w/ DLL remediation dates, exchange emails w/ 
client, 0.25 hours/$81.25) and Line 94 (09/15/09. CC, cmails to/from LS, HS (client) re: hearing 
continuance, 0.25, $1 00.00). 

However, Respondent also challenged a number of other entries, on the basis that they were 
inadequately described or alternatively, excessive, duplicative, or administrative, which need to be 
addressed. /\!though Complainant's counsel offered more detailed information (for example, on 
lines 93, 168, 169, 172), the time entered appeared excessive to the hearing officer in light of the 
nature of the work performed and accordingly the hearing officer recommended reducing those time 
entries as follows: 

Line 93- (09/14/09, LS, motion to continue, et al) from 1.75 to 1.00 

Line 162 - 09/14/l 0, CC, reviewed docs, emails to Lisa re:) from 2.50 to 1.00 

Line 168- (()9/20/10, CC. talked to LS, reviewed docs) from 6.00 to 3.00 

Line 169- (09/21/10, CC, reviewed docs, JT (Madutfattorney) info, talked to LS) from 2.00 to 1.00 

Line 172 - (09/22/10, CC, more work with docs, email to JT, emails/texts re: same) from 2.50 to 1.25 

Line 175- (09/27/10, CC, prep for hearing) from 6.00 to 4.00. 

1 .\s the Commission observed in Rankin, ·']i]t has sometimes been difficult tn -.eparate grounds for reduction 
neatly into one of these categories.'" Rankin, .'>'Hpra. at 5. The hearing officer attempted to address each entry based un 
the primary objection raised: however, where several objcdions are raised to the same entry. the hearing officer 
considered the entry in the first ubjection raised. and did not address additional objections, while rccogniting that there 
arc often several reasons a redw.:tion or disallowance is appropriate. 
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Lme 179 .. (0'Ji2X/IO, CC, en1:uls with KD (Karen Doran) and LS re: hearing) from 2.7) to 1.7). 

Line IX4. ( 10/01/10. CC. prep lor hearing, talked to LS. pr,·pared exams) from :i.OO to.l.OO. 

Line lXX. ( 10/0.l/10, LS, organitc ev1dcnce, documents) from 6.00 to4:00. 

Line i'J I . ( 10!04/ I 0, LS, Misc., trial prep) !rom ~:.50 to 11.00. 

Line i'JX - (II /OX/I 0, CC, phone call with 110 re: hearing and follow 11p) from 0.75 to 0.50. 

Line 206- 1 12/01 /I 0, CC:, check in with LS, ME) from 0.)0 to 0.25. 

Line 212 . ( 02/0 II II. CC. emails re: hearing transcript, reviewed) from 2 ..'>0 to LOll. 

The I tearing Officer determined that the following line entries should be allowed. as hilled: 

Line 5Y (03/25109. LS. Review J<x:uments, receive and review discovery requests from !vi ike, misc. research, 
ll. 75). 

Line lJ I (OlJ/11 /09, LS. Draft motion, organize file, draft motion to continue hearing, prepare exhihits; speak 
to client rc: case: speak to CC re: ca.'-!l'; forward Jocuments to CC; ..... tratcgi1.e, I. 75). 

Line 149 108/11110, CC. reviewed motion to compel, other emails from JT, to/from LS, met with LS re: 
same, 1.00). 

,\s the Commission has previously noted. it can he difficult to detem1ine what precise entries 
are inadequately described. and in reaching tht: above analysis, the hearing officer attempted to 
consider both Complainant's narrative description of the work performed and Respondent's 
objections that ce11ain entries were both inadequately described and excessive. Where the work 
dt:scribcd appeared to he cxct:ssive for the time given, the hearing officer also took into account the 
description and made an overall reduction in time that for work that appeared to he either inadequate 
descrihcd or excessive or duplicative. In total, the number of hours challenged as inadequately 
described (or inadequately described and excessive) were reduced hy the hearing officer from the 
59.4[ hours sought to 37.91 hours. 

2. Excessive 

Respondent challenged 146.25 hours as being excessive. As noted above, many of the entries 
have already heen addressed. as Respondent also objected to these lines as inadequately described 
(for example lines 6, H, I 0, 59, 91, 93, IOX, I62, 168, 169, 172, 175, 179, 184, 188, 19 I, 2 I 2. see 
above section B J). 

Respondent contended generally that Cnmplainant's counsel billed an excessive amount of 
time for work that is simple or routine. or exceS>.ive in light of the fact that two attorneys performed 
the same work. Respondent also contends that the amount of fees sought overall is excessive in light 
nf the nature of the case and similar Commission cases. Respondent points to Pierce wu/ Parker v. 
New Jerusalem Christian Development Corp., CCIIR Nos. 07-H-12 & 13 (May 16, 2012), and 
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rockwood. supra, to suggest that the overall ICes arc excessive. Respondent argues that in 
L)('kwood, the Commission awarded the two attorneys $X7 .655.62 for 32X.JX hours (for an average 
hourly rate of just under $267/hour) and that here. Complainant is seeking $11'!.070 for 337.35 hours 
(at an average hourly rate of $325.<)6). Response, p. I 0. n. 16. The hearing officer believed that this 
argument. which addresses the overall reasonableness of the total ICes sought. was better addressed 
under the llenslcv factors, after the lodestar figure is determined. The Commission discusses the 
issue of post-lodestar reductions in Se<.:tion ')below. 

Respondent has also challenged specific line items identified in Exhibit D as excesSive 
amounts of time for work performed. For example, Respondent points to the entry on Line<) in 
which Ms. Stauff billed 2.25 hours for --oraft. edit charge of discrimination." Respondent attached 
as an exhibit the Complaint itself, which Respondent described as a template form consisting of two 
pages. As noted below, the hearing officer agreed that this time was excessive. Respondent also 
pointed to the numher of hours spent in drafting a motion to continue (see Lines<) I. 93, and 133 ), 
for which Complainant's attorneys billed 5.X3 hours. Respondent cites Cotten v. CCI Industries. 
Inc .. CCHR No. 07-P-109 (May 19. 2010), for the proposition that tinms and motions such as a 
motion to continue are simple and should be completed in a limited amount of time. Respondent 
proposed reducing the hours for these lines to 0.50 (Line <)I). 0.25 (Line 93 ). and 0.50 (Line 133 ). 
The hearing officer agreed that the time hilled for a motion to continue was excessive and 
recommended the reductions listed below. But the hearing officer noted that some of the entries 
challenged clearly warrant the hours requested; for example, Ms. Stauff sought 1.25 hours for 
drafting discovery requests, although Respondent suggested that the time should be cut to 0.50 
(Response, Exh D. Line 47). 

The hearing officer found the following entries not excessive for the work performed and 
allowed the time: 

Line 57 (03/02/09, LS, draft discovery requests, 1.25). 

Line 70 (05/11/09, LS, drali letter, draft letter to Mike re: time slips, 1.00). 

Line 74 (05/19/09, LS, review documents, 1.25). 

Line 78 (07/27/09, LS, call /email client, 0.25). 

Line 92 (09/14/09, CC, prepared and sent appearance form to CCHR, 0.50). 

Line 102 (11117/09, CC. read response on time records,1ooked at case file again, emails to/from LS, 0.50). 

Line I08 ( 12/28/09, LS, Draft motion, draft motion lo continue trial, 1.50). 

Line 14o (08/09/10. LS, call/email opposing counsel, receive and review additional document production 
from opp counsel, discuss w/CC, 0.75). 

Line 148 (08/11/10, LS, draft motion. draft, edit, research motion to compel, speak to CC re: case. 1.66). 

Line164 (09/14/10, LS, misc., Exchange emai1s w/ client and CC re document production, damages 
calculation. 1.00). 
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Line 226 (02/22/1 I, LS, draft motion, draft joint motion lor additional time to file post hearing briefs, 1.25) 


Line 2.10 (04/01/11, CC, email.s re: I'IIM (post hearing) brief, 0.50). 


Line 23 I (04/06/11, CC, more emails re: I'HM, transcript, 0.50). 


Line 234 (05102/11, CC, emails to/from LS re brief, sent my section to LS, 0.25). 


Line 2.15 (05103/11, CC, emails to/from HS rc: brief, 0.25). 


Line 236 (()5/03/1 I, LS, draft brief, post hearing brief, review documents, transcripts, legal research, 7.00). 


Line 237 (05104/11, LS, draft brief, post hearing brief, research, write, 6.00). 


Line 2.18 (05/06/11, LS, draft brief, post hearing brief, research write, 5.50). 


Line 239 (05/09/11, CC, review draft PHM brief, 0.50). 


Line 245 06/20/ I I, CC, read final filed version of motion to strike, LS email to HS, 0.50). 


Line 251 (03/26/12, LS, Misc., exchange emails w/ CC re: filing objections, 0. 75)5 


On the other hand, the hearing officer found certain line entries to be excessive. While 
hearing officer declined to accept Respondent's proposed reductions, she reduced the times for those 
line items as follows: 

Line 93 (09/14/09, LS, Draft motion, motion to continued al) from 1.75 to 1.00. 


Line 133 (07/07 II 0, LS, Draft motion, draft motion to continue hearing; exchange emails with opp counsel 

re motion) from 2.33 to 1.00. 


Line 165 (09/15/10, CC, txts to/from LS rehearing, reviewed docs) from 1.50 to 0.75. 


Line 181' (09/29/ I 0, LS, call/email client, exchange emails w/ client and CC re damages, trial prep) from 

1.25 to 1.00. 

Line 183 (09/30/1 0, LS, organize evidence/documents, trial prep work on pre-hearing mem, fwd drah to opp 
counsel) from 8.50 to 6.00. 

Line IS5 (I 0/01/10, LS, meeting, trial prep - meet with witnesses, review and organize documents) from 
7.00 to 4.50. 


Line 186 (I 0/03110. CC, hearing prep, work with docs and exams) from 3.00 to 2.00. 


Line 189 ( 10/04/10, CC, more hearing prep. Exhibit binders, talked to DM (Deanne Medina) and LS and 

client) from 7.50 to 5.00. 


'Line 84 tOX/ 11/0Y. LS, call/email opposing counseL 1.25 l was inadvertently omitted from this list of allowed 
items. 
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Line 216 ( 02/12/1 I. CC, emails re: hearing transcript, reviewed) from .1.50 to I .50. 

Line 232 (04/29/11, CC, worked on PHM brief) from 2.00 to 1.00. 

Line 233 (05/01/11, CC, more work on PHM brief) from 1.25 to 0.75. 

Line 240 105/09/11, LS, draft brief. final edits to post hearing brief) from 6. 75 to 3.25. 

Line 242 (06/0R/11, CC, drafted motion to strike and sent to LS, emails rc same) from 2.50 to 1.00. 

Line 243 (06/1 Oil I, CC, reviewed motion to strike, to LS) from 1.00 to 0.50. 

Line 252 (04/02/12, CC, continued with fcc info, prepped affidavit) from 1.50 to 1.00. 

Line 264 (07/14/12, LS, draft document. work on fee petition) from 3.75 to 1.75. 

Line 267 (07117112, LS, Drati document, final Llraft fee petition) from 1.66to 1.00. 

Overall, I he Hearing Officer determined that of the 141i.24 hours which Respondent has 
described as excessive on Exh. B, the hours should be reduced to 100.41 hours. 

3. Excessive Time On Trial Preparation 

Respondent challenged I 02.08 hours billed by Complainant's attorneys arguing that the hours 
billed for trial preparation were excessive. Respondent proposed cutting those hours to 44.25. It 
appears that one basis for Respondent's argument is that Complainant was represented by two 
attorneys and that as such the work billed is either excessive or duplicative. 

Clearly, while Respondent may have preferred that Complainant try this case with only one 
attorney. that was not the case, and Complainant was ably represented by both Ms. Stauff and Ms. 
Caporusso in the view of the hearing officer. As the Commission stated in Sellers, supra, there is no 
rule that precludes two attorneys from working on the same matter. Indeed, the Commission has 
awarded fees to two or more attorneys as well as paralegals and supervised law students in numerous 
cases. The appropriate 4uestion is whether the time spent on a particular task was reasonable. Where 
time records reveal that multiple attorneys are working together on what would customarily be 
considered in the legal community a two-person task, then both attorneys' time is reasonable. 
However, where documentation of tasks performed by each attorney is scant or where reasonable 
hilling practices would dictate that only one attorney should bill for a task, duplicative time will be 
disallowed. !d. 

The hearing took place over four days and both sides called witnesses, cross-examined 
witnesses, and submitted numerous documents for exhibits. It was difficult for the hearing officer to 
determine which hours expended in trial preparation were required and which were not. The hearing 
nfficer pointed out that Complainant prevailed in her case, which Respondent vigorously defended (a 
point Complainant presses in her objections to the recommended decision). However. the hearing 
officer estimated that counsel billed approximately 85 hours in trial preparation. Separately, Ms. 
Stauff billed 43.58 hours and Ms. Caporusso billed 42.50 hours. The hearing officer further noted 
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that Respondent added all the hours from Line 221, (2/ 17I II. CC. llearing and l(lllow up, 9.50 hours, 
$3,800.00) and Line 222 (2/17/11, LS, in court, Trial at CCIIR, prep t(Jr next Jay, 8.75 hours, 
)2,843.75) as trial preparation, when a suhstantialnumber of those hours (approximately 8) were 
spent in the hearing itself. The hearing oiTicer appottioneJ 0. 75 hours trom Ms. Stauff's 8. 75 hours 
and 1.50 hours from Ms. Caporusso's 9.50 hours to trial preparation. With that reduction, the 
hearing officer determined that approximately 86.08 hours were spent in trial preparation. 

The hearing officer found the time for trial preparation excessive given the scant information 
included in the descriptions. For example, for September 27. 20 I 0, Ms. Capomsso hilled 6.00 hours 
for "prep for hearing." For Scptemher 28, 2010, Ms. Stauff billed 2.75 hours for "Review 
documents, trial prep." For Septemhcr 30, 2010, Ms. Stauff billed 8.50 hours for "Organize 
evidence/documents; Trial prep. Work on pre-hearing memo, Fwd draft to opp. Counsel." While 
there is no exact science to assessing the reasonableness of these times, the Hearing Officer 
recommended that 24.75 hours should be deducted from the hours sought, based on the following 
list: 

Line 175 (09/27II 0, CC prep for hearing) ti·om 6.00 to 4.00. 

Line 176 (09/28/10, CC, cmails rc: PHM, prep for hearing, work with Excel to sort: talked to LS re: 
same) from 1.00 to 0.50 

Line 179 (09/28/10, LS, review documents, trial prep) from 2.75 to 1.75. 

Line 181 (09/29/1 0, LS, call email client, exchange cmails w/ client and CC re: damages, trial prep) 
from 1.25 to 1.00. 

Line I 82 (09/30/1 0, CC, prep for hearing, reviewed PHM) from 7.00 to 4.50. 

Line 183 (09/30/1 0, LS, organize evidence/documents, trial prep work on pre-hearing mem, fwd draft to 
opp counsel) from 8.50 to 6.00. 

Line 185 ( 10/01/10, LS, meeting, trial prep- meet with witnesses, review and organize documents) from 
7.00 to 4.50. 

Line 186 ( 10/03/10, CC, hearing prep, work with docs and exams) from 3.00 to 2.00. 

Line 188 10/03/10, LS, organize evidence/documents, trial prep) from 6.00 to 4.00. 

Line I 89 ( 10/04/10, CC, more hearing prep. Exhibit binders, talked to DM (Deanne Medina) and LS and 
client) from 7.50 to 5.00. 

Line 191 (I 0/04/10. LS, misc., trial prep) from 8.50 to 6.00. 

Line 195 ( 10/05/10, LS, meeting, debrief day one w/ CC, prep for day two) from 2.33 to 1.33. 

Line 216 (02/12/11, CC, txts, with client rehearing, prepped li.1r hearing) from 3.50 to 1.50. 

Line 217 (02/14/11, CC, prep for hearing, contact with ME, JT) from 5.00 to 3.00. 
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Line 220 (02/ 16/ II, LS, misc., review documents, prep for trial) from 5.00 to .l.OO. 

In sum, lhen, the hearing officer reduced the hours which were identified as trial preparation 
on Respondent's Exh. E from I 02.08 hours to 73.33 hours." 

~- Duplicative 

Respondent also challenged a number of time entries as being duplicative, based on the 
standanls set forth in Sellers, supra. (Response, p. 12; see also Response, Exhibit F- duplicative 
[Lines 101, 103, 104, 113, 119, 122, 138, 143, 145, 146, 147, 148, 149, 150, 151, 156, 163, 169, 
170, 171, 176, 182, 192, 196, 202, 204, 212, 217, 221' 223, 230, 231' 232, 233, 235, 239, 242, 243, 
245, 248, 257, 258, 267[) A number of these entries have already been addressed, either as 
inadequate description, excessive, or excessive trial preparation. 

Respondent asserts, for example, that both Ms. Stauff and Ms. Caporusso seck attorney fees 
for speaking to Mr. Tighe, Respondent's counsel, on November 17, 2009. Ms. Capomsso billed 
0.75 hours (Line 101) described as "talked to new D attorney, follow up with LS." Ms. Stauff billed 
0.33 hours (Line 103) described as "exchange emails w/Joe Tighe re: case status, exchange emails 
w/ CC re response." However, in this instance, it appears that counsel were conferring with one 
other about the case as well as speaking with Respondent's attorney. Therefore, the hearing officer 
found that the time is not duplicative and should be allowed. 

However, Respondent also points out that Ms. Stauff and Ms. Caporusso spent 8.0 hours 
drafting or reviewing the motion to strike, and that this is a motion that could be prepared by one 
attorney, and for that reason Ms. Caporusso's time should be disallowed (Lines 242 for 2.50 hours, 
243 for 1.00 hours, 245 for 0.50 hours). However, as Respondent noted, the motion also appeared to 
seek sanctions (which were not ultimately granted hy the hearing officer) and it is not unusual to 
have co-counsel participate in drafting a motion that is more complex than a simple motion to strike. 
For that reason, the hearing officer recommended that Ms. Caporusso's time not be totally 
disallowed but that a reduction in the hours expended is warranted. However, the hearing officer 
determined that he the issue had already been addressed in Respondent's challenges for excessive 
hours (Section 2, above), and that similarly, a number of other line entries were previously addressed 
(and in most cases the time was reduced), based on Respondent's challenges as being duplicative and 
excessive, or inadequately described.7 

Of the entries not already addressed, the hearing officer found the following entries are not 

~>On the other hand. the hearing officer allowed the following challt:nged charges as reasonable. although 
inadvertently she did not list them in the recommended decision: Line 155 (()9/03/1 0, CC, prep for hearing, talked to LS, 
0.25 ); I .inc 17X (OY/2X/ I0. I .S, Misc .. Exchange e-mails w/ CC re: damages. misc. trial prep.. 0.50); Line ll)J ( I 0/05/ I0, 
CC. follow up to hearing, talked to LS. prep t(>r next day, 2.0()) . 

.rr:or example, Respondent L·hallenged the time Complainant's counsel spent on the post hearing brief. 
(Response, p. 12). Respondent asserted that the attorneys billed 30.50 hours on the post hearing brief. in Lines 230-240, 
and compares that time to the 3.5 hours whk:h attorneys in Rankin billed for the post-hearing brief. It is difficult to 
L"ompare the work neces~ary to prepare a brief to another case, without more information. In any event. a number of 
hour." were cut from this time based on Respondent's argument that the work was excessive. in Lines 232, 233. and 2-lO. 
(See above. Section 2) The hearing officer thus found the remaining time warranted. ba:-.ed on the post-hearing brief that 
was '>Uhmitted here. 
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dupl icat i vc and should be allowed: 

Lines I() It 11117/09, CC, talked to new D atty. follow up with LS, 0.75) 

Line I OJ ( 11/17/09, LS, Call/email opposing counsel, exchange emails w/ Joe Tighe re: case status, 
exchange emails w/ CC re: response, tUJ). 


Line I 19 (04/2XII 0, CC, cmails rc: pre-hearing conference with LS and HS, 0.25). 


Line 122 t05/05/l 0, CC, reviewed order from HO (hearing officer) and follow up, 0.25 ). 


Line 143 (OH/07/10, CC, emails rc: documents to/from LS, 0.25). 


Line 145 (OH/09/1 0, CC, reviewed produced time slips, 1.00). 


Line 147 (08/10110, CC, talked to LS re: motion to compel, 0.25). 


Line 163 (09/14110, CC, talked to LS re: hearing prep., 0.25). 


Line 171 (09/2211 0, CC, talked to LS re: hearing, 0.50). 


Line 192 I I 0/05110, CC, hearing, 7.00). 


Line 196 1 I 0/06/10, CC, hearing, 7.00). 


Line 223 (02118/11, CC, hearing and follow up, 9.00). 


Line 248 (03/07/12, CC, read HO decision, texts with Lisa, talked to client re: decision, 1.00). 


Line 258 (06/25112, CC, read CCHR decision, communicated with LS and HS re:, 0.50). s 


The hearing officer did disallow the charge in Line 257. There Ms. Caporusso hilled ll.25 
hours for ·'read LS objections." As further explained below, in Section 7, Complainant had billed a 
time for preparing objections to the Recommended Decision on Liability and Relief: however, the 
hearing officer believed that no such objections were filed and so disallowed most of the time. As 
explained in Section 7, however, those objections were filed and are part of the hearing record in this 
case. Therefore, the Commission does not accept this recommended reduction and allows the charge 
of 0.25 hours in Line 257. 

5. Administrative 

Next. Respondent challenged a number of entries as being administrative and urged that they 
be disallowed. The Commission has noted that although "an essential aspect of operating a law 
practice is a system for accurately calendaring dates and deadlines, it is nevertheless administrative 

·'The following lines \vere also allowed, although inadvertently omitted from the hearing otlicer's list: Line 
170 (09/21/J(), LS, miscellaneous exchange of c-mails, :-.peak to CC rc document production. 0.66) and Line 1:21 
12/17111. CC, Hearing and t(JIIow up prep lor next day, 9.00). 
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work which is not ordinarily billed to paying clients but instead absorhcd by the attorney as part of 
overhead." Run kin, supra at 8. 

The hearing officer concurred with Respondent that a numhcr of entries arc for necessary hut 
administrative work, such as scheduling conferences or interviews or calls to the Commission about 
simple administrative procedures. For that reason. the hearing officer disallowed the following 
entries hased on the objection that the work is administrative, for example, filing documents, 
exchanging emails regarding packages, scheduling matters, docketing, and related clerical matters: 
Lines 14, 16, 17, 22, 24, 25, 29,32-39,43.56, 63. 92, 94, 106, 110-116, 134, 135, 138, 139, 152, 
200-205, 207-210, 214, 215, 225. "The total recommended reduction for administrative or clerical 
work amounted to 12.64 hours as calculated hy the hearing officer. 

In addition, the hearing officer addressed Respondent's contentions that Lines 50, 154, 199, 
211, 224, 250, 260, 261, and 266 should he either disallowed or significantly reduced. The hearing 
officer recommended that the following entries in this group are acceptable charges and should he 
allowed: 

Line 50 (I 0/16/08, LS, call email client, email client to inform that Mike has not re.sponded to email dated 
I0/14. 0.08 ). 

Line !54 (08/30/1 0, LS, review documents, receive order re: pre-hearing conference on Sept 8, 20 I 0 email 
opp counsel to follow up on documents, 0.33). 

Line 199 ( 11/10/10, CC, prep for hearing contact with ME, (Madeline Engel), court reporter, 0.50). 

Line 211 (01/05/10, LS, Misc. Exchange cmails re: ordering transcripts, 0.25). 

Line 250 (03/26/12, CC, emails to/from LS re: possible objections, extension, started compiling fees, 0.75). 

Line 260 (06/27/12, CC, worked on interest calculation, 0.50). 111 

As to Line 224-dated Febmary 18, 20 II, and seeking 9.00 hours for Ms. Stauff for ''trial, 
organize documents, debrief'-Respondent argued that the time should be reduced hy one hour as 
administrative. The hearing officer explained that while organizing documents generally may be an 
administrative duty (or one usually performed by a paralegal), during the hearing itself, allowing an 
hour to get trial exhibits in order and review them on the hearing day with co-counsel is not 
administrative but is a task that litigators regularly perform. For that reason, the hearing officer 
recommended that no time he deducted from this entry. 

However, the hearing officer did recommend reductions in the remaining two line items in 
this group: 

'I A number of line item entries on Ex h. G of Respondent's Response have J!ready been addres.-.ed above: lines 
-13.50. 74,91, 92, 94. I I 3. 13X, 176, IX5, IX9, 19X, 202. and 204. Where necessary, the hearing officer either adjusted 
the total time sought or disallowed the charge in its entirety. 

10 In addition, the hearing officer allowed payment for Line 42. although ~he did not discuss it specitlcally in her 
recommendation: Line 42 (()':)/25/0R, LS, Call/email dient, Speak w/ dient re: ;\;like's mediation offer. (l.OX); 
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Line 2n l. seeking l. 75 hours for drafting documents. to he reduced from l. 75 to 1.00 hours. 
This was described as organizing hilling records and "information" for the fee petition. and 
as such appears partly administrative. 

Line 266. in which Ms. C'aporusso seeks 2.00 hours for "scanned in rate info .. finalized 
affidavit Ifor fee petition[; emails to/from LS researched other rates,"the hours to he reduced 
from 2.00 to 1.00. Again, this work is partly administrative. 

Although the time to prepare a fee petition has been held compensable, time to maintain or review 
the hilling records which may support a fee petition is administrative overhead, which is not 
compensable. Hue:.:o v. St. James Properties. CCHR No. 'JO-EA4 (Oct. 9, 1991 ), Lockwood, supra. 

In sum, of the total of 48.22 hours which Respondent challenged as administrative, the 
hearing officer reduced the total time to 28.32 hours. 

6. Rounding 

Respondent asserted that Attorney Stauff improperly "rounded" up the hours on a number of 
entries. (Response, Exh. H) Respondent contended that a number of entries "on their face, violate 
the regulation that the segment be in quarter hour increments. or less," citing Lockwood. (Response, 
p. 13) Of the 19.19 hours in which Ms. Stauff billed in times of0.08, 0.33, 0.66, 1.06, 1.33 or 2.33, 
Respondent suggested that the figures be reduced to total 12.25 hours. Respondent appears to 
advocate that billings must be expressed in quarter-hour segments. 

There is no basis for a finding that Attorney Stauff raised or lowered the number of hours or 
tenths of hours in her billings. Certainly, using two different means to keep time makes it more 
difficult to review the time sheets Attorney Stauff submitted. (Ms. Stauff indicated in her affidavit 
that she kept her time in the software PC Law, then in Freshbooks; Stauff Affidavit, 'II 10). However, 
CCHR Reg. 240.630 requires that a fee petition be supported by affidavit and argument, and that it 
reflect the number of hours for which compensation is sought "in segments of no more than one­
quarter hour" itemized by date and including a description of the work performed. The regulation 
does not prohibit billings in segments smaller than one-quarter hour, including tenths or hundredths 
of an hour. In fact, breakdowns in tenths or hundredths seem likely to produce more accurate time 
measurements and lower total billings than quarter-hour measurements. Attomey Stauff's time 
keeping thus does not warrant a reduction in actual time billed, as Respondent would have it. The 
hearing officer thus correctly recommended rejection of Respondent's challenges based on rounding 
regarding Lines 7, 18, 31, 44, 49, 54, 60, 64, 73, 77, 80, 120, 121, 123, 137, 151, 166, 167, 174, 195, 
and 246. 

Before considering Respondent's rounding argument, the hearing officer had considered 
Respondent's argument that some of the same challenged time entries were also administrative and 
determined that the following entries should not be allowed because they are administrative tasks: 
Lines 110, Ill, 112, 135, 201, 225. Because the Commission accepts those recommended 
deductions. there is no need to consider Respondent's additional objection regarding rounding as to 
those lines. 
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Similarly, Respondent challenged the following entries as both rounding and duplicative: 
Lines 103, 148. 170. and 267. Those entries were addressed above in Sections 2 and 4. 

Finally. Respondent challenges two entries on the basis of rounding as we ll as ··undi!-tclo..,ed 
witnesses": Line 61 (03/26/09, LS. call email witncs~cs. email Deanne Medina and Karen Doran re: 
discovery requests. 0.66 hours, $2 14.50) and Line 72 (05/12/09, LS, Draft discovery requests, 
discuss discovery production issues w/KJD, client. 0.33, $ 1 07.25). RespondenL further claims that 
three more line items should be disallowed because they "constitute witness !-ttatements and should 
have been produced in uiscovery and were not." : Line 177 (09/2811 0. LS. call/email witnesses. 
exchange emails, phone messages w/ witnesses re: trial prep. , 0.50 hours, $ 162.50), Line 180 
(09/29/ I0, CC, emails with KD (Karen Doran) and LS re: hearing, 0.25, $100.00) and Line 189 
(I 0/04/10. CC, more hearing prep., exhibit binuers. talked to OM (Deanne Medina) and LS and 
d ient. 7 .50, $3.000.00). (Response, p. 13. n. 19) Although Respondent did not specifically address 
Line 28 in its brief, on Exhibit A Respondent also challenged this entry for fa ilure to disclose (Line 
28. 02/14/08, LS. Call/email witnesses. exchange emails w/ Deanne Medina recharge, 0.25). In 
total. the time challenged on this basis over 9.50 hours. 

A~ to this argument, the hearing officer found it unclear why Respondent believed the time 
entries should be stricken. The witnesses were disclosed, included in the Pre-Hearing Memorandum. 
and in fact several (Medina, Engel, and Doran) testified at the hearing. The challenged entries do not 
-;uggest that Complainant's counsel took written statements from these witnesses (and even if they 
had. Respondent offered no reason to support that the statements were required to be produced in 
discovery). If Respondent wanted to object to these witnesses. the time to do so was, at the latest, 
during the hearing, not in the context of the attorney fee petition. The entries indicate that 
Complainant's counsel communicated with the witnesses for purposes of scheduling for trial (e.g., 
on Line 177, 09/28/10. Ms. Stauff billed 0.50 for "exchange phone messages w/ witnesses re: trial 
prep"). Moreover, based on the entry of Line 189, it is apparent that Ms. Caporusso was engaged in 
a number of trial preparation activities, but not in interviewing a witness. From the entries, the 
hearing officer found that the work was necessary and appropriate trial preparation. and actually 
performed, such that counsel is entitled to be compensated for that time (with the reductions taken 
from Line 189 for excessive trial preparation) on Lines 28, 61. 73, 177. 180, and 189. 11 

7. Unnecessary 

Res pondent challenged a number of entries as being unnecessary. The hearing officer 
di allowed two of them on the ground that the work was administrative: Lines 33 and 35. llowever. 
Line 50 was allowed. as it was as not mere admini ·trative work. 

Responden t challenged Line 1 (06/23/06. LS, Meeting, initial consultation. 2.25 hours) on the 
grounds that this is not customarily billed. However, the hearing officer allowed it, noting that it is 
not unusual for an attorney to bill for the initial consultation. particularly where. as here. the attorney 
ultimately is retained. See Lockwood. supra, where fees were allowed for work prior to complaint 

11 Line 72 was inadvertently omitted from 1his list in 1he Recommended Decision but was also allowed. 
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riling as appropriate and related to the successful claim. 

Respondent challenged Line~7-an entry for October 13, 2008, which Ms. Stauff described 
as "go over settlement proposal w/ client, draft agreement, cover letter, email to Mike and Aaron" 
and hilled 1.75 hours-as unnecessary asserting that drafting a settlement agreement before 
mediation is premature. However, work spent in preparing l<>r a mediation, which well may include 
reducing a proposal to writing, is not an unnecessary task. Nor is reviewing a settlement proposal 
with a client. For that reason the hearing officer recommended allowing the time and the 
Commission agrees. Attempting to reach a settlement is a proper and integral pm1 of representing 
the interests of a client in litigation, and it is not unreasonable to prepare for mediation by outlining a 
settlement offer in writing. 

Respondent also challenged Line 81 (08/06/09, Ms. Capomsso billed 2.50 hours for "meeting 
with LS re: co-counseling"), Line 82 (08/06/09, Ms. Stauff billed 2.50 hours for "Meeting w/ CC re 
co-counseling case, review documents, discuss case strategy"), and Line 90 (Ms. Caporusso billed 
2.00 hours for "talked to and reviewed case files from LS"). The hearing officer found these 
challenges not well taken, explaining that an attorney will need to spend some time meeting or 
conferring with co-counsel, reviewing the nature of the case. becoming familiar with the case file, 
and developing an overall trial strategy. Such work is typical of work necessary to represent a party, 
and as such is allowed. 

Respondent's challenge to Lines 189 was already addressed by the hearing officer under 
Respondent's challenges for excessive work, with the recommendation that the time he reduced to 
5.0 hours. 

Similarly, although the hearing officer determined that time spent on drafting Complainant's 
motion to strike portions of Respondent's post-hearing brief is compensable, having reviewed the 
motion itself, the hearing officer found that the total of four hours billed (Lines 242, 243, 245) is 
excessive and this motion should have taken no more than 3.0 hours to prepare. Accordingly, the 
hearing officer recommended a reduction of Line 242 to 1.0 hours 12 and Line 243 to 0.50 hours. 

Finally, although Respondent diu not challenge several entries, the hearing officer slwsponte 
found that 8.25 additional hours were unnecessary because counsel billed over eleven hours for legal 
research and drafting of objections to the recommended mling on liability and relief, but the hearing 
officer determined that Complainant never filed such objections and therefore recommended 
disallowing or reducing the following line items: 

Line 253 - (04/22112, LS, Legal research, legal research re objections to hearing officer's recommendation) 
from 2.50 to 1.00. 

Line 254- (04/23112, LS, legal research, research and draft objections) from 3.00 to 1.00. 

Line 255- (04/2-l/12, LS, Draft brief, research draft, edit, finalize objections) from 4.50 to 0. 

I! This is the typographical error in the Recommended Decision to which Re~pondent corre\..'tly objected. 
The hearing officer recommended redw.:ing Line 242 to 1.0 hours. not 2.0 hours. 
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Line 257- tCC. read LS objections) from 0.25 hours to 0. (See Section 4 above). 

Complainant objected to this recommendation of the hearing officer. asserting that the 
objections were in fact filed. The Commission reviewed the hearing record in tltis case and 
confirmed that Complainant is correct. On April2cl, 2012, Complainant riled at the Commission her 
l'ive-page Complainant's Objections to Recommended Ruling on Liability and Relief. Complainant 
also filed a corrected version on May 2, 2012, out of concern that not all pages may have been 
received. On May I 0, 2012, Complainant riled a Notice of Filing and Certificate of Service which 
affirmed that copies ofthe Objections were sent to Respondent's attorney ami the hearing officer on 
April 30. 2012. Complainant's objections (along with those submitted by Respondent) were 
considered by the Board of Commissioners in reviewing and acting on the hearing officer's 
recommended ruling. (Final Ruling on Liability and Relief. pp. l, 25) Accordingly, the Commission 
does not accept these recommended reductions and allows the 8 hours of charges itemized above 
along with the 0.25 hours also discussed in Section 4 above, for a total of 8.25 hours related to the 
work on the objections. 

S. Adjustment for hourly rates 

For a number of entries, Respondent did not raise specific objections; rather Respondent 
challenged the hourly rate charged for the work performed. As noted above, Section A, all work 
performed and allowed should be charged at the hourly rates allowed for each attorney. For that 
reason, in making the final determination on attorneys fees, the hearing officer adjusted the hourly 
rate for all work performed, including on lines where no specific objection has been raised. l.l In 
restoring the recommended deductions for objections to the recommended mling on liability and 
relief, the Board of Commissioners has followed the same calculation method. 

9. Adjusted Lodestar Calculations; Further Application of Hensley Factors. 

Having reviewed all of the Fee Petition, line by line. the hearing officer determined that the 
lodestar calculation, allowing for the hearing officer's recommended deductions and the adjustment 
of hourly rates, was as follows: 

HEARING OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION: 

Attome)' Hours Fees 

Ms. Stauff 168.21 $49,100.50 
Ms. Caporusso 94.50 $35,393.75 
Total 262.71 $84,494.25 

Neither party objected to the calculations of the hearing otficer. Accordingly, in reaching this 
final ruling, the Commission has not audited the hearing officer's mathematical calculations but has 
retained them as set forth in the Recommended Decision, presuming that any discrepancies would he 

:Accordingly. the hearing offker adjusted the hourly rate~ on Lines 11-1 J. 20. 21. 23. 26-27. 30. .tO--ll. 46, 48. 
'it-5355.58.65-69, 7t. 75-76,%-97,107. tt7. t24-132.136. t40-142,144. t55.15X-If>t,l87. 190,194.197.218­
220. 222, 244. 247, 249. 262-26.~. and 265 as follows: for work Ms. Stauff performed in 2006-2007 at the rate of~250. 
2008-2009 at the hourly rate of ~275, 20t0-20!1 at the rate of $300. and 20t2 at the rate of $325. For work Ms. 
l'aporusso performed. the hourly rates permitted were $350 ti.1r 2009. lj;375 for 2010-101 I. and $400 ti1r 2012. 
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de minimis. 

The Commission has made only the adjustments required by its restoration of the 8.25 hours 
expended on objections to the reconunended ruling on liability and rdief(H.O hours restored to Ms. 
Stauff and 0.25 hour restored to Ms. Caporusso). Because this restored work was performed in 
2012. the added time is calculated at the houri y rate of $325 for Ms. Stauff (for an additional $2,600) 
and $400 for Ms. Caporusso ( tllr an additional $1 00). 

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS DETERMINATION: 

Attorne)C I lours Fees 

Ms. Stauff 17fl.21 ~51.700.50 
Ms. Caporusso 94.75 $35.493.75 
Total 270.9() $87,194.25. 

After making the line item reductions described above. the hearing officer utilized the 
llens!ey factors to recommend that a further reduction of fees was wananted, applying several of the 
llenslev factors including the time and labor required. the novelty and difficulty of the issues 
presented, and awards in similar cases. In order to bring the award of attorney fees in this matter 
within the range of awards in similar cases, and consistent with the complexity of this case and the 
labor required, the hearing officer recommended an additional overall reduction of the attorney fees 
of 15%. 

The hearing officer believed this further reduction produced an award consistent with the 
range of awards in similar cases. In Pierce and Parker, supra. the Commission used such an 
analysis noting that "'this award Iof fees of $56,484.50 for 220.35 total hours I is consistent with the 
range of awards in similar cases, as discussed above. being closest to the 206.5 hours compensated in 
Flores but lower than the 269.4 hours compensated in Alexander. The 155.95 compensated hours 
for the hearing stage places the award somewhat lower than the compensated hearing-stage work in 
Rankin (I 86. I hours), but higher than the awards in Tarpein (136.3 hours) and Gray (115.44 hours.)" 

The hearing officer reasoned that, as for Pierce and Parker, the recommended further 
adjustment in this case was based primarily on excessive and duplicative hours claimed for work by 
the complainant's two attorneys in relation to the level of difficulty of the work needed. but also to 
bring the award in line with awards in similar cases. The hearing officer rejected Respondent's 
argument that this was a simple case (Respondent's Objection, page 10. n. In), noting that in fact, 
Respondent vigorously defended this case, causing the need for additional litigation and time at 
hearing. However, the hearing officer still found the time billed to be excessive given the nature of 
the case, even after a line-by-line review and specific line item deductions. The hearing officer 
found that Complainant was ably represented by her counsel and explained that the recommended 
further reduction was not intended to suggest otherwise. Rather it was deemed necessary to bring the 
award within a reasonable level consistent with the range of awards in similar cases. 

Complainant has objected to this further percentage reduction. Complainant asserts that 
Respondent contested 1'!2 of the 267 time entries in the Fee Petition and the hearing officer's line­
by-line analysis resulted in a recommendation to disallow all or part of 44% of the contested entries. 
Complainant argues that this level of detailed review is similar to that done in Rankin. supra, where 
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the Board of Commissioner's rejected a hearing officer's proposed additional percentage cut while 
approving extensive line-item deductions. Complainant points to Lockwood, s11pra, as explaining 
that although a kc award may he adjusted by the Hensley factors. pursuant to People Who Care, 
Sllf'rtl, "most of those factors arc usually subsumed within the initial lodestar calculation." 
Complainant argues that the hearing officer already applied the Henslev factors to analyze the 
contested I inc items and argues that further reduction of the fee award based on the Hemley factors is 
therefore unnecessary to bring the resulting fees in line with comparable cases. Complainant 
maintains that the resulting approved hours after the line item deductions-262.71 hy the hearing 
officer's recommendation and 270.96 by the Commission's rc-detem1ination-is within the range of 
comparable cases for litigation of 72 months' duration with a four-day hearing and a complainant 
represented by counsel from the point of filing. Complainant points out that in Lockwood, 328 hours 
were approved for 50 months of litigation with a two-day hearing and a complainant represented by 
counsel throughout. further, Complainant asserts that approximately 210 hours were approved in 
l'ierce and Parker. s11pra. for litigation which took two years less than the present case with only a 
one-day uncontested hearing, and 206.05 hours were approved in Flores, s11pra. for litigation that 
took 15 months less than this case with a one-day hearing. 

The Board of Commissioners has determined that the additional15% reduction should not be 
adopted. In Rankin, the Board of Commissioners approved line item deductions for charges found 
excessive, uuplicative, or administrative, resulting in a 16% reduction of the requested attorney fees. 
But the Board rejected the hearing officer's recommended further cut of 20% as unnecessary to bring 
the fee award in line with similar cases as reviewed in the ruling. In reaching the decision in Rankin, 
the Board made it clear that it did not reject its prior precedent allowing use of a combination of line­
item and across-the-board reductions in an appropriate case, noting that percentage reductions remain 
warranted where more precise reductions cannot be determined from time records submitted and 
nothing that Hensley also supports further percentage reductions. At the same time, the Board 
reaffirmed in Rankin: 

This Commission has been very clear that attorneys who represent complainants successfully 
'hould be adequately compensated for the work at market rates, even if the dollar amount of 
relief ordered to remedy the ordinance violation is small. At the same time, the fee award 
must he reasonable in light of what was actually required to provide successful 
representation. Determination of reasonableness cannot be done to a mathematical certainty; 
it involves informed judgment and the exercise of sound discretion. 

In Rankin, the Commission further explained its reasonableness standards quoting from Hutchison v. 
lfiekarnulin, CCHR No. 08-H-2! (June 16, 2010): 

ln .. .Sullivan-Luckey v. Godine~. CCHR No. 99-H-89 (Sept. 21, 2005), the Commission 
utilized a combination of line-by-line reductions and percentage reductions ranging from 
I 5% to 50% for excessive and duplicative costs, noting that percentage reductions are 
appropriate where more precise reductions cannot be determined from the time records 
'uhmittcd. As noted in Sullivan-Lackey, when determining the amount of time reasonably 
spent on a case, the Commission considers the specific facts of the case. Huezo v. St. James 
Properties d al.. CCHR No.90-E-44 at 7 (Oct. 9, 1991). Further. the hearing officer may 
use his or her own experience, knowledge, and expertise to determine the amount of time 
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rcasonahl y required for particular types of work. Sec Bonner v. Coughlin, 657 F.2d 931, 934 
( 7'" Cir. I <JH I). While each case is factually different, it can be helpful to look at the range of 
fee awards in comparable cases. 

Complainant is correct that in Pierce ond Porker. where the Board of Commissioners 
drastically reduced the requested and recommended fees for work at the hearing stage by two thirds 
for each of the three attorneys representing the complainant, the percentage reduction was not 
combined with any line-item reductions at the hearing stage. The Commission viewed the 
circumstances of Pierce and Porker as similar to those in Sullivwz-Lockey. In Sullivmz-Lockey, the 
successful complainant was represented by a law school clinic through the collaboration of multiple 
law students and d inical faculty in a closely-supervised teaching environment which consumed more 
time than would he expended on comparable work in a law office setting. In Pierce and Parker, 
there was a similar collaboration between two pro bono attorneys from a law firm, who did not have 
specific expertise in civil rights litigation or in practice before this Commission. and a staff attorney 
from a civil rights organization who did provide that expertise, which extended the time to complete 
tasks due to a larger learning curve and perceived need for review. It was not possible under those 
circumstances to make line-item reductions identifying which specific work of which attorney should 
be disallowed or reduced; hence the percentage reduction method proved appropriate to adjust for the 
excessive and duplicative hours claimed in relation to the level of difficulty of the work required, 
bringing the total fees in line with the range of awards in similar cases as discussed in the ruling. 

The Commission has afforded deference to the assessment of its hearing officers as to what 
are appropriate time expenditures in the hearing process, given that Commission hearing officers are 
experienced in civil rights litigation and have observed the work product of counsel in the cases 
assigned to them. For this case, the Board of Commissioners is persuaded that the line-item 
reductions made by the hearing officer reflect careful consideration in the context of the case and 
reasonable factual findings which should not be ovemzled absent persuasive evidence to the contrary 
(sttch as the evidence that objections to the recommended liability ruling were actually prepared and 
filed). 

Nevertheless, the Board of Commissioners respectfully declines to adopt the hearing officer's 
recommendation of an additional 15% reduction of the requested fees beyond the line item 
reductions which it has approved, finding that the circumstances of this case are closer to those in 
Rankin. The I ine item reductions which the Commission has approved result in total fees 30% lower 
than the amount sought in the Fee Petition. That itself is a substantial reduction, which is a sufficient 
adjustment to achieve a reasonable attorney fee award in this case. 14 

10. Costs 

Complainant sought $2,036.37 in costs in her Fee Petition. Complainant stated that the costs 
incurred included transcript cost. copying costs, and minor office supplies (e.g .. hinders and related 
materials). However, Complainant noted that not all of the original receipts were attached to the Fee 
Petition and that Complainant intended to supplement her petition with the missing receipts within 
seven days of the filing of the Fee Petition on July 23, 2012. The Fee Petition included receipts 

I'~ 124.Y5 1..15 - ~H7.1 Y4.25 = $37,757.10. 
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totaling $ 1.253.70 in costs for transcripts. See Stauff Affidavit and Exhibit ! J. I lowever, neither the 
hearing officer nor the Commission received any supplementation. 

CCIIR Reg. 240.630(a)(3) requires a party seeking an award of costs to provide 
Jocumentation for the costs sought, or compensation will be denied. See. e.g., Riclwrd.wm. supra, 
and Austill v. Hllrrington, CCHR No. 94-E-237 (Mar. 18, 1998). There being no oppos ition from 
Re~pondcnt regarding costs, and Complainant having provided documemation for $ L .253.70 in co~ts, 
the hearing officer recommended that costs in the amount of $ 1.253.70 be allowed. Neither 
Complainant nor Respondem objected to this recommendation; accordingly, and as the total 
recommended amoum is reasonable, the Commission adopts it. 

11. Interest 

Complainant's counsel sought $3,844.98 for pre- and post-judgment interest on the award 
of fees and co~ts. Complainant attached the calcu lation to the Fee Petition, and it appears that the 
calculation method set forth in CCHR Reg. 240.700 was followed. Respondent did not oppose 
Complainant's calculations of interest (Response, page I). 

Although interest is awarded on the attorney fees and costs as determined in this ruling, the 
Commiss ion does not adopt the requested and recommended dollar amount. First. the modifications 
of the requested fees which have been made in this ruling will change the interest calculation 
presented by Complainant in her Fee Petition. 

Second, the request and recommendation did not follow the Commiss ion 's method for 
establishing the date when interest begins to accrue on an award of attorney fees. The Commission 
has followed federal court guidance under which interest on attorney fees runs from the date of the 
initial entry of j udgment. See Anderson v. City l?{ Bessemer City. 6 19 F.Supp 153 (W. Di · t. N.C. 
June 25. 1985) and cases c ited therein ; Shontz v. Milosavljevic, CCHR No. 94-H- 1 (May 20, 1998); 
and Sullivan-Lackey, .wpra. In other words, only post-judgment interest is awarded on attorney fees. 

Therefore, interest on the award of fees and costs shall be calculated pursuant to the same 
method for determining rates set forth in CCHR Reg. 240.700,15 but starting from the date ofentry of 
the Final Order of Liability and Relief on May 16, 2012, rather than from the date of violation a for 
damages awarded to a complainant. 

ln the Commiss ion' s adjudication process , where an initial ruling of the Board of 
Commissioners determines liability and entitlement to relief including emitlement to attorney fees, 
the date of that initial ruling is appropriate for the commencement of interest on fees and costs, rather 
than the date of a .,;econd, follow-up ruling like this one determining the amounts. See CCHR Regs 
:?A0.6 lO(a)(5). 240.620(b). and 240.630. 

1~ CCHR Reg. 270.700 provides as follows: '"Pre- and po!>t-judgment interest on damages shall be awarded at 
the bank prime loan rate. as publi~hed by the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve Sy~tem in its publication 
entitled ·Federal Rel>erve Stati~tical Re lea~e H. I 5 !5 19) Selected Interest Rates.· The interest rate used '-thall be adjusted 
quarterly from the date of violation ba~ed on the rates in the Federal Reserve Statistical Release. !ntere~t -.hall be 
.:akulated on a daily basis ~tarting from the date of the vio lation and shall be compounded annually." 
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Interest will continue to accrue on any unpaid balance until fully paid, as it docs for damages. 
Also as for awards of interest on damages, no exact amount of the interest on fees and costs can be 
stated in this ruling because it is not yet known when full payment will occur. 

IlL CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated above, the Commission orders Respondent to pay attorney fees and 
costs in the total amount of $88,447.95 plus interest as follows: 

I. 	 To Attorney Lisa M. Stauff-attorney fees of $51,700.50 and costs of $1,253. 70, for 
a total payment of $52,954.20 . 

.., 	 To Attorney Catherine A. Capomsso-attorncy fees of $35,493.75. 

3. 	 To each attorney respectively, post-judgment interest on the total award to the 
attorney starting from the date of the Final Order on Liability and Relief on May 16. 
2012. 

CHICAGO COMMISSION ON HUMAN RELATIONS 

•i/:)) I I V.. );J""\.•--(_ -',r' 

By: 
Mona Noriega, ha rand Commissioner 
Entered: Februa 20, 2013 
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