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SUMMARY

The court addresses Plaintiff John E. Reese, III’s request for prejudgment interest and legal expenses,
including attorney’s fees, following judgment as a matter of law on a promissory-note claim against
Transform-X, Inc. Applying Arizona law under the Note’s choice-of-law provision, the court grants
prejudgment interest and denies the request for fees and expenses without prejudice because the
application lacks sufficient itemization and detail. The court permits Plaintiff to renew the fee request
with a compliant supporting affidavit.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Following a jury trial, the Court granted Plaintiff's motion for
judgment as a matter of law against Transform-X on liability under a
promissory note. Plaintiff then moved for prejudgment interest and
legal expenses, including attorney's fees.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The Court assessed the contractual and statutory entitlement to
prejudgment interest and attorney's fees under applicable state law and
evaluated the sufficiency and reasonableness of Plaintiff's fee
application.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; federal district court opinion and order with no reporter
citation.

PARTIES John E. Reese, III v. Daniel L. Hodges, Transform-X, Inc.

TOPICS



contracts prejudgment interest attorney fees commercial litigation civil procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

contract law commercial litigation remedies civil procedure

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Arizona law governed the award and calculation of prejudgment interest under the Note.

2. Whether Plaintiff was entitled to prejudgment interest at the contractual rate beginning on the Note's
maturity date.

3. Whether the Note and Arizona law entitled Plaintiff to recover reasonable attorney's fees and expenses.

4. Whether Plaintiff's fee and expense application contained sufficient detail to permit the Court to
determine the reasonableness of the requested amounts.

HOLDINGS

1. Because the Note expressly selected Arizona law, Arizona law governed the contractual issues
concerning prejudgment interest and attorney's fees.

2. Plaintiff was entitled to prejudgment interest under the Note at 8% per annum, compounded quarterly,
beginning June 11, 2019, the Note's maturity date.

3. Plaintiff was entitled to seek reasonable attorney's fees under the Note and was eligible to seek
reasonable fees under Ariz. Rev. Stat. § 12-341.01(A), to the extent the statute did not conflict with the
contract.

4. The fee and expense application was insufficient because it did not provide enough detail for the Court
to assess the reasonableness of the time and expenses incurred; the request was therefore denied without
prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Accordingly, prejudgment interest began accruing on June 11, 2019, at 8% per annum, compounded
quarterly.”

“Accordingly, Plaintiff is entitled to reasonable attorney’s fees under the terms of the Note and is eligible for
reasonable attorney’s fees under the Statute.”

“Accordingly, the Court denies Plaintiff’s request for legal expenses, including attorney’s fees, without
prejudice to Plaintiff’s right to refile his request for legal expenses, including attorney’s fees, with sufficient
detail for the Court to determine whether the expenses and fees are reasonable.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Transform-X was liable on a promissory note that required interest at 8% per annum, compounded quarterly,
beginning on the maturity date until payment. The Note stated that it was governed by Arizona law and required
Transform-X to pay costs and reasonable attorney's fees incurred in an action to collect on the Note. The



maturity date was June 11, 2019, and Plaintiff submitted a prejudgment-interest calculation that Transform-X did
not dispute, while Plaintiff's fee submission grouped hours and expenses by broad periods rather than itemizing
the services in sufficient detail.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

At the conclusion of Defendants' case at trial, the Court granted Plaintiff judgment as a matter of law on
Transform-X's liability under the Note. Plaintiff sought prejudgment interest and attorney's fees and expenses.
The Court granted prejudgment interest, subject to a later setoff determination and final calculation, but denied
the fee and expense request without prejudice and allowed Plaintiff to submit a more detailed application.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. Plaintiff may refile the request for legal expenses and attorney's fees with a supporting affidavit that
itemizes and provides sufficient detail regarding the services, time, fees, and expenses by February 18, 2026.
Transform-X may respond by February 25, 2026. The Court will finalize prejudgment interest after Plaintiff
reports payments received in connection with the COMSovereign settlement and the Court determines the
applicable setoff.
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