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INTRODUCTION 

Plaintiff Cook Inlet Tribal Council, Inc. (“CITC”) is entitled to its reasonable attorney’s 

fees and expenses under the Equal Access to Justice Act (“EAJA”) because, contrary to the 

government’s contentions, CITC is a prevailing party within the meaning of 28 U.S.C. 

§§ 2412(d)(1)(A) and (d)(2)(B), and the government’s position was not substantially justified.  The 

fees and expenses submitted by CITC, as amended herein to omit certain inadvertent errors in 

CITC’s initial application, are reimbursable under EAJA as they were reasonably incurred in the 

course of this litigation.  CITC’s original motion for fees and expenses was filed before the Parties’ 

cross-motions for reconsideration; given this changed circumstance, CITC respectfully suggests 

that the Court may wish to stay consideration of the EAJA motion until after the Court has resolved 

the reconsideration motions.      

ARGUMENT 

I. CITC IS AN ELIGIBLE PARTY UNDER 28 U.S.C. § 2412(d)(2)(B). 

The government acknowledges that CITC is “an organization described in section 

501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (26 U.S.C. 501(c)(3))” and is thus exempt from 

any net worth requirement under 28 U.S.C. § 2412(d)(2)(B).  The government argues that while 

CITC must also show that it has 500 or fewer employees in order to be an eligible “party” under 

§ 2412(d)(2)(B), CITC fails to meet that requirement.  This contention is unfounded.  As described 

in the declaration of Amy Fredeen, CITC’s Executive Vice President and Chief Financial Officer 

(attached as Exhibit 4), at all times during this litigation CITC has had fewer than 500 employees.  

CITC is therefore an eligible “party” as defined under § 2412(d)(2)(B) of EAJA. 

II. CITC IS THE PREVAILING PARTY UNDER 28 U.S.C. § 2412(d)(1)(A). 

Although the government correctly articulates the standard for a prevailing party 

determination, see SecurityPoint Holdings, Inc. v. Transp. Sec. Admin., 836 F.3d 32, 36 (D.C. Cir. 
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2016), the government’s assertion that CITC has not met those standards is flatly wrong.  CITC 

meets all three prongs of the “prevailing party” test, and it is therefore entitled to an award under 

28 U.S.C. § 2412(d)(1)(A).   

As discussed in the Parties’ briefing regarding CITC’s bill of costs, the Court’s grant of 

partial summary judgment for CITC and outright denial of the government’s cross-motion for 

summary judgment created a court-ordered change in the legal relationship between the parties.  

ECF No. 39, at 39.  The first prong of the prevailing party test is therefore readily satisfied.  See 

Sai v. Dep’t of Homeland Sec., 179 F. Supp. 3d 128, 132–33 (D.D.C. 2016) (finding a change in 

legal relationship where the court granted partial summary judgment for the plaintiff and remanded 

to the agency for additional administrative proceedings).  Second, in granting summary judgment 

for CITC and against the government, there is no doubt that the Court’s Order was in favor of 

CITC, thereby satisfying the second prong.  See id.  Finally, although the Court did not grant the 

full remedy CITC had requested, the Court vacated the Secretary’s declination decision and 

ordered IHS to award facility support costs consistent with the Court’s opinion.  It is entirely 

disingenuous for the government to suggest that the court’s order “did not provide Plaintiff with 

judicial relief,” ECF No. 58, at 3, as the Court expressly granted CITC the remedy of vacatur and 

an award of facility support costs to be determined upon remand.  ECF No. 39, at 36-37, 39 (“That 

leaves only the issue of remedy. . . . The Court will vacate the Secretary’s declination decision 

. . . .”).  Although the Court did not grant the entire remedy requested by CITC—an issue that is 

currently being contested through the Parties’ cross-motions for reconsideration—there is no 

support for the government’s contention that the Court’s remedy of vacatur and remand for a 

determination of the amount that should be awarded to CITC somehow fails to constitute judicial 

relief. 

Case 1:14-cv-01835-EGS   Document 61   Filed 02/22/19   Page 6 of 17



3 
 

Indeed, the D.C. Circuit recently resolved this precise issue where the district court had 

granted vacatur and remand; the Circuit specifically held that “a petitioner who secures a remand 

terminating the case and requiring further administrative proceedings in light of agency error is a 

prevailing party without regard to the outcome on remand.”  SecurityPoint, 836 F.3d at 39.  Not 

only does the government fail to acknowledge this precedent, it also relies heavily on cases that 

were abrogated by this decision.  The Circuit’s decision in SecurityPoint expressly overruled 

Waterman v. Maritime Subsidy Board, 901 F.2d 1119, 1123 (D.C. Cir. 1990), which had required 

consideration of the result on remand in order to determine prevailing party status.  SecurityPoint, 

836 F.3d at 39.  In arguing that remand does not constitute judicial relief sufficient for prevailing 

party status, all of the cases cited by the government rely on the now-overruled holding of 

Waterman.  See ECF No. 58, at 4-5 (citing Autor v. Pritzker, 843 F.3d 994 (D.C. Cir. 2016)1; Poett 

v. United States, 742 F. Supp. 2d 113, 116-17 (D.D.C. 2010); Roberts v. Harvey, 468 F. Supp. 2d 

147, 150 (D.D.C. 2007)).  These cases are no longer controlling given Waterman’s overruling, and 

the government’s contentions regarding the “interlocutory nature” of the Court’s order are 

therefore wholly immaterial to prevailing party status under this Circuit’s current and controlling 

standard.   

CITC’s prevailing party status is not affected by the Parties’ cross-motions for 

reconsideration.  If the Court grants CITC’s motion for reconsideration and enters final judgment 

awarding CITC its full proposed contract amount, the government’s objections to CITC’s 

prevailing party status all disappear—the Court’s order will constitute final judgment in favor of 

CITC.  On the other hand, even if the Court grants the government’s request to clarify that the 

                                                           
1 In fact, Autor v. Pritzker, 843 F.3d 994 (D.C. Cir. 2016), which the government cites as “applying 
Waterman,” ECF No. 58, at 4, did not actually apply the Waterman standard and instead 
acknowledged that Waterman had been overruled, Autor, 843 F.3d at 999. 
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November 7th Order did not constitute final judgment (and declines to enter final judgment now), 

CITC will remain the prevailing party within the meaning of EAJA.  The government’s motion 

has not asked the Court to reconsider any of its legal rulings on the merits or to alter the remedy it 

awarded.  Even if the Court rules that the November 7th Order was not a final judgment, the 

Court’s Order was clear that the litigation on the merits had ended, as the Order directed the Clerk 

of Court to “close this case.”  ECF No. 39, at 39.  This situation is thus most closely analogous to 

cases in which “a court remands a case based on agency error without retaining jurisdiction, [and] 

the case is terminated and the petitioner becomes a prevailing party without regard to the outcome 

on remand,” as opposed to a case where the “the civil action remains ongoing” and a fee motion 

would therefore be premature.  SecurityPoint, 836 F.3d at 38 (emphasis omitted).  Accordingly, 

CITC will remain the prevailing party and will be entitled to EAJA fees even if the Court grants 

the government’s motion for reconsideration in full.2   

III. THE AGENCY’S POSITION WAS NOT SUBSTANTIALLY JUSTIFIED. 

To avoid liability for EAJA fees and expenses, “[t]he government bears the burden of 

establishing that its position was substantially justified” with respect to “the agency’s actions as 

well as its litigation position.”  Doe v. Rumsfeld, 501 F. Supp. 2d 186, 189 (D.D.C. 2007) (citations 

omitted).  The government has failed to do so here, and its arguments to the contrary are unavailing.   

The government argues first and foremost that its position was reasonable because, when 

IHS issued the declination in October 2014, “no court had ruled on the definition of CSC or the 

interplay between the Secretarial amount and CSC.”  ECF No. 58, at 6.  The government has tried 

to use this logic in the past, and in response “[t]he D.C. Circuit has explicitly rejected this 

argument.”  Loving v. Internal Revenue Serv., No. CV 12-385 (JEB), 2014 WL 12778284, at *5 

                                                           
2 As discussed further below, the cross-motions for reconsideration are relevant to CITC’s degree 
of success and thus the amount of fees to which CITC is entitled. 

Case 1:14-cv-01835-EGS   Document 61   Filed 02/22/19   Page 8 of 17



5 
 

(D.D.C. Sept. 19, 2014) (citing Halverson v. Slater, 206 F.3d 1205, 1209-10 (D.C. Cir. 2000)).  In 

Halverson v. Slater the D.C. Circuit explained that the existence of an issue of first impression 

does not automatically render the government’s position reasonable: 

Had contrary case law existed, that fact certainly would have been relevant . . . , for 
the Department’s position most likely would not have been substantially justified.  
But the absence of contrary case law does not necessarily lead to the opposite 
conclusion, i.e., that the Department’s position was substantially justified. 

206 F.3d at 1210.  Thus, as this Court subsequently explained, “[e]ven absent any controlling 

interpretation of [the relevant statutory provision], the government is obligated—if it wishes to 

avoid paying attorney fees—to put forward a position that has a ‘reasonable basis both in law and 

fact.’”  Loving, 2014 WL 12778284, at *5 (quoting Pierce v. Underwood, 487 U.S. 552, 565 

(1988)). 

 Particularly relevant here, in Halverson the D.C. Circuit specifically noted that “[t]here 

may be no contrary case law for reasons having nothing at all to do with whether the Department’s 

position had merit.  Perhaps until now [the disputed agency action] had never been challenged.”  

206 F.3d at 1210.  That is precisely the situation here.  Prior to 2012, IHS was refusing to pay 

tribes the full amount of contract support costs to which they were entitled under the ISDEAA, 

based on IHS’s overly restrictive view of federal appropriations law.  Given this reality, there was 

little reason for tribes to engage in litigation over the exact amount to which they were entitled, 

since an increase in the full entitlement amount would not change the amount the tribe would 

actually receive.  This all changed in 2012, when the Supreme Court held in Salazar v. Ramah 

Navajo Chapter that the government was required to pay tribes the full amount of contract support 

costs owed under the ISDEAA.  567 U.S. 182, 194 (2012).  See also Arctic Slope Native Ass’n, 

Ltd. v. Sebelius, 501 Fed. App’x 957, 959 (Fed. Cir. 2012), on remand from 133 S. Ct. 22 (2012) 

(extending Salazar v. Ramah to IHS).  Only since then have tribes in earnest begun to challenge 
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IHS’s various rationales for reducing the full amount of CSC to which the tribes are entitled.  

Indeed, the only other court that has ever considered the issue presented in this litigation (as the 

government candidly acknowledges) reached the same conclusion as this Court and ruled in favor 

of the tribal contractor.  Navajo Health Found.—Sage Mem’l Hosp., Inc. v. Burwell, 263 F. Supp. 

3d 1083, 1177 (D.N.M. Nov. 3, 2016).  Thus, the lack of controlling precedent has “nothing at all 

to do with whether [IHS’s] position had merit,” Halverson, 206 F.3d at 1210, nor does it shed light 

on the reasonableness (or lack hereof) of the government’s position.  All it shows is that CITC has 

for years been forced to use other funds to cover its facilities support costs, until the right to a 

meaningful remedy was upheld in Salazar v. Ramah.  

Finally, the government contends that its position was reasonable because “[t]he Court 

recognized that the statute is ambiguous.”  ECF No. 58, at 7.  But this Court’s conclusion that the 

contract funding provision is ambiguous with respect to facilities costs, ECF No. 39, at 12, does 

not mean that IHS’s chosen interpretation of that provision is automatically reasonable.  Rather, 

as the Court noted, the statute itself requires that “[e]ach provision of the Indian Self-

Determination and Education Assistance Act . . . shall be liberally construed for the benefit of the 

Contractor.”  25 U.S.C. § 5329(c) (model agreement, § 1(a)(2)); see ECF No. 39, at 8-9.  Though 

the contract funding provision in isolation may have been ambiguous, this Court made plain that 

the statute as a whole was perfectly clear.  This is because the statute includes the liberal 

construction command, as does the accompanying regulation at 25 C.F.R. § 900.3;3 IHS 

disregarded both.  Despite IHS’s attempt to divorce the EAJA analysis from the ISDEAA context 

in search of a lower standard of reasonableness, see ECF No. 58, at 7, EAJA requires IHS to show 

                                                           
3 The regulation provides: “Congress has further declared that each provision of the Act and each 
provision of contracts entered into thereunder shall be liberally construed for the benefit of the 
tribes or tribal organizations . . . .”  25 C.F.R. § 900.3(a)(5).  
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that its position in the underlying agency action and in the litigation were reasonable within the 

relevant statutory scheme.  IHS cannot do so here, as its position conflicted with the ISDEAA’s 

statutory mandate to interpret all ambiguous provisions in favor of the tribal contractor.  Indeed, 

IHS did just the opposite.  

Moreover, the Court specifically found that IHS’s position was inconsistent with the 

ISDEAA’s ‘non-duplication’ provision, see ECF No. 39, at 35 (discussing 25 U.S.C. 

§ 5325(a)(3)(A)), and with the ISDEAA’s 1994 amendment regarding the funds necessary “for 

prudent management of the contract,” id. at 29, 30 (twice quoting S. Rep. No. 103-374, at 9 

(1994)).  The Court also found that IHS’s position conflicted with the agency’s own regulations, 

guidance, and practice, including: IHS’s treatment of CITC’s training and certification costs, id. 

at 22; the IHS Manual’s treatment of facility support costs and other contract support costs, id. at 

23-24, 27-29, 33-34; IHS’s published regulations, id. at 34-35; and IHS’s own admissions in the 

litigation, id. at 30-31.  In the face of this overwhelming authority contradicting IHS’s position, 

the only logical conclusion to be drawn is that IHS’s position was unreasonable.  IHS has therefore 

failed to show that its position was substantially justified, Pierce, 487 U.S. at 565, and CITC is 

entitled to an EAJA award. 

IV. CITC’S AMENDED FEES AND EXPENSES ARE REASONABLE AND ARE 
DOCUMENTED WITH SUFFICIENT DETAIL. 

CITC is entitled to the full amount of its attorney’s fees and expenses, which have been 

amended in minor ways as discussed further below, and which are reasonable as amended.  

“Degree of success is ‘the most critical factor’ in evaluating the reasonableness of a fee award.”  

Nat’l Venture Capital Ass’n v. Nielson, 318 F. Supp. 3d 145, 153 (D.D.C. 2018) (quoting Hensley 

v. Eckerhart, 461 U.S. 424, 436 (1983)).  Here, the CITC achieved a high degree of success, as the 

Court granted summary judgment in favor of CITC as to everything except a portion of CITC’s 
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requested remedy.  To be sure, the degree of CITC’s success could be affected by the Court’s 

ruling on CITC’s cross-motion for reconsideration:  if the Court grants CITC’s motion and alters 

the remedy to award CITC the full amount of its proposed facility support costs, CITC will have 

“acheiv[ed] the entirety of [its] requested relief” and thus will have “fully prevailed” in the 

litigation.”  Id.  For this reason, the Court may wish to defer consideration of this EAJA motion 

until the Court has resolved the Parties’ cross-motions for reconsideration.  Once those motions 

have been decided, the Court will have all the information necessary to rule on CITC’s EAJA 

motion.  At that time, and for the additional reasons discussed below, the Court is respectfully 

requested to find that CITC’s fees and expenses have been reasonable.4   

A. CITC’s Overall Fee Request is Reasonable and Adequately Detailed. 

An across-the-board fee reduction is unnecessary and inappropriate because CITC’s fees 

and expenses are documented with sufficient particularity to allow the Court to evaluate their 

reasonableness.5  Despite the government’s objection to CITC’s attorneys’ billing practices, it is 

                                                           
4 While it may be more common for an EAJA fee motion to be decided after any appeal has been 
resolved, see, e.g., Planned Parenthood Fed’n of Am., Inc. v. Heckler, 101 F.R.D. 342, 343 (D.D.C. 
1984) (staying plaintiff’s EAJA fee application pending appeal on the merits), the Court has 
discretion to decide the appropriate fee award at this stage.  Cf. Melkonyan v. Sullivan, 501 U.S. 
89, 103 (1991) (declining to decide whether EAJA’s timing provision defines the start of the EAJA 
application period or only the end of the period).   
 
     In fact, this Court has noted that the D.C. Circuit often “desires fee issues to be determined by 
the District Court prior to their consideration of a case so that the delays of bouncing back and 
forth are avoided.”  Nat’l Law Ctr. on Homelessness & Poverty v. U.S. Veterans Admin., No. CIV. 
A. 88-2503-OG, 1992 WL 44324, at *3 (D.D.C. Feb. 11, 1992).  There is wisdom in this approach, 
because deciding fees before an appeal is taken not only conserves the appellate court’s resources; 
it also allows the District Court to address all fee-related issues while the case is still fresh in the 
Court’s mind.  The government has not objected to this approach, no doubt because no fee award 
will be implemented until the conclusion of the government’s appeal.  
 
5 The government objects only to the number of hours submitted by CITC’s attorneys; it does not 
object to the hourly rate applied in the lodestar calculations.  ECF No. 58, at 8 n.3.   
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entirely permissible for attorneys to include several tasks in a single billing entry when keeping 

detailed, contemporaneous records of the work performed on a given matter.  In the words of the 

Supreme Court, “[t]he essential goal in shifting fees (to either party) is to do rough justice, not to 

achieve auditing perfection.  So, trial courts may take into account their overall sense of a suit, and 

may use estimates in calculating and allocating an attorney’s time.”  Fox v. Vice, 563 U.S. 826, 

838 (2011).  Thus “trial courts need not, and indeed should not, become green-eyeshade 

accountants.”  Id.   

As this Court recently explained, “[f]or this Court to award fees, ‘it is not necessary to 

know . . . the precise activity to which each hour was devoted.’”  Nat’l Venture Capital Ass’n, 318 

F. Supp. 3d at 153 (quoting Jordan v. DOJ, 691 F.2d 514, 520 (D.C. Cir. 1982)).  “Rather,” the 

Court went on, “no more is necessary than fairly definite information as to the hours devoted to 

various general activities, e.g., pretrial discovery, settlement negotiation, and the hours spent by 

various classes of attorneys, e.g., senior partners, junior partners, (and) associates.”  Id. (quoting 

Jordan, 691 F.2d at 520).  The entries to which the government objects here, by contrast, record 

the attorneys’ tasks with far more specificity than is required.  For instance, in one 3.5-hour block 

of time cited by the government, Attorney Patterson completed the following tasks:  

Review emails regarding supplementing administrative record; email LBM and 
DJS regarding same; email LBM and DJS regarding contacting opposing Counsel 
about supplementing record; leave voicemail for IHS Attorney regarding same; 
email LBM and DJS regarding need for Client declaration; work on motion to 
supplement record; email LBM and DJS regarding same; work on statement of facts 
to incorporate record cites.   

See ECF No. 58, at 8; Exhibit 6 at entry no. 2532685.  This entry gives the Court more than enough 

information to determine that the total amount of time spent on this group of tasks was reasonable; 

the Court need not “determine the reasonableness of each task and the time expended,” as the 

government suggests.  ECF No. 58, at 9 (emphasis added).  In the case cited by the government to 
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support its argument that entries must be recorded with specificity, the attorneys had (among other 

things) billed identical entries for “‘[r]esearch and writing for appellate brief,’ on eight consecutive 

weekdays” without any further description, and in numerous other entries had provided no further 

detail beyond “research,” “writing,” or generic entries for over one hundred hours of time spent in 

phone conferences or meetings “the purposes of which [we]re not provided.”  Role Models Am., 

Inc. v. Brownlee, 353 F.3d 962, 971 (D.C. Cir. 2004).  It is self-evident that the attorneys’ entries 

here are far more detailed than the entries which were found to lack specificity in Role Models.  

CITC’s attorneys have provided sufficient detail to show that their time spent on this litigation was 

reasonable; no more is required for an EAJA fee award. 

Nor is there any merit to the government’s contention that meetings among multiple 

attorneys necessarily involve “duplicative work.”  ECF No. 58, at 10.  In Donnell v. United States, 

on which the government relies, the court considered whether to cut certain time entries where 

local counsel had submitted “twenty-five entries . . . of time spent analyzing various documents 

[that we]re identical to those reported by lead counsel.”  682 F.2d 240, 249 (D.C. Cir. 1982).  

Moreover, the party seeking fees in that case was an intervenor, and the court noted that the 

duplication issue was heightened by the question as to whether the intervenors’ “participation 

needed to be so extensive given the central role played by four attorneys” representing the named 

party.6  Id. at 250.  Importantly, because it focused exclusively on the propriety of awarding fees 

to multiple firms on the same side of the litigation, “Donnell . . . says nothing about the propriety 

of awarding fees to more than one attorney in a single firm.”  Holmes v. D.C., 680 F. Supp. 40, 45 

(D.D.C. 1988).  The government has provided no support for its suggestion that it is inherently 

                                                           
6 Donnell also involved a different fee-shifting statute, 52 U.S.C. § 10310(e) (formerly 42 U.S.C. 
§ 1973l(e)). 
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duplicative for attorneys to participate in strategy meetings and conferences as part of their 

collaborative work on a case; to the contrary, such meetings are a routine and necessary element 

of complex litigation requiring the work of multiple attorneys from senior partners to entry-level 

associates.  see Nat’l Law Ctr. on Homelessness & Poverty v. U.S. Dep’t of Veteran Affairs, 10 F. 

Supp. 3d 21, 27 (D.D.C. 2013) (declining to reduce fees where multiple attorneys worked on the 

case “because the Court [was] aware of the complicated and protracted nature of the case” and 

because the entries reflecting team meetings showed “only fifty meetings” in a period of a year, 

including “only five dates on which more than three attorneys logged hours for a team meeting”).  

Accordingly, these entries do not justify any reduction in the fee award here.   

B. CITC Has Amended Its Fee and Expense Requests to Correct Inadvertent Errors. 

The government notes that certain fee and expense entries submitted by CITC appear to 

reflect duplicate entries or non-reimbursable items.  In response to the government’s careful review 

of the fee and expense entries, CITC acknowledges that certain entries were inadvertently included 

in error, and CITC hereby amends its fee and expense requests to correct those errors.  See Nat’l 

Venture Capital Ass’n, 318 F. Supp. 3d at 153 (“Plaintiffs admit that they listed those hours 

inadvertently and omit them from their final tabulations.”).  Specifically, in its fee submissions 

CITC has removed the duplicate entries noted by the government.  CITC has also removed any 

time spent on pro hac vice motions and on any matters not directly related to this litigation, 

including the prior-year claims work, which was inadvertently included in CITC’s original 

submission.  CITC has also pro-rated time for certain entries that served both this litigation and 

the related claims case, such as the initial drafting of a joint complaint, which was later separated.  

Finally, CITC acknowledges that certain entries for travel time were inadvertently billed at the 

relevant attorney’s full rate, instead of pro-rating this time by 50 percent, as is standard in this 
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Circuit.  Cooper v. U.S. R.R. Ret. Bd., 24 F.3d 1414, 1417 (D.C. Cir. 1994); Bloomgarden v. U.S. 

Dep’t of Justice, 253 F. Supp. 3d 166, 179 (D.D.C. 2017).  CITC has reduced this time by 50 

percent in its amended fee entries.  CITC’s amended Statement of Fees, submitted herewith as 

Exhibit 6, shows each of these changes.  They are also described in detail in the attached Second 

Declaration of Lloyd B. Miller, submitted herewith as Exhibit 5.  Based on these amended records 

showing 383.45 hours of attorney time spent on this litigation, CITC now requests full reasonable 

fees totaling $70,697.13. 

CITC has also amended its expense submission to exclude expenses that are not 

reimbursable under EAJA but were inadvertently included in CITC’s original submission.  These 

include travel costs (including airfare and ground travel, hotels, and meals), pro hac vice fees, and 

telephone charges.  CITC’s amended Statement of Expenses, submitted herewith as Exhibit 7, 

shows these changes.  CITC requests the full amount of its allowable expenses totaling $1,174.04.   

After accounting for these adjustments, no reduction in CITC’s amended fees or expenses 

is warranted here.  CITC achieved nearly total success in the litigation and provided detailed 

documentation demonstrating that the time and expenses incurred by its attorneys were reasonable. 

CONCLUSION 

CITC is the prevailing party in this litigation.  It won summary judgment as to everything 

except a portion of its requested remedy, and it defeated the government’s cross-motion for 

summary judgment.  The government has not met its burden of showing that IHS’s position was 

substantially justified.  As such, under CITC is entitled to an EAJA award of full attorney’s fees 

totaling $70,697.13 and full allowable expenses of $1,174.04.7   

                                                           
7 Since the filing of CITC’s Motion for Fees and Costs, CITC has incurred additional attorney’s 
fees and expenses relating to work on other motions and the fee motion itself.  In the event the 
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Respectfully submitted this 22nd day of February 2019. 
 

SONOSKY, CHAMBERS, SACHSE,  
     MILLER & MONKMAN 

 
       /s/ Lloyd B. Miller 

By:         
Lloyd B. Miller 
D.C. Bar No. 317131 
AK Bar No. 7906040 
Rebecca Patterson 
AK Bar No. 1305028 
Admitted Pro hac vice  
725 East Fireweed Lane, Suite 420 
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 
Telephone: (907) 258-6377 
Facsimile: (907) 272-8332 
Lloyd@sonosky.net 
Rebecca@sonosky.net 
 
Donald J. Simon 
D.C. Bar No. 256388  
1425 K Street N.W., Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20005 
Telephone: (202) 682-0240 
Facsimile: (202) 682-0249 
Dsimon@sonosky.com 

 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Cook Inlet Tribal 
     Council, Inc. 

 

                                                           
Court grants CITC’s application for EAJA fees and expenses, CITC will submit a supplemental 
application requesting reimbursement of these additional fees and expenses.  

Case 1:14-cv-01835-EGS   Document 61   Filed 02/22/19   Page 17 of 17


