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In Crispin R., Jr. v. Board of Education of the City of Chicago, District 
299, the plaintiffs sought reimbursement of attorneys’ fees, in the amount of 
$35,609.35, incurred as a result of a due process hearing brought pursuant 
to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. Upon review, the United 
States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois determined that a 
partial reduction in the amount of attorneys’ fees was warranted due to a 
number of duplicative entries and improper block billing practices.  Thus, 
the court entered a reduced judgment in favor of the plaintiffs in the amount 
of $20,856.05 for attorneys’ fees and costs. 

In determining an appropriate amount of attorneys’ fees to be 
awarded, the court reviewed the defendant’s contentions as to why the 
plaintiff’s amount for reimbursement of attorneys’ fees lacked merit.  The 
court agreed with the defendants that there were certain duplicative billing 
entries that were not compensable. Identical billing entries appeared on 
multiple attorneys’ billing statements for tasks that did not require the 
attention of more than one attorney. Therefore, in its discretion, the court 
deducted any duplicative time billed for these occasions.   

Moreover, the court imposed a thirty percent reduction of the 
remaining attorneys’ fees due to improper block billing practices.  The court 
explained that in cases where a party is requesting a reduction of attorneys’ 
fees, one of the primary assessments the court must make is whether the 
attorneys’ fees can be deemed reasonable. Block billing practices “render 
any assessment of the reasonableness of the time spent on specific tasks 
extremely difficult if not impossible.”  In the case at bar, the court noted that 
there were billing entries that contained descriptions of issues on which the 
plaintiffs prevailed in addition to issues on which the plaintiffs did not 
prevail.   While the plaintiffs were entitled to reimbursement of attorneys’ 
fees with respect to the issues on which they were successful, they were 
not entitled to fees on issues for which they were not successful, and thus 
the court felt the manner in which the attorneys billed their time warranted a 
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thirty percent reduction in order for 
such fees to be deemed 
reasonable.   

Implications for Legal Billing: As 
demonstrated by the instant case, 
duplicative billing entries and block 
billing practices frequently warrant a 
reduction in attorneys’ fees. These 
improper billing practices often 
result in the unethical inflation of 
legal bills.   

While there are many 
occasions in which the attention of 
more than one attorney is required 
for a particular task, clients should 
be cautious of duplicative billing 
entries. Improper duplicative entries 
frequently appear on legal bills, and 
thus impermissibly inflate legal fees. 

Along the same lines, block 
billing practices can also lead to 

impermissible inflation of attorneys’ 
fees. Although block billing is not 
absolutely prohibited, it prevents a 
client from reasonably 
understanding whether each 
charge, taken alone, reflects 
compensable work and therefore is 
frowned upon. Each billing entry 
should be sufficiently specific as to 
the amount of time spent on each 
individual task, rather than grouping 
several tasks together for a larger 
time period. Clients should be able 
to discern from their legal bills how 
much time was spent by his or her 
attorney on each independent task 
so that they can determine whether 
such time was spent reasonably.  

*Crispin R., Jr. v. Board of Education of the City 
of Chicago, District 299, 2010 WL 3701328 
(N.D. Ill. 2010). Full copies of court decisions 
may be available through counsel or through 
various Internet links or paid services. 
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Sterling Analytics is a consulting and advisory firm that helps companies reduce their legal 
expenses. Our proven methodologies are based on legal precedent, guidelines and ethical 
standards that compel law firms to significantly modify improper billing practices. Although our 
clients come from a broad range of industries with different legal budgets, they share a 
concern about their legal expenses and are looking for solutions to manage outside counsel 
while maintaining the highest service level standards. We are able to audit legal fees based 
on our extensive database of proprietary benchmark data and our solid understanding of 
traditional legal practices. Our process is fair, independent, cost effective and maintains 
attorney-client privilege. We are able to measure the extent to which our clients' legal 
expenses exceed industry standards, and will manage the negotiation and recovery of 
excessive fees. To institutionalize cost controls, we assist clients by installing systems and 
protocols that monitor billing activity and catch improper practices.   
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