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SUMMARY

The Florida Second District Court of Appeal reversed an attorneys' fee award to Meghan Anderson
that included a 1.7 contingent fee multiplier. The court held that the trial court's order lacked a specific
finding on whether the relevant market required a multiplier under Florida fee-award precedent, and
that the absence of a hearing transcript did not preclude reversal because the error was apparent on the
face of the order. The case was remanded for further proceedings.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Citizens appealed a final judgment awarding Anderson attorneys' fees
and costs, including a 1.7 contingency fee multiplier, after Anderson
prevailed on a breach of contract claim involving a denied sinkhole
insurance claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW An order applying a contingency fee multiplier is reviewed for abuse
of discretion. The multiplier must be supported by competent,
substantial evidence, and reversal is required when the trial court fails
to make specific findings supporting the multiplier.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published Florida District Court of Appeal opinion; precedential
within the applicable Florida appellate hierarchy subject to later
treatment.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the trial court erred by applying a 1.7 contingency fee multiplier without making a specific
finding that the relevant market required the multiplier.

2. Whether the absence of a transcript or adequate substitute statement of the fee hearing precluded
appellate reversal of the fee award.

HOLDINGS

1. A trial court awarding a contingency fee multiplier must make specific findings addressing the
applicable enhancement factors, including whether the relevant market required a multiplier to obtain
competent counsel. A conclusory statement that the case was appropriate for a multiplier is insufficient.

2. The absence of a transcript does not preclude reversal when the fee order is fundamentally erroneous on
its face because it lacks findings required by Rowe and Quanstrom.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Reversal is also required if a trial court fails to include specific findings supporting the application of a
multiplier.” (at 226)

“If there is no evidence that the relevant market required a contingency fee multiplier to obtain competent
counsel, then a multiplier should not be awarded.” (at 228)

“And under the unusual circumstances here, we simply cannot affirm due to lack of a transcript or a more
thorough statement of the evidence.” (at 229)

“The order under review is fundamentally erroneous on its face because it fails to contain a specific finding
regarding whether the relevant market required the application of the contingent fee multiplier.” (at 231)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Anderson alleged that cracking damage to her home resulted from a sinkhole. Citizens denied the sinkhole
claim, and Anderson prevailed at trial, receiving an $84,000 jury award. In the subsequent fee proceeding, the
trial court awarded $290,145 in base fees and applied a 1.7 contingency fee multiplier, but the court's written
judgment did not specifically find that the relevant market required a multiplier.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Citizens denied Anderson's claim for sinkhole-related damage, and Anderson sued for breach of contract. A jury
returned a verdict for Anderson and awarded $84,000. The trial court later awarded $493,246.50 in attorneys'
fees, including a 1.7 contingency fee multiplier. Citizens appealed the fee judgment; the evidentiary fee hearing
was not transcribed, and the parties could not agree on a substitute statement of the evidence.

DISPOSITION



reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remand for further proceedings regarding the attorneys' fee award consistent with the opinion, including
specific findings supporting any contingency fee multiplier.
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