
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Alonso Alexander Guardado Lopez v. Air Pro Heating & Cooling
LLC, et al.

Lopez · No. CV-25-02009-PHX-SMM (JZB) · Decided March 26, 2026

SUMMARY

This Report and Recommendation addresses Plaintiff Alonso Alexander Guardado Lopez’s renewed
motion for attorneys’ fees and costs following entry of default judgment in an action involving the Fair
Labor Standards Act and Arizona minimum wage law. The magistrate judge recommends awarding
$5,651.50 in attorneys’ fees and $577.80 in out-of-pocket costs, with modifications based on the
reasonableness of billed time and the hourly rate.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Report and recommendation on plaintiff's renewed motion for
attorneys' fees and costs following entry of default judgment in an
FLSA and Arizona minimum-wage action.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Reasonableness of attorneys' fees under the lodestar method, including
review of hours reasonably expended, reasonable hourly rate, and
possible adjustment under the Kerr factors.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiff was entitled to recover attorneys' fees and costs under the FLSA and Arizona
minimum-wage law after obtaining default judgment.

2. What amount of attorneys' fees was reasonable under the lodestar method and the Kerr factors.

3. Whether plaintiff was entitled to recover the requested $577.80 in out-of-pocket costs under the
applicable rules.

HOLDINGS

1. A plaintiff who obtained default judgment is a prevailing party and is entitled to seek reasonable
attorneys' fees and costs under the FLSA and Arizona minimum-wage law.

2. The reasonable attorneys' fee award should be reduced to $5,651.50 based on 12.7 compensable hours at
a reasonable hourly rate of $445.

3. Plaintiff should receive $577.80 in out-of-pocket costs.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Parties prevailing on default judgment are still prevailing parties for the purposes of awarding attorneys’
fees.” (at 2)

“Attorneys’ fees should not be given for the performance of administrative tasks which could and should be
performed by secretarial or paralegal staff.” (at 7)

“time spent in establishing the entitlement to and amount of the fee is compensable” (at 8)

“Where a plaintiff has obtained excellent results, his attorney should recover a fully compensatory fee.” (at
10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff brought claims under the Fair Labor Standards Act and Arizona minimum-wage law after defendants
failed to appear or defend. The Clerk entered default against all defendants, and the district court subsequently
entered default judgment. Plaintiff sought $6,497.00 in attorneys' fees and $577.80 in costs through a renewed
motion filed after the district court required further proceedings concerning the fee request.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the action on June 10, 2025, served defendants, and obtained entry of default after defendants
failed to appear. The district court entered default judgment on November 13, 2025. After an earlier fee motion
and report and recommendation, the district court rejected the prior recommendation and directed plaintiff to file
a renewed motion. The magistrate judge recommends granting the renewed motion with modifications, awarding
$5,651.50 in attorneys' fees and $577.80 in costs.
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