
RECEIVED
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

AUG 272009 ~STE~ DISTRICT OF LOUSI~A

MC CCL CLERK

WEST LAFAYETTE DIVISION

JOHNFORD DIETZ CIVIL ACTION NO.08-0521

VERSUS JUDGEDOHERTY

ANNE BENNETT MORRISONDIETZ MAGISTRATE RIDGE HILL

ORDER

Forthereasonsstatedin theMemorandumRuling datedAugust 24’ , 2009.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Motion to Dismiss Basedon Lack of Personal

Jurisdiction[Doc. 4] filedbydefendantRichardMorrisonis GRANTEDIN PARTAND DENIED

IN PART, asfollows:

IT IS ORDEREDthat the magistratejudge’s findingswith respectto specific personal

jurisdictionoverMr. MorrisonareAFFIRMED IN PARTAND REVERSEDIN PART. ThisCourt

concludesit hasspecific personaljurisdictionover Mr. Morrison in connectionwith plaintiffs

claimsfor defamation,intentionalinfliction ofemotionaldistress,andcertainaspectsofplaintiffs

extortionclaim,but doesnothavespecificpersonaljurisdictionover Mr. Morrisonin connection

with plaintiffs claim for tortiousdamageto, andinterferencewith, personalandreallimmovable

property.

With respectto plaintiffs extortionclaim, IT IS ORDEREDTHAT to theextentplaintiffs

claimsofextortionarebasedonallegationsMr. Morrisonattemptedto extortpropertyfrom plaintiff

bythreatening“hardball” tacticsincludingattemptingto collectallegedarrearagesin child support,
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attorneyfees and certainpropertylocatedin Mexico which Mr. Morrison allegeshis sister, the

plaintiffs ex-wife, is entitledto retain, themagistratejudge’s findings areAFFIRMED, and Mr.

Morrison’smotion to dismisstheforegoingclaimsis GRANTED, astheforegoingallegationsdo

notconstituteextortionasamatteroflaw. However,to theextentplaintiff’s extortionclaimisbased

on allegationsMr. Morrisonthreatenedeitherplaintiff orplaintiff’s parentswith restrictedaccess

to plaintiff’s children, this Court concludessuchcontactsare sufficient to establishpersonal

jurisdictionoverMr. Morrisonin thisforum. Therefore,Mr.Morrison’smotionto dismissanysuch

claimsis DENIED,asthisCourtconcludestheplaintiffhaspresentedaprimafaciecaseofextortion

with respectto suchallegations.

Therefore,IT IS ORDEREDthat Mr. Morrison’s motion to dismissplaintiffs claims of

defamation, intentional infliction of emotional distress,andextortion is DENIED, and Mr.

Morrison’smotionto dismissplaintiffs claimoftortiousdamageto, andinterferencewith,personal

andreallimmovablepropertyis GRANTED.

IT ISFURTHERORDEREDthat apriniafacie casehasbeenmadethat Article 2324has

applicationin this case,suchthat Article 2324could,potentially,operateto permit acourtorjury

to concludeMrs. MorrisonDietz“conspired,”ascontemplatedbyArticle 2324,with Mr. Morrison

todefameplaintiff, inflict emotionaldistresson plaintiff, andextorthim. Thus, to theextentArticle

2324grantsplaintiffan additionalavenueto pursuehis underlyingtorts,plaintiffhasmadeaprima

fadecasefor its applicationsufficient to allow theexerciseofpersonaljurisdiction.

iT IS FURTHERORDEREDthat thepartiesshall file pocketbriefs, affidavits and any

discoveryasit relatestotheissueofjurisdictionwithin 15 daysofthedateofthisRuling,addressing

the issueof this Court’sjurisdiction. Shouldanypartynot beableto file theirpocketbriefwithin

thedelaysset forth herein,theyshallcontactthisCourtwithin 5 daysof thisruling to explainwhy



thedeadlineis not feasible.

THUS DONE AND SIGNED in Chambers,Lafayette,Louisiana,this ________dayof

August,2009.


