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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Florida grants Target Corporation’s
supplemental motion for attorney’s fees under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 37(a)(5), following an
earlier order awarding reasonable expenses in connection with Target’s motion to compel. The court
finds the requested rates and hours reasonable and orders Patrick Atkinson, his attorney, or both to pay
Target $2,200 in attorney’s fees by January 16, 2026.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant Target Corporation moved for attorney's fees under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 37(a)(5) after obtaining an award of
reasonable expenses in connection with its motion to compel. The
court granted the supplemental fee motion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Target established that its requested $2,200 in attorney's fees constituted reasonable expenses
recoverable under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 37(a)(5).



2. Whether the supporting evidence sufficiently established reasonable hourly rates and reasonably
expended hours.

HOLDINGS

1. Target established that its $2,200 request for attorney's fees was reasonable and supported by sufficient
evidence, so the supplemental motion for fees was granted.

2. The lodestar method—reasonable hours multiplied by a reasonable hourly rate—is the appropriate
starting point for determining reasonable attorney's fees awarded as Rule 37(a)(5) expenses.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The most useful starting point for determining the amount of a reasonable fee is the number of hours
reasonably expended on the litigation multiplied by a reasonable hourly rate.” (Order)

“In requesting fees, counsel must endeavor to “exclude from a fee request hours that are excessive,
redundant, or otherwise unnecessary.”” (Order)

“The fee applicant bears the initial burden of supplying “specific and detailed evidence” supporting the
application.” (Order)

“A fee opponent must provide a “specific and reasonably precise” objection about hours that should be
excluded.” (Order)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Target sought $2,200 in attorney's fees incurred in connection with its motion to compel and related request for
expenses. Target supported the request with affidavits describing the hourly rates, a detailed billing statement,
and an opinion that the rates and time were reasonable. Target's counsel stated that excessive, duplicative,
clerical, and otherwise unreasonable charges had been removed, and Atkinson filed no response.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

An October 28, 2025 order granted Target's request for reasonable expenses related to its motion to compel.
Target then filed a supplemental motion for attorney's fees under Local Rule 7.01(c)(4). Plaintiff filed no
response. The court found the requested rates and hours reasonable and granted the motion.
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