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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
ORLANDO DIVISION

MIGHTY MEN OF GOD, INC.,
Plaintiff ,
V. Case No: 6:14ev-947-0rl-41TBS

WORLD OUTREACH CHURCH OF
MURFREESBORO TENNESSEE,
INCORPORATED, INTEND
MINISTRIES, ANGUS BUCHAN,
PHILLIP JACKSON and G. ALLEN
JACKSON,

Defendans.
/

ORDER

THIS CAUSE is before the Court onDefendants'-World Outreach Church of
Murfreesboro, Tennessee, Inc. (“World Outreach”), Intend Ministries ¢ftfije Phillip Jackson,
and G. Allen Jackson (collectivelyDefendants”}—Motion to Dismiss (Doc. 22)wherein
Defendantsseek to dismiss this case for lack of personal jurisdiction. Plaintiff, Mighty de
God, Inc. has filed a Response. (Doc. 31). For the reasons set forth below, Defellbeiois to
Dismisswill be denied.

l. BACKGROUND

Organized in 200Rlaintiff is a Florida corporation with its principle place of business in

Orange County, FloriddCompl, Doc. 1,1 10).Plaintiff provides “Christian educational services

to individuals throughout the UndeStates.”(ld. § 16) Particularly, “Plaintiff focusesits

! Defendant Angus Buchan did not participate in the Motion to Disngs&Mot. Dismiss
at 1).
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educational services on men . through conferences it holds frequently in mstayes.”(1d.).
Plaintiff claimsto have hostedonference seventeen different statgid.  22) Accordingto
Plaintiff, the“conferences are held under the name ‘Mighty Men of God,” and are marketed using
that rame and the name ‘Mighty Men.(ld.  17). Indeed, Plaintifimaintainsregistered
trademarks for both terms‘Mighty Men of God (the “MMOG Mark”) and “Mighty Meri (the
“Mighty Men Mark”). (Exs. 1, 2 to Compl., Doc).1Both marksrelate to “educational services,
namely, conducting conferendesthe field of men’s ministry.{ld.). The Mighty Men Mark was
registered on November 2, 2QQE&Ex. 2 to mpl.), andPlaintiff alleges thatts use “has been
continuous and uninterrupted for owerdecade[,] since at least as early aof@at 30, 2002,
(Compl. 1 20)The MMOG Mark, whichwas registered on November 4080(Ex. 1 to Compl.)
haspurportedlybeen in usesince at ledsas early as February 17, 2008Compl. T 21) In
addition to the conferences, Plaintifis“distributed and sold C®under the Mighty Men Mar
since at least as early as the filing date of its trademark applicafidf22).

Both Defendant World OutreaciindDefendantintend arenonprofit corporatios, which
areincorporated in Tennessee ambose principal place of business is located in Murfreesboro,
TennessedG. Allen Jacksomecl, Doc. 231, 11 4, 6; PhillipJacksorDecl., Doc. 232, 11 4 6).
Plaintiff alleges that World Outreach offers “nearly identical serviceosetbffered by Plaintiff”
by “conducting educational seminars and conferences in the field of men’s yini€ompl.

1 27) Two such conferences took place in 2013, the first in Murfreesboro, Tennessee and the
second in Nashville, Tennessee. (G. Allen Jack®exl.  14; Phillip Jacksobecl. § 14; Compl.
1 28) World Outreach and Intend also maintain a websusvw.intendministries.org-through

which they “permit visitors to sign up for email messages, listen to music or sermons
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and. . . purchase various products.” (G. Allen Jackson Decl8;fPhillip Jackson Decl. {81
Compl. 11 29-31).

Defendant G. Allen Jacksdras“sewned as the seniqrastor and/ice Presideritof World
Outreach as well as the President of Interf@. Allen Jackson Dech] 2) DefendantPhillip
Jackson “serve[s] as an associate pamtor Assistant Secretary” of World Outreach, as well as
Vice President of IntendPhilip JacksonDecl. { 2). Phillip Jackson is also the registrant of a
website—www.mightymenusa.org-through which he “promot[es] and advertis[es] . . . services
and products being offered by codefendants.” (Compl. 1 32). In addition, for both World Outreach
and Intend, Phillip Jackson is the designated registered agentheithennessee Secretary of
State. [d.).

Plaintiff contends thaDefendantdhave marketetheir servicesand have organized their
conferencessing Plaintiff's Marks (Id. 1 27#28).Plairtiff further maintains thatthroughtheir
website World Outreachand Intend are making and distributing products, including CDs and
DVDs, using theMighty Men Mark (Id. § 29-31). Moreover, according to Plaintiff, Phillip
Jackson promotes produetsd servicesinder the Mighty Men Mark on his websitt. (] 32).

Thus, Plaintiff initiated this case on June 18, 204y filing the Complaint, wherein
Plaintiff generally allegethat “Defendants have willfully infringed Plaintiff's rights, and continue
to infringe with no intention to discontinue their infringing ug&d”  38) The Complaint includes
six claims: (1) trademark infringement under 15 U.S.C. § 1114; (2) false designatoigiof
under 15 U.S.C. § 1128); (3) unfair competition under 15 U.S.C. § 1(&5 (4) unfair
competition under Fla. Stat. § 501.204; (5) violagiai the Anticybersquatting Consumer

Protection Act15 U.S.C. 8125(d); and (6jurtherviolations of the Florida Deceptive and Unfair
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Trade Practices Act, Fla. St&§ 501.201-501.213. (Comfl{ 42-82).On September 5, 2014,
Defendants moved to dismiss the Complaint for lack of personal jurisdiction.
Il L EGAL STANDARD

Through Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(2), a party may move to dibasgd on
lack of personaljurisdiction. “A plaintiff seeking to establish personal jurisdictiover a
nonresident defendartiéars the initial burden of alleging in the complaint sufficient facts to make
out a prima facie case of jurisdictionLl’buis Vuitton Malletier, S.A. v. Mseri 736 F.3d 1339,
1350 (11th Cir. 2013) (quotingnited TechsCorp. v. Mazer556 F.3d 1260, 1274 (11th Cir.
2009)). However, if “a defendant challenges personal jurisdiction ‘by submitting waitfida
evidence in support of its position,” the plaifitthen bears the burden of producieggdence
supporting jurisdictionld. (quotingUnited Techs.556 F.3d at 1274). Nevertheless, “when ‘the
defendant’s affidavits contain only conclusory assertions that the defendant ssbjett ©
jurisdiction,” the plaintiff need not rebut those assertions with supporting evideh¢guoting
Stubbs v. Wyridhm Nassau Resort & Crystal Palace Casidd7 F.3d 1357, 136Q1th Cir.
2006). When the plaintiffs complaint and the defendant’'s evidence contin, cout
“construe[s]all reasonable inferences in favor of the plaintiStubbs 447 F.3d at 1360.

. DiscussION

Defendantontend that they are not subject to personal jurisdiction in Florida and that
therefore this case should be dismissed. In respons@ti?f argues that the exerei®f personal
jurisdiction over Defendants is proper because Defendants intentiahiedigted infringing
conduct aPlaintiff, which is located within Florida.

“A federal district court in Florida may exercise persgaoakdiction over a nonresident

defendant to the same extent that a Florida court may, so long as the exercisesisrtomith
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federal due processquirements.Licciardello v.Lovelady 544 F.3dL280, 128311th Cir. 2008)
In that vein the dispute over personal jurisdiction begins with a-pad inquiry: “(1) whether
personal jurisdiction exists over the nonresident defendantnder Floridas longarm statute,
and (2) if so, whether that exercise of jurisdiction would violate the Due PrGtmsse of the
Fourteenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitutidratiis Vuitton 736 F.3d at 1350.

A. Florida’s Long-Arm Statute

Where, as heréjurisdiction is based on a federal question arising under a statute that is
silent regarding service of proceRjle 4e) of the Federal Rules of Civil Proceddieectsus to
look to the state longrm statute in order to determine the existence of personal jurisdiction.”
Sculptchair, Inc. v. Century Arts, Lid®4 F.3d 623, 62&7 (11th Cir. 1996). Florida’s lorgrm
statute is codified at section 48.193 of the Florida Statutiesnterpretation ‘is a question of
Florida law,” and this Court is required to apply the statute ‘as would the Floridensai@ourt.”
Louis Vuitton 736 F.3d at 1352 (quotingnited Techs.556 F.3d at 1274 Florida’s longarm
statue is to be strictly construe@riental Imps. & Exps., Inc. v. Maduro & Curiel's Bank, N.V.
701 F.3d 889, 891 (11th Cir. 1983) (interpreting Florida law).

As the statutory basis for personal jurisdiction, Plaintiff relies on stibsec
48.193(1)(a)(2), which permits the exercise of specific personal jurisdictionaovenresident
defendant “for any cause of action arising from” that defendant’s “[c]¢®sman] [of] a tortious
actwithin this state’? Under Florda law “a nonresident defendant commistortious act within

[Florida]’ when he commits an acutsidethe state that caus@gury within Florida” Louis

2 Plaintiff only argues that this Court has specific personal jurisdiction ovemDafts.
(SeeResp. at 8). Therefore, this Court need not determine whgetheral jurisdiction existsnder
both subsection 48.193(2)f athe Florida Statutes arntie Due Process Clause, which requires
“continuous and systematic” contawtgh the forum Helicoptens Nacionales de Colombia, S.A.
v. Hall, 466 U.S. 408, 416 (1984).
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Vuitton 736 F.3d at 135@&lteration in original) (emphasis omittgduotingLovelady 544 F.3d
at 1283) For purposes of the Florida lomgm statute, trademark infringement claims allege
tortious actsSee id.

In the Motion to DismissDefendants d not address whethé&toridas long-arm statute
permits the exercise of personal jurisdiction in ttése rather throughthat omission, Defendants
seem to concede that it do€SeeMot. Dismiss a#). Indeed, the Complaint includes allegations
that Defendantmfringed on Plaintiff's trademarks by holdilegnferencesmaintaining websites,
and marketig products that incorporate the Mighty Men Mddeferdants neither rebut nor deny
those contentions. As noted, such conduct is a “tortious act” within the meaning of subsecti
48.1931)(a)(2). Additionally, “by virtue of thewebsite[s’] accessibility inFlorida,” the
infringement occurreth Florida.Lovelady 544 F.3d at 1283ee also Louis Vuittor736 F.3d at
1353-54. Terefore Defendant€ommitteda tortious act within this state

At any rate Defendants also committed a tortious act within Florida by causing injury to
Plaintiff, which is a Floridébased entitySeePosner v. Essex Ins. C4.78 F.3d 1209, 1217 (11th
Cir. 1999) (holding that the Eleventh Circsit“firmly establishedprecedent. . . interprets
subsection [48.193](a)(2)] to apply to defendants committing tortious acts outside the state that
cause injury in Florida”)Nida Corp. v. Nida118 F. Supp. 2d 1223, 1228 (M.D. Fla. 2000)
(“Injury from trademark infringement occurs the state where the trademark owner resijles
Accordingly, the exercise of personal jurisdiction over Defendants is fpedminder Florida’s
long-arm statute.

B. The Due Process Clause

“The Due Process Clause protects an individual’s liberty interest in maf $@bject to the

binding judgments of dorum with which he has established no meaningful ‘contacts, ties, or
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relations.” Burger King Corp. v. RudzewicZ71 U.S. 462, 4772 (1985) (quotingnt’l Shoe Co.
v. Washington326 U.S. 310, 319 (1945)kenerally the constitutionalequirements “satisfied
when in personam jurisdiction is asserted over a nonresident corporate defendant teatanas
minimum contacts with [the forum] sudhat the maintenance of the suit does not offend
traditional notions of fair play and substantial justicelHelicopteros Nacionales de Colombia,
S.A.v. Hall 466 U.S. 408, 414 (1988 lteration in original{quotingInt’l Shog 326 U.S. at 316).
“In specific personal jurisdiction cases,” tHeleventh Circuit characterizes those

requirements as a “thrgmrt due process test, which examines” the following:

(1) whether the plaintiff's claim$arise out of or relate ‘taat least

one of the defendant’s contacts with the forum; (2) whether the

nonresident defendantpurposefully availetl himself of the

privilege of conducting activities within the forum state, thus

invoking the benefit of the forum state’s laws; and (3) whether the

exercise of pers@l jurisdiction comports withtfaditional notions
of fair play and sustantial justice.”

Louis Vuitton 736 F.3d at 1355. “The plaintiff bears the burden of establishing the first two prongs,
and if the plaintiff does so, ‘a defendant must make a compelling case thateticeseyof
jurisdiction would violate traditional nimins of fair play and substantial justiceld. (quoting
Diamond Crystal Brands, Inc. v. Food Movers Int’l, If&93 F.3d 1249, 1267 (11th Cir. 2010)).
1. Prong One: Relatedness

As noted, the first prong centers on whether a “plaintiff's claim . . e[ati®ut of or
relate[s] to at least one of defendant’s contacts with the forOfdffeld v. Pueblo De Bahia Lora,
S.A, 558 F.3d 1210, 1222 (11th Cir. 2009) (quotation omitt€tdg Elevath Circuit has “not
developed or adopted a specific approach to determining relatedness; instead jémerEGrcui
has] heeded the Supreme Court’s warning against using mechanical or quantitativ@ltdeeld,
558 F.3d at 1222quotation omitted)“Necessarily, the contachust ke a ‘butfor’ cause of the

tort, yet the causal nexus between the tortious conduct and the purposeful contact must be suc
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that the oubf-state resident will have ‘fair warning that a particular activity will subject [ithéo
jurisdiction of a foreign sovereigfi.ld. at 1222—-23 (quotinBurger King 471 U.S. at 472).

Here, Plaintiff alleges that Defendants intentionally infrinB&antiff's Marks by holding
conferences, maintaining websites, and marketing products, all of which fe&aiatff's
Mighty Men Mark. That intentional conduct resulted in contact with the forum in the dérm
Plaintiff's injury. That contact, while minimais the direct causef Plaintiff's claims. The
evidence submitted in support of Defendants’ Motion iEnilssdoes not refutéhe accuracy of
suchallegationsAt least in the case of intentional torts, such claauasing contact is sufficient
to satisfy the first prongSee Commodores Entm’'t Corp. v. McClaNo. 6:14cv-1335-Orl-
37GJK, 2015 WL 1242818, & (M.D. Fla. Mar. 18, 2015) (addressing the relatedness prong and

holding that forumbased injury suffices dhe claimcausing contact).

2. Prong Two: Purposeful Availment
The second prong requires that “there . . . exist ‘some act by which the defendant
purposefully avails itself of the privilege of conducting activities within fdrem . . . , thus

invoking the benefits and protections oflass.” Oldfield, 558 F.3d at 1220 (quotiriganson v.
Dencklg 357 U.S. 235, 253 (1958)). “This purposeful awaiht requirement ensures that a
defendant will not be haled ingojurisdiction solely as a result of random, fortuitous, or attenuated
contacts, or of the unilateral activity of another party or a third perBamder King 471 U.S. at
475 (quotations oitted). However, f{s]o long as it aeates a ‘substantial connection’ with the
forum, even a single act can supppntisdiction.” Burger King 471 U.S. at 475 n.18.

“Intentional torts are such acts, and may support the exercise of personaltjonsue
the nonresident defendant who has no other contacts with the farovelady 544 F.3d at 1285.

Where the underlying claims involve intentional torts, purposeful availment can bmidet®
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through application of the “effextest,” which was developed fDalder v. Jones465 U.S. 783
(1984).See Louis Vuittar736 F.3d at 13567 (holding that, in intentional tort cases, courts may
apply eitherthe effects test or the traditional minimum contacts test for determining whether
personal jurisdiction satisfies the Due Process Clause). “Under the setiéstf anonresident
defendant single tortious act can establish purposeful availment, without regarcetbewithe
defendant had any other contacts with the fostae.”Id. at 1356.To satisfy the effects teshe

tort must have? (1) [been intentional; (2)[been aimed at the forum state; and (3) caused harm
that the defendant should have anticipated would be suffetbeé iiorum state.L.ovelady 544

F.3d at 1286.

Here,based orthe Calder effects testDefendants have purposefully availed themselves
of the benefits of this forunWhile Defendants fail to address the applicability of the effects test,
Plaintiff relies onLicciardello v. Lovelady544 F.3d 1280 (11th Ci2008) in which theEleventh
Circuit applied the effects teista factuallysimilar scenario. In that case, a nonresident defendant,
who was previously employed as the plaintiff's personal manager, afggested the plaintiff's
“trademarked name and. .. picture” on the defendant’'s website, thereby “implying that [the
plaintiff] endorsed [the defendant’s] skill as a personal manafgerat 1282. The plaintiff sued
the defendant in the Middle District of Florida for trademark infringement, arativeg related
claims. Id. The defendant, who resided in Tennessee, moved to dismiss for lack of personal
jurisdiction; the district court grantétle motion, and the plaintiff appealed that decisidn.

On appeal, the Eleventh Circuit addexsurposeful availment through application of the
effects testld. at 1285, 128488. In doing so, the court noted that the defendant’s infringement
“was notnegligent, but intentionallt. at 1287. The court continued  The purpose was to make

money from[the plaintiff's] implied endorsement. The unauthorized use of [the plaintiff's] mark,
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therefore, individually targeted [the plaintiff] in order to misappropriate his reardeeputation
for commercial gain.ld. at 128788. Suchallegations, as held by theveladycourt, “satisfy
the Calder effects test for personal jurisdiction,” and therefore, the “Constitution] [wais
offended by the exercise of Floriddong-arm statute to effect personal jurisdiction over” the
nonresident defendartl. at 1288.

Like Lovelady this case involves allegations of intentional conduct, thereby satisfying the
first requirement of the effects test. For examfiie, Complainigenerally alleges thathrough
Defendants’ use d?laintiff's Marks,“Defendants have willfully infringed Plaintiff's rights, and
continue to infringe with no intention to discontinue their infringing use.” (Compl. IG&)nts
One, Two, and Three staie some fashion, that “Defendants committed the infringing acts with
knowledge that their unauthorized use of Plaintiff's Marks was intended to cause @onfusi
mistake, and to deceive the publidd.(f 48;see also id{[57, 64). Both Counts Four and Five
state that “Defendants’ conduct is willful and intentional, and has caused andnsiogb cause
injury to Plaintiff.” (Id. 11 70, 77). Count Five goes a step further and states that “Defendants have
registered, tfficked in, and used the domain names with the bad faith intent to profit from
Plaintiff's Marks.” (d. § 76). Lastly, Count Six provides that Defendants “intentionally engaged”
in the infringing conduct, which was “calculated to deceivehe public into mistakenly believing
that Defendants are affiliated, connected, or associated with Plaintiff's gaddservices.”|(.
1181-83.

Also like Lovelady Defendants are alleged to hamdividually targeted Plaintiff, which is
a Floridabased entity thaeby satisfying the second and third prongs of the effects test
Particularly, the Complaint alleges tH&laintiff has provided Christian educatiorsdrvices”

since 2002 and has held conferences in seventeen different states, one of whichne@asete
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(Id. 91 16, 22) Over a decade later, Defendantganized similar conferencesder Plaintiff's
Mighty Men Mark,incorporated Plaintiff's Marks into the domaiames of Defendants’ websites,
and sold products bearing Plaintiff's Marks on websitesFrom those facts, Plaintiff concludes
that such conduct was intentional and that the purpose of the infringement was dotlmeat
impressioreitherthat Plaintiff and Defendants were relatedhat Plaintiff and Defendants were
one in the same.

Of particular importance, Defendants have failed to rédeitrelevant allegations of the
Complaint.Through supporting evidence, Defendants do aver that they do not “direct any media
advertising into the State of Florida[] [®hgage in any other conduct to intenally target the
State of Florida.” (G. Allen Jackson Decl. § 11; Phillip Jackson Decl. | 11). &aonclusory
assertion, without more, is insufficient to refute the Complaint’s alleg#tainDefendants have
intentionally targeted Plaintiff, whictesideswithin the forum.

Thus, based on the unrebutted allegations of the ComplBietendants intentionally
targeted Plaintiff. The purpose of Defendants’ conduct eveer tobenefitfrom or to usurp
Plaintiff's goodwill. By directly targeting Plainti, Defendants’ infringement was “aimed at the
forum state,” and by virtue of that fact, Defendants “should have anticipatedi¢hafury to the
Florida-based Plaintiff would be suffered in Floridsee Loveladyp44 F.3d at 1288.Certainly,
Defendats, whoseself-proclaimed aspation is “to help[] people become more fully devoted
followers of Jesus Christ, in Murfreesboro, Tennesseé,across the worltl (G. Allen Jackson
Decl. §5; Phillip Jackson Decl. § (emphasis added)), could foresee bdialpd into a Florida
court based on theallegedintentional infringement.

To be sure, much of Defendants’ argument focuses ongéemingly minimal contacts

with Florida, which is relevant under the “traditional minimum contacts tasipdrposeful
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availment,” Louis Vuitton 736 F.3d at 135 and in doing soPefendantscite a number of
nonbinding casesPebble Beach Co. v. Cadd463 F.3d 1151 (9th Cir. 2008} arefirst of Md.,

Inc. v. Carefirst Pregnancy Citrs., In834 F.3d 390 (4th Cir. 2003)pys“R” Us, Inc. v. Step
Two, S.A. 318 F.3d 446 (3d Cir. 2003As an initial matter, other than citing thosases,
Defendants fail to actually explagach casesipplicability. For the most part, eaclaseinvolves

allegations that a nonresidetgfendaninfringer displayeal the plaintiffowner’s trademarkn the

infringer's website.

In addition to being nonbinding, each case differs from the present. For examtitier
casenvolves allegations ahtentional infringement; rather, thespectiveourtanalyzed whether
the infringer's website in itself established minimum contacts with the férRarticularly, in
Pebble Beacland Carefirst the parties did not compete in the same industry,tl@grimary
means of infringement was the passuge of the owner’s protected mark on the infringer's
website In contrast, here, Defendants’ conduct is alleged to have been intentional, and therefore,
like in Lovelady purposeful availmentan beestablishedunder the effects tesMoreover,
Defendants directly ampete with Plaintiff and the infringement occurred through conferences
andthe sale of merchandise via Defendants’ webRia¢her than rebut the Complaint’s allegations

regarding intentional conduct, Defendargstire argument revolves around whether its websites

3 Defendants also citBird v. Parsons289 F.3d 865 (6th Cir. 2002), in which the Sixth
Circuit held “that the district court erred in granting the [defend#nnhgers’] motion to dismiss
for lack of personal jurisdictionjd. at 876; in other words, the infringers were subject to specific
personal jurisdiction in the forumdl. at 874-76. That holding directly opposes Defendants’
position.

4In Toys “R” Us, the Third Circuit does mention the effects testlitta See Toys “R”
Us, 318 F.3d at 455 n.6&lowever, the court noted thaby not establishing that the defendant
infringers’ conduct was intentionally aimed at the forathe plaintiffowner had not satisfied the
effects test. Here, the Complaint specifically alleges that Defendamtstiomally targeted
Plaintiff, thereby expressly aimyg their infringement at the forum.
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are sufficiently interactive to justify the assertion of personal jurisdictidimere,as here, the
Complaint includes allegations of intentional infringement, the medium through which the
infringementoccurred does not change the analysis.

3. Prong Three: “Fair play and substantial justice”

As noted, with regard to the third prorigefendants beahe burden of establishing that
the exercise of jurisdiction would violate traditional notions of fair playsarbstantial justic&ee
Louis Vuitton 736 F.3d at 1355. This inquirgquiresconsideration of the following factors: (1)
“the burden on the defendant”; (2) “the forum’s interest in adjudicating the disg8) “the
plaintiff's interest in obtainingonvenient and effective relief”; and (4) “thaterstate] judicial
system’s interest in resolving the disputédvelady 544 F.3d at 1288(citing World-Wide
Volkswagen Corp. v. Woodsat4 U.S. 286, 292 (1980)[M] inimum requirements inherent in
theconcept of ‘fair play and substantjastice’ may defeat the reasonablengfgsirisdiction even
if the defendant has purposefully engaged in forum activitasr§er King 471 U.S. at 477-78.

Here, Defendantsdo notaddress the third prong, and for tmeason, Defendantsave
failed to satisfy thie burden under that prongven sqall factors indicate that exercising personal
jurisdiction over Defendants would not be unreasonable. First, thersuggestiorthatrequiring
Defendants to adjudicatis case in Florida would be unconstitutionally burdensome. Second,
“Florida has a very strongnterest in affording its residdpta forum to obtain relief from
intentional misconduct of nonresidents causing injury in Floridavelady 544 F.3d at 1288.
Third, Plaintiff has an interest in adjudicating this cag@énforum where it resides andhere its
injury occurredSed_ovelady 544 F.3d at 1288 (“[T]he Florida plaintiff, injured by the intentional
misconduct of a nonresident expressly aimed &tliivéda plaintiff, is not required to travel to the

nonresident’s state of residence to obtain a remede®;also Louis Vuittory36 F.3d at 1358.
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Lastly, the judiciary’s interest is not opposed to Florida adjudicatioat, least Defendants have
failed to demonstra@smuch.Thus, fairness does not prohibit the exercise of personal jurisdiction
over Defendantsand hence, neither does the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.
V. CONCLUSION
Accordingly, it isORDERED and ADJUDGED that Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss
(Doc. 22) isDENIED.

DONE andORDERED in Orlando, Florida oipril 6, 2015.

CARLOS E. MENDOZA
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUD@E

Copies furnished to:

Counsel of Record
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