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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Puerto Rico granted Attorney Pedro Cruz-
Sánchez’s petition for $20,000 in attorney’s fees under § 406(b) of the Social Security Act. The court
found the request timely and reasonable following a sentence-four remand and a favorable agency
decision, and ordered counsel to refund the previously awarded EAJA fee to the plaintiff.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Attorney Cruz-Sánchez petitioned for authorization of attorney's fees
under 42 U.S.C. § 406(b) after representing Plaintiff in federal-court
review of a denial of Social Security disability benefits and obtaining a
sentence-four remand.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The Court independently determines whether a requested § 406(b) fee
is reasonable, while considering the contingent-fee agreement, the
character and results of the representation, counsel's conduct and
delay, the time expended, and the effective hourly rate.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether counsel's motion for fees under 42 U.S.C. § 406(b) was timely under D.P.R. Local Civil Rule
9(d)(2).

2. Whether a requested $20,000 contingent fee was reasonable and within the statutory 25 percent cap.

3. Whether counsel was required to refund the smaller EAJA award to Plaintiff upon receiving the § 406(b)
fee.

HOLDINGS

1. A motion for fees under § 406(b) is timely when filed within thirty days after counsel receives the
Notice of Award, and counsel's March 5, 2026 motion was timely because counsel received the Notice of
Award on March 3, 2026.

2. The requested $20,000 fee was reasonable and could be awarded under § 406(b) because it complied
with the contingency agreement, did not exceed the statutory 25 percent cap, counsel's representation
was not substandard or delayed, the representation produced a remand and favorable benefits award, and
the effective hourly rate was reasonable in light of comparable awards.

3. Because counsel received an EAJA award, counsel must refund the previously awarded EAJA amount to
Plaintiff after receiving the § 406(b) fee.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Accordingly, the “Petition for Authorization of Attorney’s Fee Pursuant to the Social Security Act § 206(b)”
(Docket No. 24) is GRANTED in full and the Court ORDERS that the amount of $20,000.00 be paid to
Attorney Cruz-Sánchez from Plaintiff’s past-due benefits. Counsel is ordered to refund to Plaintiff the amount
previously awarded pursuant to EAJA.” (p. 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff retained Attorney Cruz-Sánchez under a contingency-fee agreement permitting a fee request capped at
25 percent of past-due Social Security benefits. Counsel represented Plaintiff in this Court, filed a brief, and
obtained a sentence-four remand, after which the agency issued a favorable decision and awarded $116,133 in
past-due benefits. The Commissioner withheld $23,033.25 for counsel's federal-court work, and counsel
requested $20,000 under § 406(b), while an earlier $8,250 EAJA award had also been entered.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff sought judicial review of an unfavorable Social Security decision. After Plaintiff filed a brief, the
Commissioner consented to a sentence-four remand under 42 U.S.C. § 405(g), and judgment remanding the case
was entered on August 23, 2024. The Court later awarded $8,250 in EAJA fees. Following a favorable agency
decision on remand and an award of past-due benefits, counsel sought $20,000 under § 406(b).
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