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SUMMARY

The Wyoming Supreme Court affirmed a district court's fifty percent reduction of attorney fees
requested by court-appointed counsel representing an indigent parent in a parental-rights termination
action. The court held that the district court acted within its discretion under the lodestar approach
because the fee applicant failed to demonstrate that the claimed hours were reasonable and included
excessive, clerical, and inadequately supported time entries.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court abused its discretion by reducing Tolin's requested attorney fees by fifty
percent.

2. Whether the district court's fee reduction was unsupported by the evidence, arbitrary, or capricious.

3. Whether a district court may make a percentage reduction in claimed attorney hours without examining
every billing entry individually.

HOLDINGS

1. The district court did not abuse its discretion by reducing Tolin's claimed attorney hours and fee award
by fifty percent.

2. A district court need not identify and justify every disallowed hour or specify the precise number of
hours allowed for each task when the record provides sufficient reason for a general reduction.

3. Hours for purely clerical, excessive, redundant, or unproductive work are not reasonably compensable at
an attorney's rate and may be excluded from the fee award.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The district court has the obligation to peruse the fee application with an experienced eye.” (884)

“A general reduction of hours claimed in order to achieve what the court determines to be a reasonable
number is not an erroneous method, so long as there is sufficient reason for its use.” (886)

“Having laboriously reviewed the record in light of the district court's decision letter, Mr. Tolin's contentions,
and the considerations set forth in this opinion, we hold that the district court did not abuse its discretion
when it reduced Mr. Tolin's fee application by fifty percent.” (888)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Tolin was appointed to represent an indigent parent in a state-filed termination-of-parental-rights action. He
claimed 487.17 hours at $100 per hour, supported by detailed billing records, for a total fee request of $48,717.
The successor district judge identified excessive research, clerical work, discovery review, exhibit review, and
implausibly long daily billing entries, and reduced the requested fees by fifty percent while awarding the
requested expenses.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The district court appointed Tolin to represent an indigent parent in a termination-of-parental-rights proceeding.
After a seven-day jury trial resulted in termination of the parent's rights and the parent withdrew her appeal,
Tolin sought $48,717 in fees and $334.30 in expenses. A successor district judge awarded $24,858.50 in fees and
all claimed expenses, and Tolin appealed the fee reduction to the Wyoming Supreme Court.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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