UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Dunsmore v. San Diego County Sheriff's Department

Case No. 20-cv-00406-AJB-DDL (S.D. Cal. Aug. 7, 2025) - No. 20-cv-00406-AJB-DDL - Decided August 8,

2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of California partially granted and partially

denied plaintiffs’ motion for interim attorneys’ fees and costs arising from an ADA settlement. The

order addresses plaintiffs’ prevailing-party status, statutory fee-shifting provisions, the lodestar

method, the reasonableness of counsel’s hourly rates, and the applicable San Diego legal market. The

case concerns alleged disability-access violations and conditions in San Diego County Jail facilities.
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Plaintiffs moved for an interim award of attorneys' fees and litigation
costs arising from an ADA settlement. The district court granted the

motion in part and denied it in part.

The court exercised discretion to determine the reasonableness of
requested attorneys' fees and costs, applying the lodestar method and

reviewing billing records and supporting evidence.
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1. Whether plaintiffs were prevailing parties entitled to an interim award of attorneys' fees and costs under
the ADA, the Rehabilitation Act, and California Code of Civil Procedure section 1021.5 after entering
into an enforceable ADA settlement.

2. What attorneys' fees were reasonable under the lodestar method, including the appropriate hourly rates

and number of compensable hours.

3. What litigation expenses and expert costs were reasonable and adequately supported for reimbursement.

HOLDINGS

1. A plaintiff who enters into a legally enforceable settlement agreement with the defendant prevails for
purposes of the ADA fee-shifting provision and may receive reasonable attorneys' fees and costs. A party
may also receive an interim fee award after prevailing on the merits of one or more claims at an

interlocutory stage.

2. Reasonable attorneys' fees are calculated under the lodestar method by multiplying reasonably expended

hours by a reasonable hourly rate, subject to discretionary adjustments.

3. Counsel may recover reasonable litigation expenses typically billed to paying clients, but unsupported or

inadequately itemized expenses may be reduced.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Under the ADA, “a plaintiff ‘prevails’ and thus is entitled to attorney’s fees and costs, when he or she enters

into a legally enforceable settlement agreement with the defendant.”” (at 3)

“The lodestar figure is calculated by multiplying the number of hours the prevailing party reasonably
expended on the litigation (as supported by adequate documentation) by a reasonable hourly rate for the
region and for the experience of the lawyer.” (at 5)

“The relevant community is the forum in which the district court sits.” (at 13)

“The Court is the best judge of the value of professional services rendered in his court[.]” (at 14)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs are current or former inmates of San Diego County Jail facilities and alleged that jail policies and
practices created dangerous, discriminatory, and unconstitutional conditions, including failures to accommodate
incarcerated people with disabilities. The parties litigated the disability-accommodation claim, conducted
discovery and expert inspections, and participated in at least seventeen settlement conferences. They reached an
ADA settlement covering the disability subclass, which the court approved before plaintiffs sought interim fees
and costs.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs, current and former inmates of San Diego County Jail facilities, brought a putative class action
alleging, among other things, failure to provide reasonable accommodations to incarcerated people with
disabilities under the ADA, the Rehabilitation Act, and California Government Code section 11135. The court
certified three subclasses under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23(b)(2), and the parties entered an ADA



settlement that the court approved. Plaintiffs then moved for interim attorneys' fees and costs; after briefing and
a July 31, 2025 hearing, the court reduced requested rates, hours, expert costs, and certain transportation
expenses and awarded $1,588,887.21 in fees and $427,496.18 in costs.
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