
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF CONNECTICUT

Vincent S. Miceli v. Wearable Health Solutions, Inc., Harrysen
Mittler, and Peter Pizzino

Miceli · No. 3:23-CV-01294 (JCH) · Decided May 29, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Connecticut grants Vincent S. Miceli’s motion for
attorney’s fees and costs following a jury verdict for unpaid wages, severance, and statutory double
damages. The court finds the requested billing rates and hours reasonable and awards attorney’s fees
and costs against Wearable Health Solutions, Inc. and Harrysen Mittler jointly and severally.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE After a jury verdict in plaintiff's favor on breach-of-contract and
Connecticut wage-statute claims, plaintiff moved for attorney's fees
and costs under the employment agreement and Connecticut General
Statutes § 31-72. The court ruled on the postjudgment fee motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court evaluated the reasonableness of the requested fees and costs
under the lodestar method, considering the reasonable hourly rates and
reasonable hours expended.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; unpublished district court ruling on a postjudgment fee
motion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Miceli's requested attorney's fees and costs were reasonable under the employment agreement
and Connecticut General Statutes § 31-72.

2. Whether the requested hourly rates and hours expended were reasonable under the lodestar method.

HOLDINGS

1. Because Miceli prevailed on his breach-of-contract and Connecticut wage-statute claims, the
employment agreement and Connecticut General Statutes § 31-72 authorized recovery of reasonable
attorney's fees and costs.

2. The requested attorney, paralegal, legal-assistant, law-student, and clerk rates, as well as the hours
expended, were reasonable, and the court awarded all requested fees and costs.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The “lodestar” is “the product of a reasonable hourly rate and the reasonable number of hours required by
the case.”” (II)

“The court grants all requested fees and costs as reasonable.” (IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Miceli prevailed at trial on a breach-of-contract claim and a claim under Connecticut's wage statute. His
employment agreement entitled the prevailing party in an enforcement action to recover costs and reasonable
attorney's fees, and Connecticut General Statutes § 31-72 separately authorizes reasonable attorney's fees and
costs. Miceli submitted his attorney's affidavit, detailed billing records, hourly rates, and a request for
$107,015.44 in fees and $2,849.04 in costs.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The case was tried to a jury from March 17 through March 20, 2026. The jury awarded Miceli unpaid wages,
severance, and double damages under the Connecticut wage statute, and judgment was entered; the court also
entered default judgment against Harrysen Mittler. Miceli then moved for $107,015.44 in attorney's fees and
$2,849.04 in costs. No opposition was filed, and the court granted the request against Wearable Health Solutions,
Inc. and Harrysen Mittler jointly and severally.
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