UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

LOUISIANA

Richard Neyland, et al. v. Sheriff Susan Hutson, et al.

Neyland - No. 2:23-cv-01773 - Decided May 20, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Louisiana partially grants and partially

denies Richard Neyland’s motion for attorneys’ fees arising from a partially granted motion to compel

discovery. The court reduces the requested fees and awards $2,800.00 for seven hours of work at an

hourly rate of $400, with no adjustment under the Johnson factors.
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Plaintiff moved for attorneys’ fees after the court granted in part his
motion to compel discovery responses, ordered ESI discovery, and
awarded reasonable fees and costs contingent on a supporting fee

motion.

The court evaluated the requested fee award under the lodestar
method, considering the reasonableness of the hours, the prevailing

market rate, billing judgment, and the Johnson factors.

Unknown; unpublished federal district court order.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff established entitlement to reasonable attorneys’ fees under the lodestar method after

partially prevailing on a motion to compel discovery.

2. Whether the requested hourly rate and hours were reasonable and supported by adequate documentation

and billing judgment.

3. Whether the Johnson factors warranted an adjustment to the lodestar.

HOLDINGS

1. Because Defendant did not oppose the fee motion, the requested hourly rate of $400 was deemed prima
facie reasonable, although the court expressly declined to determine whether the rate was reasonable

within the community.

2. A fee applicant must adequately document the hours reasonably expended and demonstrate billing
judgment; because the 7.82 hours requested were somewhat excessive, the court reduced the award to

seven compensable hours.

3. No adjustment to the lodestar was warranted under the Johnson factors.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court finds that a further reduction of the hours spent is necessary. Accordingly, Plaintiff shall be
compensated for 7 hours in total at the hourly rate of $400 per hour, resulting in a fee award of $2,800 for

fees incurred with the drafting, filing and arquing the motion to compel.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The court had ordered ESI discovery after partially granting Neyland’s fourth motion to compel discovery
responses and had authorized reasonable fees and costs subject to a properly supported motion. Neyland’s
counsel sought compensation for 7.82 hours at $400 per hour, totaling $2,966.67, and submitted documentation
and an affidavit concerning the rate. The court found the requested hours somewhat excessive and reduced the

compensable time to seven hours.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court previously granted in part Plaintiff Richard Neyland’s Fourth Motion to Compel Discovery Responses
and denied sanctions. Plaintiff then sought $2,966.67 in attorneys’ fees. Defendant Sheriff Susan Hutson filed no

opposition. The court granted the fee motion in part and denied it in part, awarding $2,800.00.
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