UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

EcoHub, LLC v. Recology Inc.

EcoHub - No. 22-cv-09181-TSH - Decided April 23, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California granted summary judgment to

Nortech Waste, LL.C, on EcoHub’s breach-of-fiduciary-duty claim and to Recology Inc. on all

remaining claims against it. The court held that EcoHub failed to present evidence establishing a

partnership or joint venture with Nortech sufficient to create fiduciary duties, and rejected EcoHub’s

related aiding-and-abetting and interference claims. The order followed a January 30, 2025 hearing.
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Defendants Nortech Waste, LL.C and Recology Inc. moved for
summary judgment. Nortech sought judgment on EcoHub's breach of
fiduciary duty claim, and Recology sought judgment on all claims
asserted against it.

Summary judgment is proper when there is no genuine dispute as to
any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of
law. The moving party bears the initial burden of identifying the
absence of a genuine issue, after which the nonmoving party must
identify specific, non-speculative evidence creating a genuine issue for
trial. Reasonable inferences are drawn in favor of the nonmoving
party, but the court need not scour the record for unsupported factual

disputes.

Nonprecedential district-court order; precedential status is unknown in
the supplied metadata.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the undisputed evidence established that EcoHub and Nortech formed or reaffirmed a

partnership or joint venture imposing fiduciary duties on Nortech.

2. Whether Recology could be liable for aiding and abetting a breach of fiduciary duty when the alleged
primary fiduciary-duty breach by Nortech failed as a matter of law.

3. Whether EcoHub's intentional and negligent interference with prospective economic advantage claims

were barred by California's two-year statute of limitations and discovery rule.

HOLDINGS

1. EcoHub failed to produce evidence from which a reasonable jury could find that a legal partnership or
joint venture existed between EcoHub and Nortech during the period relevant to the alleged breach.
References to EcoHub as a "partner," joint efforts to prepare proposals, and Nortech Board discussions

did not establish the required right of joint participation in management and control.

2. Nortech was entitled to summary judgment on EcoHub's breach of fiduciary duty claim because EcoHub
failed to establish the existence of a fiduciary relationship and therefore could not establish the duty

element of the claim.

3. Recology was entitled to summary judgment on EcoHub's aiding-and-abetting claim because the

absence of an underlying breach of fiduciary duty by Nortech defeated an essential element of the claim.

4. EcoHub's intentional and negligent interference with prospective economic advantage claims were time-
barred because EcoHub had reason to suspect the factual basis of those claims no later than November
17, 2020, but did not file suit until December 30, 2022.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Summary judgment is proper where there is “no genuine dispute as to any material fact and the movant is

entitled to judgment as a matter of law.”” (at 21)

“To establish a joint venture under California law, Plaintiffs must show ‘an agreement between the parties
under which they have a community of interest, that is, a joint interest, in a common business undertaking, an

understanding as to the sharing of profits and losses, and a right of joint control.”” (at 26)

“In the absence of an underlying breach of fiduciary duty, Plaintiff’s aiding and abetting claim against

Recology must fail.” (at 28)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



EcoHub, a Texas LLC, sought to work with Nortech, a California LLC operating a public waste-management
facility, on obtaining and performing an extension or replacement contract with WPWMA. Although the parties
exchanged proposals and used the word "partner" in some communications, no Waste Supply Agreement was
finalized, and the evidence did not show that EcoHub obtained a right of joint control or management over the
enterprise. After WPWMA decided to issue an RFP, Nortech terminated discussions with EcoHub on November
17, 2020; Nortech and EcoHub later submitted competing responses, and WPWMA awarded the contract to

another party. EcoHub filed suit more than two years after November 17, 2020.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

EcoHub filed suit on December 30, 2022, and later filed a Third Amended Complaint asserting breach of
fiduciary duty against Nortech, aiding and abetting breach of fiduciary duty against Recology, and intentional
and negligent interference with prospective economic advantage against all defendants. The Court previously
dismissed EcoHub's interference claims against Nortech but allowed the claims against Recology and the
fiduciary-duty claim against Nortech to proceed. After discovery, Nortech and Recology moved for summary

judgment. The Court granted both motions and entered judgment for the defendants on the remaining claims.
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