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SUMMARY

The District Court of Guam grants in part and denies in part John Ryan’s motion for attorneys’ fees
and costs under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 37 following an order compelling discovery. The
court finds Ryan eligible for an award despite partial success on the discovery requests and awards
$41,485.50 against Defendant Marie Lizama in her official capacity, payable within thirty days.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court of Guam

WRITING FOR THE COURT Ramona V. Manglona

JURISDICTION United States District Court of Guam

DECIDED February 13, 2026

DOCKET 1:23-cv-00015

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for attorneys’ fees and costs under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 37(a)(5), following the court’s order granting in part
his motion to compel discovery.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The district court exercised discretion to determine the reasonable
expenses award under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 37(a)(5),
applying the lodestar method and considering whether the claimed
hours and rates were reasonable.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; district court decision designated per curiam, with no
published reporter citation identified.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff was eligible for an award of reasonable expenses under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 37(a)(5) despite not having obtained an enforceable judgment.

2. Whether Defendants’ partial success in resisting the motion to compel, belated disclosures, interlocutory
appeal, or other circumstances barred or reduced Plaintiff’s entitlement to expenses.

3. What amount of attorneys’ fees constituted reasonable expenses for the motion to compel.

4. Whether the award should be reduced to a judgment or imposed against defense counsel personally.

HOLDINGS

1. A party that prevails in whole or in part on a motion to compel discovery may receive an interlocutory
award of reasonable expenses under Rule 37(a)(5) without first obtaining an enforceable judgment.

2. Plaintiff’s success on twenty-three of thirty-two discovery requests did not warrant denial of the fee
award, but it justified a ten-percent reduction in the hours claimed.

3. An hourly rate of $350 for each of Plaintiff’s two attorneys was reasonable, and after a ten-percent
reduction, 118.53 hours were reasonably compensable.

4. Reasonable work on supplemental briefing and attendance at hearings addressing the motion to compel
was compensable as an expense incurred in making the motion.

5. Defendant Marie Lizama in her official capacity was liable for $41,485.50, payable within thirty days of
entry of the order; the award did not need to be reduced to a judgment.

6. Plaintiff’s request for fees-on-fees was denied without prejudice because the claimed twenty hours
lacked supporting evidentiary materials.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Plaintiff need not obtain a judgment to be eligible for an interlocutory award arising from an interlocutory
order resolving an interlocutory discovery dispute in his favor; once the discovery order in his favor issued,
he is eligible for an award of expenses.” (at 3)

“The Court elects to follow the latter approach and reduce Plaintiff’s claimed hours by 10 percent to reflect
Plaintiff’s partial success.” (at 8)

“Defendant Lizama is liable in her official capacity for paying Plaintiff $41,485.50 within thirty days of entry
of this order.” (at 12)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff sought discovery from Defendants in connection with his civil-rights action. After Defendants failed to
provide all requested discovery, Plaintiff moved to compel, and the court ordered responses to twenty-three of
thirty-two identified discovery requests. Plaintiff’s attorneys sought compensation for work on the motion to



compel, including supplemental briefing and hearings, while Defendants challenged Plaintiff’s eligibility for an
award and the reasonableness of the claimed hours.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court had previously granted in part Plaintiff’s motion to compel discovery, requiring Defendants to respond
to six of twelve interrogatories and seventeen of twenty requests for production. Plaintiff then sought $46,095.00
in attorneys’ fees and costs arising from the discovery motion. The court granted the fee motion in part, awarded
$41,485.50 against Defendant Marie Lizama in her official capacity, denied without prejudice the request for
fees incurred preparing the fee motion, and declined to reduce the award to a judgment.
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