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SUMMARY:

Where a reviewing court is able to discern how the trial court arrived at an award of attorney fees and costs and to conduct a meaningful review of that award, the trial court does not err in failing to provide an explanation for the award.
The trial court did not err in failing to separately discuss the factors in Prof.Cond.R. 1.5 where the record failed to establish that the factors were not included in the lodestar calculation.
When awarding attorney fees, the trial court did not abuse its discretion in applying an increased hourly rate to historical work that was performed when a lower hourly rate was in effect where the motion for fees and costs had been pending for approximately nine years, an expert opined on the reasonableness of the increased rate, and no competing expert testimony was introduced. 

Where plaintiff failed in the obligation to parse defendant’s billing records and identify instances of improper billing, the trial court did not abuse its discretion in awarding the total amount of fees and costs requested. 

The trial court did not arbitrarily exclude plaintiff from a remand hearing on the amount of attorney fees to be awarded where plaintiff had previously been granted two continuances over defendant’s objection, the trial court offered to allow plaintiff to participate by Zoom and to consult with his counsel during the hearing, the fee motion had been pending for nine years, and plaintiff failed to establish how his representation was impeded by his nonappearance.

The trial court did not abuse its discretion in denying plaintiff’s request for a continuance that was sought because plaintiff suffered from COVID where plaintiff had already obtained two continuances over defendant’s objection, the motion that was the subject of the hearing for which a continuance was sought had been pending for nine years, and the trial court offered to allow plaintiff to participate by Zoom. 
The trial court did not abuse its discretion or violate the plaintiff’s due-process rights by limiting the cross-examination of defendant’s counsel to one hour.

Where the trial court issued an award of attorney fees and costs on the same date that the Supreme Court of Ohio accepted an affidavit of disqualification filed by plaintiff, and where the record does not establish whether the award was issued before the affidavit was accepted, the trial court did not issue the award of fees absent jurisdiction. 

Where appellant failed to file a suggestion in the court of appeals that it remand the matter to the trial court to resolve postjudgment motions that were filed after the notice of appeal was filed, as is required by App.R. 4(B)(2), the appellate court was not required to remand the matter and stay the appeal.
JUDGMENT:
            Affirmed
JUDGES:
OPINION by CROUSE, P.J.; ZAYAS and BERGERON, JJ., CONCUR.  
