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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Arizona grants in part and denies in part Plaintiffs’
motion for attorney’s fees and costs following default judgment in an action under the Fair Labor
Standards Act and Arizona wage statutes. The Court awards $11,392.00 in attorney’s fees for 25.6
compensable hours at $445 per hour and $986.20 in out-of-pocket costs. It denies the request for
prospective collection costs as speculative and not yet ripe.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the District of Arizona

WRITING FOR THE COURT Diane J. Humetewa

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the District of Arizona

DECIDED March 23, 2026

DOCKET No. CV-23-01686-PHX-DJH

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs moved for attorney fees and costs after obtaining default
judgment on claims under the Fair Labor Standards Act, the Arizona
Minimum Wage Act, and the Arizona Wage Act.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The Court independently reviewed the unopposed fee motion under
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 55(b)(2) and Local Rules 54.1 and
54.2, assessing eligibility, entitlement, and reasonableness.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiffs were eligible for and entitled to an award of reasonable attorney fees and costs under
the Fair Labor Standards Act and Arizona Minimum Wage Act after obtaining default judgment.

2. Whether the requested lodestar amount was reasonable under the applicable fee-shifting standards and
Kerr factors.

3. Whether Plaintiffs could recover anticipated attorney fees and costs for prospective collection efforts
before those expenses were incurred.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiffs who obtained default judgment in their favor were prevailing parties and were eligible for and
entitled to reasonable attorney fees and costs under the Fair Labor Standards Act and Arizona Minimum
Wage Act.

2. The reasonable attorney-fee award was $11,392.00, representing 25.6 compensable hours at a reasonable
hourly rate of $445.00.

3. Time spent establishing entitlement to and the amount of a statutory attorney-fee award is compensable,
including time spent preparing an FLSA fee motion.

4. Anticipated attorney fees and costs for future collection efforts were not recoverable because they were
speculative and not ripe before being incurred.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“By having default judgment entered in their favor, Plaintiffs are the prevailing party and are eligible for and
entitled to their reasonable attorneys fees.” (1)

“First, the court establishes a lodestar by multiplying the number of hours reasonably expended on the
litigation by a reasonable hourly rate” (2)

“The Court will not award Plaintiffs’ counsel for prospective collection efforts.” (9)

“Plaintiff's counsel will be the awarded attorneys fees in the amount of $11,392.00 (for 25.6 hours) and
$986.20 in out-of-pocket costs.” (10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs alleged that Defendants failed to pay them wages required under the Fair Labor Standards Act, the
Arizona Minimum Wage Act, and the Arizona Wage Act. After Defendants failed to respond, Plaintiffs obtained
default judgment and monetary damages. Plaintiffs then sought attorney fees, out-of-pocket costs, and
anticipated costs associated with future collection efforts.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Defendants failed to respond to the complaint, and the Clerk entered default against all Defendants on November
7, 2023. The Court then granted Plaintiffs' motion for default judgment and awarded damages of $2,601.00
against Lux Interior and Renovation LLC and $103,612.40 against all Defendants. Plaintiffs subsequently
moved for attorney fees and costs; Defendants did not respond.
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