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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

AnnaM. Lloraappeals the district court's orders awarding her
attorney's fees as a prevailing party in acivil action brought under the
Fair Labor Standards Act ("the Act"), 29 U.S.C.A. 88 201-219 (West
1978 & 1985 & Supp. 1997), and denying her Fed. R. Civ. P. 59(¢)
motion to amend the fee order. The district court did not use the
approved lodestar method to calculate the amount of award and did
not provide a detailed explanation of those factors considered in mak-
ing the award; therefore, we find that the district court abused its dis-
cretion. Accordingly, we vacate and remand the order awarding
attorney's fees.

In the underlying suit, Llora alleged that as a means of retaliation,

her employers discriminated against her with respect to the payment
of her salary and the rate of compensation for her annual bonuses, and
discharged her from her employment.1 The jury found in Llora's favor
only on the claims challenging the payment of salary and annual
bonuses. The district court entered judgment for Llorafor atota
amount of $4061.22 and awarded her attorney's fees in the amount

of $1353.74.

As asuccessful party under the Act, Llorais entitled to an award

of reasonable attorney's fees.2 Although the amount of the award rests
within the sound discretion of the tria court, 3 the calculation of the
amount of the award must be done on a principled basis clearly
explained by the court.4 The Supreme Court noted that "[t]he most
useful starting point for determining the amount of areasonable fee

is the number of hours reasonably expended on the litigation multi-

1 Llorafiled a previous lawsuit against her employers for overtime
compensation; it was settled prior to trial.

2See29 U.S.C.A. §216(b).

3 SeeBurnley v. Short, 730 F.2d 136, 141 (4th Cir. 1984).

4 SeeHendey v. Eckerhart, 461 U.S. 424, 437-40 (1983).
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plied by areasonable hourly rate."5 This calculation, the "lodestar"
fee, "provides an objective basis on which to make an initial estimate
of the value of alawyer's services."6

The Supreme Court has "adopted the lodestar approach as the cen-
terpiece of attorney's fee awards."7 InLylev. Food Lion, Inc., 954

F.2d 984, 988 (4th Cir. 1992), factually similar to the present case, we
followed the reasoning in Blanchard to hold that the district court
abused its discretion by awarding attorney's fees based on a custom-

ary contingent-fee arrangement rather than using the lodestar approach.8

Llora's counsel submitted his affidavit, schedule of activities, and
incurred expenses9 as proof that he expended 94.42 hoursin this case
at his customary hourly rate of $90 per hour. However, the district
court did not follow Lyle and multiply the two to yield the lodestar
fee of $8497.80 (94.42 x $90). Rather, the district court awarded
attorney's fees in the amount of $1353.74 (one-third of the amount of
the judgment award), without any factual findings or explanation
other than stating, "[&]ttorney fee awards are to bear areasonable rela-
tion to the results in the case."

We find that it was an abuse of discretion for the district court to
award attorney's fees that equaled one-third of the judgment award
without adequately explaining its reasoning for failing to use the lode-
star amount. We therefore vacate the award as to its amount only, and
remand to the district court for further proceedings consistent with
Lyle. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal con-
tentions are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.

VACATED AND REMANDED

51d. at 433.
61d.
7 Blanchard v. Bergeron, 489 U.S. 87, 94 (1989).

8 See Lyle, 954 F.2d at 988 (contingent-fee approach is inappropriate
under the Fair Labor Standards Act)

9 Llora's counsel separately itemized her expenses, totaling $650.79.



