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including in violation of an immigration judge’s order

it did not reject petitioner’s APA claims. And a 

time spent preparing petitioner’s arguments
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The government’s position was not substantially justified so the Court should 
award petitioner attorney’s fees.
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truth for the facts alleged=: that petitioner’s individual characteristics merited supervision 

because it doesn’t even try 
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notwithstanding <the weight of caselaw suggesting that IJs do have this power.= 

immigration judge’s s and the Court found squarely in petitioner’s favor.

litigation and before this Court. So the Court should award petitioner his attorneys’ fees.

attorney’s fees.

does not dispute the reasonableness of counsels’ requested hourly rate. 
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plaintiff’s APA claims, <

who has won substantial relief should not have his attorney’s fee reduced simply because the 

district court did not adopt each contention raised.=

The government also fails to make <

requested.=

<itemization= that parses the word so narrowly that it 

Opp’n Brief

<itemizes= her work by specifying that she worked on the <Fact= section of the petition).
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, so <itemization= of the type the government seeks is impossible to find

ition <to be specific enough to allow the district court to 

determine if the hours claimed are unreasonable for the work performed.= 

<some fairly definite information as to the hours devoted to various 

= and <it is not necessary to know the exact number of minutes spent nor the 

precise activity to which each hour was devoted.= (citation modified). Petitioner’s submitted 

Rather than engaging with the itemized billing entries of plaintiff’s counsel, the 

petitioner’s request for fees for <five attorneys’ hours 
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oral argument.= Opp’n Brief –

, and <[t]his circuit’s precedent . . . binds the district court not to reduce the fee amount 

ence of a Government objection.= 
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