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REPLY ARGUMENTS
L The trial court’s reduction of fees to $100 per hour is not reasonable, is not
supported by any evidence (competent or otherwise), and is not supported by
any adequate findings.

Respondent argues that the trial court’s reduction of attorney’s fees from
counsel’s standard hourly rates to $100 per hour is “supported by [} competent evidence,”
is “supported by adequate findings,” and is otherwise reasonable. (Resp. Brief p. 2).
Respondent fails to cite, reference or otherwise direct the Court to any evidence in the
record to support these arguments. There is no evidence in the record to support a fee
based on $100 per hour, and there is no evidence in the record to support Respondent’s
argument that a $100 per hour fee is reasonable. The only evidence submitted to the
Court was offered by Appellant, and that evidence supports the fee requested by
Appellant.

In addition, the trial court did not make any findings of fact that the fee requested,
or the hourly rates used, were unreasonable or otherwise improper. The trial court’s
order and the record are completely devoid of any findings of fact or other rationale to
support the fee reduction. In fact, the only findings by the trial court were that
Appellant’s counsel did a good job, worked efficiently and succeeded in providing
beneficial results to plaintiff. (R. pp. 20-21).

Finally, Respondent argues that “the award of attorney’s fees is the basis of
reasonableness, not the reasonableness of the hourly rate charged by the attorneys.”
(Resp. Brief p. 3). In other words, Respondent contends that the decision of whether or
not to award a fee must be reasonable, but not the amount awarded. Appellant would

respectfully submit that this is not the law in South Carolina, and Respondent has offered

no authority to support the same.



II. Appellant was denied access to the records.
Respondent argues that Appellant was not denied access to the requested records.
This is not true, as Respondent denied that Appellant was entitled to access to the records
at issue in its Answer. (R. p. 57, 9§ 12, (admitting that as of the date the Complaint was
filed, Appellant had not received any documents in response to his requests), and R. p.
58, 9 17 (denying any violation of FOIA)). Moreover, the trial Court concluded in its
order that “Plaintiff did not receive any documents” and that “Defendant denied
Plaintiff’s entitlement to any of the requested documents.” (R. p. 20). Respondent did not
appeal this ruling.
CONCLUSION
For the reasons contained herein and in Appellant’s Final Brief, the Order of the

trial court should be reversed.
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