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work, while her paralegal spent 4.5 hours. Plaintiff, citing work product concerns, declined to
provide any detail to support these assertions; thus, the court is left to review Plaintiff’s filings
and attempt to determine the reasonableness of the time spent in preparing, filing, and serving
them. The speculative nature of this exercise alone would be enough to support a wholesale
rejection of these charges. See Bruntaeger v. Zeller, 147 Vt. 247, 254 (1986) (“While it is true
that the determination of ‘reasonable attorney fees’ is largely within the court's discretion,
counsel has the burden to provide evidence of services upon which value can be determined.”).
Instead, the court, in its discretion, reduces the fees sought here to reflect its best approximation,
based on the evidence that is available, as to fees that appear reasonable for this category of
work. It notes that the complaint and amended complaint are not unusually complex, and that
effecting service is largely ministerial, such that 6.3 hours of director time at $355 per hour
seems excessive; a more reasonable charge would be 4 hours for this category. Similarly, without
more explanation through time records or otherwise, 4.3 paralegal hours seems grossly excessive
(particularly 2.5 hours at $180 per hour for preparing a simple motion to extend the time for
service); here, a more reasonable charge would be 2 hours at $160 per hour. Thus, in this
category, the court reduces the requested fees by $1,296.50.

Next, Defendant contests the reasonableness of the fees charged for summary judgment
practice. Here, again, Plaintiff’s supplemental affidavit baldly asserts that it incurred 3.4 hours of
director time, at $375 per hour, and 35.5 hours of associate time, at $210 per hour, in this
exercise. Again, with no detail to support these assertions, the court is left with no basis to
evaluate the reasonableness of these charges except the summary judgment papers themselves.
These papers do not support the reasonableness of the amount sought; $8,662.00 for a fairly
simple and straightforward motion seems excessive. Again, rather than rejecting the assertion out
of hand as insufficiently supported, the court, in its discretion, determines that a reasonable
charge for the motion for summary judgment would have been $5,000.00, and so reduces the
request by $3,662.00.

Finally, Defendant contests any award for work related to Plaintiff’s supplemental
submission in support of the attorney’s fees request. As Defendant properly notes, this work was
necessitated entirely by the complete inadequacy of Plaintiff’s initial submission. This
inadequacy, in turn, increased costs to a defendant that has shown itself willing, on several
occasions, to accede to reasonable submissions. Moreover, as noted above, the supplemental
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