UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF

TENNESSEE

HYC Logistics Inc. v. OJCommerce, L1.C, doing business as OJ

Commerce, LL.C, and Jacob Weiss

HYC Logistics - No. 2:23-cv-02050-TLP-tmp - Decided December 8, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Tennessee rules on cross-motions for

attorneys’ fees following a jury trial involving breach of contract, a contractual lien, misrepresentation,

and Tennessee Consumer Protection Act claims. The court denies OJCommerce’s request for fees

because no contractual, statutory, or recognized American Rule exception supports the award. The

court grants HYC Logistics’s motion in part, finding that the contract’s costs-of-collection provision

authorizes reasonable fees related to collecting amounts owed, while excluding fees for certain

ancillary litigation and claims against Jacob Weiss.
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Post-trial motions for attorneys’ fees and costs following a jury trial in

a diversity breach-of-contract action.

>

The court applied Tennessee law to determine entitlement to attorneys
fees and exercised discretion to determine the reasonable amount of
fees and costs under the contract, the Connors factors, and Tennessee
Supreme Court Rule 8, RPC 1.5(a).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

2.

3.

Whether OJCommerce was entitled to attorneys’ fees under Tennessee law after prevailing on certain

fraud-related claims but not on its contract claims.

Whether HYC’s contract with OJCommerce expressly authorized attorneys’ fees for costs incurred in

collecting monies owed, including fees related to declaratory relief and defending related counterclaims.

Whether HYC could recover fees incurred in related litigation and in defending claims against its agents

and related parties.

4. What amount of HYC’s attorneys’ fees and costs was reasonable under Tennessee law.

5.

Whether HYC was entitled to post-judgment interest under federal law.

HOLDINGS

1.

OJCommerce was not entitled to attorneys’ fees because it did not identify a contractual or statutory fee
provision or another recognized exception to Tennessee’s American Rule, and its fraud-related claims

did not establish such an entitlement under the circumstances.

. The contract’s provision for reasonable attorneys’ fees and all costs of collection expressly authorized

HYC to recover reasonable attorneys’ fees incurred in collecting monies owed by OJCommerce.

. HYC could recover attorneys’ fees incurred defending counterclaims and claims against HYC’s agents

and related parties to the extent those efforts related to HYC’s collection of monies owed under the

contract.

. HYC could not recover fees related to ancillary Florida litigation or its tort claims against Jacob Weiss,

but it could recover fees related to collection-related counterclaims and defense of its agents and related

parties.

. HYC was entitled to $450,000 in attorneys’ fees and $9,089.12 in costs, plus post-judgment interest.

. HYC was entitled to post-judgment interest under 28 U.S.C. § 1961(a), accruing from entry of judgment

until paid in full.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court therefore DENIES OJC’s Motion for Attorneys’ Fees (ECF No. 349) and GRANTS IN PART
HYC’s Motion (ECF No. 351).”

“The Court ORDERS OJC to pay $450,000.00 in attorneys’ fees and $9,089.12 in costs, plus post-judgment
interest under 28 U.S.C. § 1961.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

HYC provided logistics services to OJCommerce, which disputed and failed to timely pay certain invoices. HYC

exercised a contractual lien over nine containers shipped to the Port of L.os Angeles and brought claims seeking



to collect the unpaid amounts and obtain declaratory relief concerning the lien and sale of the container contents.
The jury found that OJCommerce breached the contract and owed HYC damages, while also finding that HYC

committed misrepresentation; the court later vacated the TCPA award.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY
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court denied OJCommerce’s motion and granted HYC’s motion in part.
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