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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Utah grants Christina Juliana Johnson’s motion to
determine and award attorney fees and costs following the parties’ Rule 68 settlement. The court holds
that the requested billing entries were not impermissibly block billed and rejects the defendants’
objections concerning hourly rates, factual research, complaint drafting, and preparation of the fee
motion. The action involved alleged constitutional violations arising from Johnson’s arrest and
prosecution after a vehicle accident.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved under 42 U.S.C. § 1988, 28 U.S.C. § 1920, and
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 54(d) to determine and award attorney
fees and costs after accepting defendants' Rule 68 offer of judgment.
Defendants opposed the amount of fees but did not dispute that
plaintiff was entitled to some fees.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court assessed the reasonableness of requested attorney fees and
costs under the lodestar method and applicable fee-shifting statutes.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; district-court memorandum decision and order.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. What amount of attorney fees and costs was reasonable under 42 U.S.C. § 1988 and the parties' Rule 68
Agreement?

2. Whether counsel's time entries constituted impermissible block billing warranting a fee reduction.

3. Whether the requested hourly rates, factual investigation, complaint drafting, and preparation of the fee
motion were reasonably compensable.

4. Whether plaintiff could recover $577.60 in litigation expenses, including costs associated with
Government Records Access and Management Act requests.

HOLDINGS

1. A prevailing civil-rights plaintiff's fee award is calculated by multiplying reasonable hours by reasonable
hourly rates, subject to reduction for hours that are unnecessary, irrelevant, duplicative, or otherwise not
reasonably expended.

2. Listing multiple tasks in one itemized time entry is not impermissible block billing; block billing occurs
when counsel records total daily time without itemizing the time spent on specific tasks.

3. Hourly rates and factual-investigation hours are compensable when supported by prevailing-market
evidence and reasonably necessary to investigate and plead the civil-rights claims.

4. Reasonable attorney fees incurred in preparing a fee application are recoverable under applicable fee-
shifting authority.

5. Necessary and reasonable out-of-pocket litigation expenses normally billed to private clients may be
recovered as part of a civil-rights fee award, including expenses for indispensable public-records
requests.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“under the rubric of 42 U.S.C. § 1988 ‘attorney’s fees,’ the fees for attorneys, law clerks, and legal assistants
are all determined in the same fashion: multiplying reasonable hours by reasonable rates to reach a
‘lodestar’ amount.” (at 8)

“It is entirely permissible to include multiple tasks in a single itemize time entry. It is not permissible to
include all daily work in one time entry without task itemization.” (at 12)

“In total, Ms. Johnson is awarded $51,972 in attorneys’ fees for the litigation, $3,146 in attorneys’ fees for the
Motion, and $577.60 in costs.” (at 19)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that police officers arrested her for suspected driving under the influence after a traffic accident
despite a negative urine test and a lack of probable cause. She alleged that officers omitted or misrepresented
exculpatory facts, denied her access to an attorney, and prepared reports and affidavits containing materially



false or misleading statements. The criminal charges were dismissed after laboratory results confirmed that she
had no drugs in her system. Defendants settled shortly after the civil-rights complaint was filed through a Rule
68 offer of judgment.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed this civil-rights action on June 3, 2025. Defendants made a Rule 68 offer of judgment, which
plaintiff accepted on July 2, 2025, and judgment was entered on July 3, 2025, with attorney fees to be
determined by the court if the parties could not agree. After fee negotiations reached an impasse, plaintiff filed
her fee motion on August 11, 2025. The court granted the motion and awarded $51,972 in litigation fees, $3,146
for preparing the fee motion, and $577.60 in costs, with defendants jointly and severally liable.
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