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SUMMARY

The court considers Plaintiff Cleo G.'s motion for attorney's fees under the Equal Access to Justice Act
following reversal and remand of the Commissioner's denial of Disability Insurance Benefits. The
court finds clerical work noncompensable and reduces the requested attorney hours for excessive or
duplicative work. The motion is granted in part and denied in part, with an award of $8,657.72.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved under the Equal Access to Justice Act for attorney's
fees after the court had reversed the Commissioner's decision denying
Disability Insurance Benefits and remanded for further proceedings.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court exercised substantial discretion to determine a reasonable
EAJA fee award and reviewed the itemized time and supporting
documentation for excessive, redundant, unnecessary, clerical, or
inadequately documented work.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff was entitled to an award of attorney's fees under the EAJA after obtaining reversal and
remand of the Commissioner's decision.

2. Whether the requested paralegal hours and attorney hour entries were reasonably expended and
compensable under the EAJA.

3. What amount constituted a reasonable EAJA fee award in light of clerical work, duplicative briefing,
excessive hours, and comparable awards in similar Social Security cases.

HOLDINGS

1. Purely clerical activities are overhead and are not compensable as EAJA attorney fees, regardless of
whether an attorney or paralegal performs them.

2. An EAJA fee award must be reduced for attorney hours that are excessive, redundant, duplicative,
unnecessary, or insufficiently supported by the billing documentation.

3. Plaintiff was entitled to $8,657.72 in EAJA attorney's fees, representing 33.9 compensable attorney
hours at $255.39 per hour, while the requested paralegal hours and excluded attorney time were not
compensable.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Hours are not reasonably expended if they are “excessive, redundant, or otherwise unnecessary.”” (at 4)

“purely clerical activities, regardless of who performs them, are considered overhead and are not
compensable as EAJA attorney fees.” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff's counsel requested $12,493.71 for 46.7 attorney hours and 5.67 paralegal hours incurred in the Social
Security appeal. The requested rates were $255.39 per attorney hour and $100 per paralegal hour, with the
attorney rate based on the EAJA rate adjusted for cost of living. The Commissioner did not dispute Plaintiff's
prevailing-party status or the hourly rates but argued that substantial reductions were warranted because the case
was routine and the billing included duplicative, redundant, excessive, and clerical work.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Cleo G. filed an action seeking review of the Commissioner's final Social Security decision. On September 29,
2025, the court reversed and remanded the Commissioner's decision, and Plaintiff then sought $12,493.71 in
EAJA attorney's fees. The court granted the fee motion in part and denied it in part, excluding clerical work and
reducing the compensable attorney hours.
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