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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
ORLANDO DIVISION
HOSTLOGIC ZRT.,
Plaintiff,
V. Case No: 6:13-cv-982-Orl-36K RS
GH INTERNATIONAL, INC., JGH
GLOBAL INCORPORATED, JOSEPH
G. HARTSHORNE and VIVEK SINHA,

Defendants.

ORDER

This cause comes before the Court on theoReand Recommendatiof Magistrate Judge
Karla R. Spaulding, filed on June 10, 2014 (D88). In the Report and Recommendation,
Magistrate Judge Spaulding recommends thahtffaHostLogic Zrt.’s (“Plaintiff”) Motion for
Default Judgment (“Motion for Default Judgmen{Doc. 32) be granted ipart and denied in
part. See Doc. 33. No party has objected to RReport and Recommendation and the time to do
S0 has expired.

On December 18, 2013, default was enteresminsg Defendants GH International, Inc.
(“GH International”), JGH Global Incorpoed (*JGH Global’), Joseph G. Hartshorne
(“Hartshorne™), and Vivek Sinha (“Sinha”) pursuanot Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 55(a).
Doc. 30. On February 21, 2014, Plaintiff filedMstion for Default Judgment pursuant to Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 55(b)(2). Doc. 32. fBedants did not respond Riaintiff’'s Motion for
Default Judgment. Upon review, the Courtims agreement with the Magistrate Judge’s
determinations that the Courtshdiversity jurisdiction over the oasbut that Plaintiff has failed

to establish the Court’s persdnparisdiction over Sinha, and th#te claims against him should
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therefore be dismissed without prejudiGeDoc. 33 at 6—-11. The Court also agrees that Plaintiff
has adequately established that GH InternatiomélHartshorne are liable to Plaintiff for breach
of contract (Count I) and that JGH Global is lialdePlaintiff for unjust enrichment (Count IIl).
See id. at 11-14. Further, the Couagrees with the Magistrattudge’s determination as to
damages, including that Plaintiff is nerititled to prejudgment interes$eeid. at 14-17. Finally,
the Court agrees with thdagistrate Judge that Plaintiff hasléal to establish its entitlement to
costs. Seeid. at 17-18.

Therefore, after careful congichtion of the Report and Recommendation of the Magistrate
Judge, in conjunction with an independent exanmonadi the court file, th€ourt is of the opinion
that the Magistrate Judge’s Report anéc&nmendation should belapted, confirmed, and
approved in all respects.

Accordingly, it is herebRDERED andADJUDGED:

1. The Report and Recommendation of thegMaate Judge (Doc. 33) is adopted,
confirmed, and approved in all respects @dade a part of this Order for all
purposes, including appellate review.

2. Plaintiff's Motion for Default Judgment (Doc. 32) GRANTED in part and
DENIED in part as follows:

a. The claims against Defendant Vivek Sinha &Me&SMISSED without
preudice for lack of perenal jurisdiction.

b. Defendants GH International, Inc. anddph G. Hartshorne are liable for
breach of contract (Count I).

C. Defendant JGH Global Incorporatediable for unjust enrichment (Count

).



d. Plaintiff is awarded damages agaimefendants GH International, Inc.,
Joseph G. Hartshorne, and JGH Gldbabrporated, jointly and severally,
in the amount of $271,680, which repents the unreturned amount under
the Agreement for Loan and Profitabjlias converted into U.S. Dollats.

e. Plaintiff's request foprejudgment interest BENIED.

f. Plaintiff's request for costs iIDENIED without preudice to Plaintiff
filing a properly supported Bill of Castvithin the time allowed by the rules
of the Court following entrpf judgment in this case.

3. Because the Court has determined thatnkfahas failed to establish the Court’s
personal jurisdiction over Defendant Vké&inha, Plaintiff's Request to Take
Judicial Notice (Doc. 31) IBENIED as moot.

4, The Clerk is directed to enter judgnt accordingly and close this case.

DONE andORDERED in Orlando, Florida on June 30, 2014.

Charlene Edwards Honeywell ]

Jnited States District Judge

1In the Report and Recommendation, the Maajist Judge noted th&laintiff's Motion for
Default Judgment included a request fojudgment in the amount of $271,680 against GH
International and Hartshorne, jtdynand severally, with respect @ount I, and for a judgment in
the amount of $271,680 against JGH Global as to Qduriboc. 33 at 17 (citing Doc. 32 at 11).
The Magistrate Judge observed that this reqaestd issues of double recovery, which Plaintiff
failed to address despite previaesjuests by the Magfrate Judge.ld. The Magistrate Judge
therefore recommended that the Court permit Bfaibo file a motion addressing this issue and
clarifying whether Plaintiff was comtuing to pursue separate judgmerits. However, Plaintiff
filed a response to the Report and Recommendstatimg that it did not tend to pursue separate
judgments, and that it was onlygreesting a single judgment agai@H International, Hartshorne,
and JGH Global, jointly and severally. Doc. 34ccordingly, there is no need for the Court to
allow briefing on the issue, and a single judgment will be entered.
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