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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland reconsidered its prior award of attorneys’

fees and costs in a settled Fair Labor Standards Act and Maryland Wage and Hour Law action.

Applying Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) and the Fourth Circuit’s decision in De Paredes v. Zen

Nails Studio LLC, the court held that it had erred by treating the district’s fee matrix as presumptively

reasonable. The court recalculated the award, increasing attorneys’ fees from $22,330.98 to
$25,192.30 and changing costs from $1,252.12 to $1,126.90.
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Plaintiff moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) for
reconsideration of the court's prior award of attorneys' fees and costs
following approval of a settlement in a Fair Labor Standards Act and
Maryland Wage and Hour Law action.

A Rule 59(e) motion may be granted to accommodate an intervening
change in controlling law, account for newly available evidence, or
correct a clear error of law or prevent manifest injustice. The court has
broad discretion in awarding, denying, or altering attorneys' fees and

costs.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court's prior attorneys' fee award should be reconsidered under Rule 59(e) because the court

had treated a local-rule fee matrix as presumptively reasonable.

2. Whether the reasonable lodestar amount should be recalculated using reasonable hourly rates and hours
reasonably expended.

3. Whether the recalculated lodestar should be further reduced based on the simplicity of the case, billing

practices, and the court's overall assessment of the litigation.

HOLDINGS

1. Reconsideration was warranted because the prior decision committed clear error by treating the District

of Maryland's former fee matrix as presumptively reasonable.

2. The court may consider a fee matrix as one piece of evidence or a useful guideline, but may not give it a
presumption of reasonableness; all relevant evidence must be considered.

3. The reasonable fee is calculated by multiplying reasonable hourly rates by the hours reasonably

expended, considering the Johnson factors, and then exercising discretion to adjust the result.

4. A further ten-percent reduction in the fee award was appropriate based on the case's simplicity, lack of
novelty, and evidence bearing on counsel's billing practices.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“a district court, when discharging its “duty” to “calculat[e] reasonable attorney’s fees,” cannot “treat a
matrix as ‘presumptively reasonable’ and require special justification to deviate from it—even when that

matrix is contained in the district court’s local rules.”” (at 4)

“In determining whether an hourly rate is reasonable, the Court may look to, but not find presumptively

reasonable, a fee matrix set out in its Local Rules.” (at 5)

“The essential goal in shifting fees (to either party) is to do “rough justice,” not to achieve auditing

perfection.” (at 17)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Esquivel alleged that his employers failed to pay overtime in violation of the Fair Labor Standards Act and
Maryland Wage and Hour Law. The parties settled the damages portion of the case for $38,000, but could not
agree on attorneys' fees and costs. Esquivel sought $37,256.50 in fees and $1,252.12 in costs. The case involved

one plaintiff, one overtime claim, no formal discovery, and early settlement negotiations.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Esquivel filed a three-count wage-and-hour action on January 30, 2024. The parties settled the underlying
damages claim for $38,000, and the court approved the settlement on December 2, 2024, leaving attorneys' fees
and costs unresolved. The court awarded $22,330.98 in attorneys' fees and $1,252.12 in costs on July 29, 2025.
Esquivel then moved for reconsideration, arguing that the court had committed clear error by treating the District
of Maryland's former fee matrix as presumptively reasonable. The court granted reconsideration and amended
the award to $25,192.30 in fees and $1,126.90 in costs.
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