UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF HAWAII

ABP Pearl Highlands LLC v. Tigo Energy, Inc.

Civil No. 25-00154 JAO-WRP (D. Haw. Jan. 15, 2026) (Findings and Recommendation) - No. Civil No. 25-

00154 JAO-WRP - Decided January 15, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States Magistrate Judge recommends granting ABP Pearl Highlands LL.C’s unopposed

motion for attorneys’ fees and non-taxable costs following entry of default judgment against Tigo

Energy, Inc. The recommendation concludes that the action was in the nature of assumpsit under

Hawaii Revised Statutes § 607-14, that apportionment was impracticable, and that the requested fees

and costs were reasonable. The recommended award is $29,371.55, consisting of attorneys’ fees,

general excise tax, and costs.
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Plaintiff moved for an award of attorneys’ fees and non-taxable costs
after obtaining default judgment on negligence, strict product liability,
and warranty claims. The magistrate judge issued findings and a

recommendation that the motion be granted.

The court evaluated entitlement to fees under Haw. Rev. Stat. § 607-
14, determined reasonableness under the lodestar method, and
reviewed the requested time entries and costs for compliance with

applicable law and Local Rule 54.2.

Unknown; findings and recommendation subject to district-court

review and adoption
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the action was in the nature of assumpsit under Haw. Rev. Stat. § 607-14.
2. Whether Plaintiff was the prevailing party entitled to attorneys’ fees.

3. Whether apportionment of fees between assumpsit and non-assumpsit claims was impracticable because

the claims were inextricably linked.

4. Whether the requested attorneys’ fees and costs were reasonable and recoverable.

HOLDINGS

1. The action was in the nature of assumpsit because its substance concerned alleged breaches of express
and implied warranties, and Plaintiff’s primary objective was monetary compensation for resulting

damages.

2. Apportionment was impracticable because the non-assumpsit claims were inextricably linked to the

breach-of-warranty claims.
3. Plaintiff was the prevailing party because default judgment was entered in its favor on all claims.

4. The requested attorneys’ fees of $28,546.06, including general excise tax, and costs of $825.49 were
reasonable and recoverable, for a recommended total award of $29,371.55.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court therefore finds that the assumpsit claims in this case were not merely “decorative” in nature, but

were “germane” to the genuine dispute litigated between Plaintiff and Defendant.”

“Based on the above, the Court FINDS and RECOMMENDS that Plaintiff’s Motion for an Award of
Attorneys’ Fees and Non-Taxable Costs, ECF No. 20, be GRANTED.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff owned Pearl Highlands and leased a solar photovoltaic energy system whose warranty rights had been
assigned to Plaintiff. Two rapid shutdown devices designed and distributed by Defendant allegedly melted,
overheated, combusted, or ignited, causing system failure, fire or thermal damage, and a shutdown of part of the
system. Plaintiff asserted negligence, strict product liability, and warranty claims, obtained default judgment on

all claims, and sought attorneys’ fees and costs.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the complaint on April 11, 2025. After Defendant failed to respond, default was entered on May 7,
2025. The magistrate judge recommended default judgment on all claims on August 29, 2025, and the district
court adopted that recommendation on September 19, 2025. Plaintiff then moved for attorneys’ fees and costs;
Defendant filed no opposition.
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