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SUMMARY

The Florida Third District Court of Appeal affirmed the county court's ruling in an appeal involving an
award of costs and attorney's fees. The court explained that pro se non-attorneys are not entitled to
attorney's fees and that various attorney and administrative expenses are not recoverable as taxable
costs.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether the trial court properly resolved the issues concerning the award of taxable costs and attorney's
fees.

2. What standard of review applies to a trial court's cost award and to legal questions concerning the
availability and classification of costs.

3. Whether non-attorneys proceeding pro se may recover attorney's fees.

HOLDINGS

1. The trial court's ruling was affirmed; the appellate court found no basis to grant relief on the issues
concerning costs and attorney's fees.

2. A non-attorney proceeding pro se is not entitled to an award of attorney's fees.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“[A] trial court’s award of costs is reviewed by appellate courts for an abuse of discretion. However, to the
extent the issues involve statutory construction or the legal determination of whether and what costs may be
awarded at all, our standard of review is de novo.”

“It goes without saying that non-attorneys proceeding pro se are not entitled to an award of attorney's fees.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The opinion does not describe the underlying transaction or the specific costs and fees sought in detail. It
addresses an appellate challenge involving the distinction between taxable costs and attorney's fees, including
whether expenses such as legal research, postage, parking, mileage, meals, and other administrative expenses
may be recovered as costs.
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