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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

NORTH AMERICAN ELITE INSURANCE
COMPANY, as subrogee of MAINE
AVIATION CORPORATION d/b/a MAC
AIR GROUP et al,

Plaintiff,
V.
GENERAL AVIATION FLYING SERVICE, Civil Action No. 18-14575
INC. d/b/a MERIDIAN JET CENTER, (IMV) (SCM)
Defendant

OPINION

GENERAL AVIATION FLYING SERVICE,
INC. d/b/a MERIDIAN JET CRITER,

Third-Party Plaintiff
V.
SIGNATURE FLIGHT SUPPORT
CORPORATION andON SITE AIRCRAFT
SERVICE, INC,

Third-Party Defendants

John Michael Vazquez, U.S.D.J.

Defendant/Third-Party Plaintiff General Aviati Flying Service, Inc. d/b/a Meridian Jet
Center (“Meridian”) brings a third-party complaint agai Third-Party Defendants Signature
Flight Support Corporation (“SFS”) and On Site Aircraft Seryice. (‘OSAS”) (collectively

“Third-PartyDefendants”for common law indemnification and contribution. D.E. 25. Currently
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pending before the Court are Third-Party Defenslamiotions to dismiss for lack of personal
jurisdiction. D.E. 34, 40. The Court reviewed flaties’ submissiorisand decided the motion
without oral argument pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 78(b) and L. Civ. R. 78.1(b). For the following
reasons, Third-Party Defendantsotions to dismiss are deniedthout prejudice to permit
jurisdictional discovery.
l. BACKGROUND

The underlying Plaintiff in this matteNorth American Elite Insurance Company (A
Elite” or “Plaintiff’), as subrogee of Maine Aviatid@orporation d/b/a Mac Air Grougt al?
(“Plaintiff's subrogors”)sued Defendant/Third-Party Plaintifferidian for damages incurred as a
result of Meridian’sallegedly faulty repair ch 2005 Cessna Citation CJ 3 aircraft (the “Aircraft”).
D.E. 1,11 2, 10-36. In turn, Defendant/Third-P&tgintiff Meridian filed a third-party complaint
(“TPC”) againstThird-Party Defendants SFS and OSAS for indemnification and contribution in
the event that Meridian is found liable. D.E. 25.

Meridian is a New Jersey corporation with firincipal place of business in New Jersey.
TPC § 1. SFS is a Delaware corporation with its principal place of business in Florida and is

allegedly “registered to condulsusiness in New Jerseyld. § 2. OSAS is an lllinois corporation

1 SFS’s brief in support of its motion to dismiss will be referred to as “SFS Br.” @3)E.
Meridian’s opposition to SFS’s motion will be refed to as “Meridian’s Opp. to SFS” (D.E. 38);
and SFS’s reply will be referred to as “SR&ply” (D.E. 43). OSAS'’s brief in support of its
motion to dismiss will be referred to as “OSAS Br.” (D4B); Meridian’s opposition to OSAS’s
motion will be referred to as “Meridian’spgp. to OSAS” (D.E. 46); and OSAS'’s reply will be
referred to as “OSAS Reply” (D.E. 51).

2 Plaintiff is fully referred to as North Amiean Elite Insurance Company, as subrogee of Maine
Aviation Corporation doing business as Mac Aio@, Mac Aircraft Sales, LLC, Maine Aviation
Aircraft Maintenance, LLC, Maine Aviation fgint School, LLC, Maine Aviation Aircraft Charter,
LLC, MAC Jets, LLC and their Subsidiary or Affiliate Companiesliectively, “MAC”) and
N823LT, LLC (the “Owner”) (together,Plaintiff”). D.E. 1, at 1.
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with its principal place of business in Missould. 3. On or about July 8, 2016, a fire started in
the Aircraft while it was parked at St. Louis Laanbinternational Airport in St. Louis, Missouri.

Id. 1 7. At the time of the fire, the Aircrafivas parked §n SFSs] ramp” at the airport. Id.
Meridian alleges that after their8raft caught fire, an SFS employee “discharged a fire
extinguisher inside the Aircraft to extinguish the flamkl. 1 8. However, the extinguishevas

a dry chemical extinguisher daming potassium bicarbonate,” meaning that the extinguisher was
not approved by the Federal Aviation Author{tf-AA”) for use on an aircraft because the
extinguisher “contains chemicals that are asive and abrasive, and may cause severe damage to
[an] [a]ircraft and [its] electronic componentdd. 1 9-11.

After the SFS employee put out the firdhwthe allegedly unappred extinguisher, the
Aircraft wasthen ‘taken or referred to OSAS [] to be clearjed the airport’s premise$] Id.

12. Meridian allegethat “OSAS failed to clean all of tHige extinguisher contaminant inside the
Aircraft prior to returning [it] to service.ld. § 13. Meridian claimshat after OSAS'slleged
cleaning failure“OSAS obtained from the FAA a special ferry permit for the aircraft to be flown”
directly from St. Louigo Teterboro, New Jerseyd.  16. Meridian further alleges that OSAS
“was aware thabperating the Aircraft on the ferry dint would further spread the dry chemical
fire extinguisher contaminant remaining in the tarbughout [that] section of the Aircraft and its
electronic components.d. 1 17.

Plaintiff filed its Complaint against Meridian on October 2, 2018. D.E. 1. Meridian
thereatfter filed its third-party complaint agsi SFS and OSAS on July 11, 2019. D.E. 25. SFS
and OSAS moved to dismidderidian’s thirdparty complaint for lack of personal jurisdiction
pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(2). D.E. 34, 40. Meridian filed opposition to both motions, D.E.

38, 46, to which SFS and OSAS replied. D.E. 43, 51.



. STANDARD OF REVIEW

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(2) pernatparty to move to dismiss a case for
“lack of personal jurisdiction.” Fed. R. Civ. P. b@). In such a motion to dismiss, the plaintiff
“bears the burden of demonstrating the facts that establish personal jurisdiBlioket v. Roche
Holdings Ltd, 292 F.3d 361, 368 (3d Cir. 2002). When a court “resolves the jurisdictional issue
in the absence of an evidentiary hearing aittiout the benefit of discovery, the plaintiff need
only establish a prima facie case of personal jurigzh.” Otsuka Pharm. Co. v. Mylan Ind06
F. Supp. 3d 456, 461 (D.N.J. 2015). In such cases, a court “take[s] the allegations of the complaint
as true.” Dayhoff Inc. v. H.J. Heinz C086 F.3d 1287, 1302 (3d Cir. 1996).

However, once a defendant raises a jurisdictional defensipl#ietiff bears the burden
of proving by affidavits or other competent evidence that jurisdiction is propdr.”In other
words, a court looks beyond the pleadings toeddlvant evidence and construes all disputed facts
in favor of the plaintiff. See Carteret Sav. Bank v. Shustes® F.2d 141, 142 n.1 (3d Cir. 1992).
Plaintiff must establish “with reasonable partamitly sufficient contacts between the defendant
and the forum state.Otsuka 106 F. Supp. 3d at 462 (citiddellon Bank (E) PSFS, N&dtAssn
v. Faring, 960 F.2d 1217, 1223 (3d Cir. 1992)). In addition, a court “may always revisit the issue
of personal jurisdiction if later revelations reveadttthe facts alleged in support of jurisdiction
remain in dispute.”Otsuka 106 F. Supp. 3d at 462 n.5 (citiMgtcalfe v. Renaissance Marine

Inc., 566 F.3d 324, 331 (3d Cir. 2009)).

3 The Court uses the common tittefsplaintiff and defendant in deribing the legal standard. The
Court’s analysis, however, is the saméhé parties are actually third-party plaintiff and third-
party defendants, as here.



(1. LAW AND ANALYSIS

Federal courtSengagg] in a two-step inquiry to determé whether [they] may exercise
personal jurisdiction”: (1) “whether the relevant state fang statute permits the exercise of
jurisdiction,” and (2) “if so, [whether] the exase of jurisdiction comports with due process”
under the Fourteenth AmendmerDisplay Works, LLC v. Bartleyl82 F. Supp. 3d 166, 172
(D.N.J. 2016) (citingMO Indus., Inc. v. Kiekert AGL55 F.3d 254, 258-59 (3d Cir. 199&ge
alsoFed. R. Civ. P. 4(k)(1)(A) (indicating that service “establispessonal jurisdiction over a
defendant . . . who is subject to the jurisdictiom aburt of general jurisdion in the state where
the district court is located”). “New Jerssylong-arm statute extends the swf@risdictional
reach as far as the United States Constitugermits, so the analysis turns on the federal
constitutional standard fgrersonal jurisdiction.”Id. (citing IMO Industries 155 F.3d at 259).
Accordingly, the two steps are collapsed into oneamnuits ‘ask whether, under the Due Process
Clause, the defendant has certain minimum conteittsiNew Jersey] such that the maintenance
of the suit does not offend traditional notiaofsfair play and substantial justice ®’Connor v.
Sandy Lane Hotel Cp496 F.3d 312, 316 (3d Cir. 2007) (internal quotation marks omitted). In
other words, to establish personal jurisdiction, the Due Process Clause requires (1) minimum
contacts between the defendant and the forand (2) that jurisdiction over the defendant
comports with “fair play and substantial justicd8urger King Corp. v. Rudzewic471 U.S. 462,
476 (1985) (quotingnt’l Shoe Co. v. Washingto826 U.S. 310, 320 (1945)).

“Personal, or in personam, jurisdiction, [generally] divides into two groups: ‘specific

jurisdiction’ and ‘general jurisdiction.””Display Works 182 F. Supp. 3d at 172 (citi@urger



King, 471 U.S. at 472 n.14 (1985))Specific jurisdiction “depends on an affiliatio[n] between the
forum and the underlying controversy (i.e., an\digtior an occurrence that takes place in the
forum State and is therefore subject to the Staegulation).” Id. (quotingWalden v. Fiore571
U.S. 277, 284 n.6 (2014)). General jurisdictiorerfpits a court to assert jurisdiction oveer
defendant based on a forum connectimnelated to the underlying suit.Id. (quotingWalden
571 U.S. at 284 n.6). If a defendant is subjeet forum’s general jurisdiction, the defendant can
be sued there on any mattgeoodyear Dunlop Tires Operations, S.A. v. Bro&é®4 U.S. 915,
919 (2011). If, however, a defendant is solely subject to specific jurisdiction, the defendant may
only face suit in the forum if its activitie®ocerning the forum are related to the claims in the
suit. 1d.

A. General Personal Jurisdiction

General jurisdiction may be asserted over an outaikE corporation “whenits]
affiliations with the State are sodotinuous and systematic’ as to renfigressentially at home
in the forum State.”ld. For an entityjts “place of incorporation and principal place of business
are paradigm bases for general jurisdictionpaimler AG v. Baumagrb71 U.S. 117, 137 (2014)
(internal quotations omitted). If general jurigtha is established, a court may hear any and all
claims against the defendar@.oodyear Dunlop Tires Operations, S.864 U.S. at 919.

Here, Plaintiff has not demonstrated tha @ourt has general personal jurisdiction over
either SFS or OSAS. As an initial matter, Maxitidoes not argue that there exists general
personal jurisdiction over OSASee generallieridian’s Opp. to OSAS (dy asserting specific

jurisdiction). In any event, neither SFS nor OSa&1corporated in Newersey, and neither has

4 There are other means to establish personal jurisdiction, such as consent, waiver, or in-state
service. Those other methods are not at issue.
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its principal place of business in New Jersey. TPZ-§1 Rather, SFS is incorporated in Delaware
with its principal place of business in Floridal. § 2;see alsd&SFS Br. at 6. OSAS is an lllinois
corporation with its principal place of business in Missoud. { 3; see alsoOSAS Br. at 2.
Accordingly, theparadigmatic bases for general jurisdiction are lacking in this case.

Moreover, Meridian fails to establish that thisais “exceptional case” that warrants the
exercise of general jurisdictio®eeDaimler, 571 U.S. at 139 n.19. Meridian argues that the Court
has general personal jsdiction over SFS becauS&S’s contacts with New Jersey &gtensive
and pervasive . . . [so that] it is reasonable to conclude that [SFS] is essentially at home in New
Jersey.” Meridian’s Opp. to SFS at. 1%he factual crux of Meridian’s argumenttigt SFS has
operated in New Jersey for twenty-three yeanajntains a registered agent for acceptance of
service of process in New Jersey; since 199éteaged with two New Jersey corporations; and
has seven “operations cerget airports located throughoutlew Jersey.ld. Even accounting
for these contacts, howevéfa] corporation’s ‘continuous activity of some sort within a state,’
International Shoenstructed, ‘is not enough to suppdihte demand that the corporation be
amenable to suits unrelated to that activittsbodyear Dunlop Tires Operations, S.564 U.S.
at 927 (quotindnternational Shog326 U.S. at 318).

Whether this Court has general jurisdictoorer SFS, therefore, turns on whether this is
an “exceptional case” where SFS’s contacts Wighw Jersey “are so ‘continuous and systematic’
as to render [SFS] essentially at home” in New Jer§seDaimler, 571 U.S. at 139 n.19 (“We
do not foreclose the possibilitihat in an exceptionakse, a corporation’s operations in a forum
other than its formal place of incorporation or pijral place of business may be so substantial
and of such a nature as to rentlie corporation at home in thaag.”) (internal citation omitted));

see also Chavez v. Dole Food Co., Ji836 F.3d 205, 223 (3d Cir. 2016) (noting that the Fifth



Circuit “hascommented that it is ‘incredibly difficulto establish general jurisdiction [over a
corporation] in a forunother than the place of incorporation or pringiplace of business’)
(emphasis in original) (quotinglonkton Ins. Servs., Ltd. v. Rittef68 F.3d 429, 432 (5th Cir.
2014)).

SFS’s contacts with New Jersey do not rissédevel of rendering fessentially at home”

e

in New Jersey. The Supreme Court has explathatl“'only a limited set of affiliations with a
forum will render a defendant amenalde general jurisdiction in that State.Bristol-Myers
Squibb Co. v. Sup. CtL37 S. Ct. 1773, 1780 (2017) (quotingimler, 571 U.S. at 137), and it is
evident that such affiliations are those that egral defendant essentially at home in the forum
state. See Daimler571 U.S. 571 U.S. at 138 (“[T]he inquiry undeiGoodyearis not whether a
foreign corporation’s ifforum contacts can be said to be in some sense ‘continuous and
systematic,’ it is whether that corporation’s ‘a#ftlons with the State are so “continuous and
systematic” as to render [it] essentially at home in the forum Sfafmtérnal citation omitted).
Neither SFS nor OSAS haverdacts with New Jersey that rise to such a heightened level. As
such, the Court finds that it lacks gengratsonal jurisdiction oveboth SFS and OSAS.

B. Specific Personal Jurisdiction

Specific jurisdiction requires the defendant to hgpreposefully directedlits] activities at
residents of the forum and the litigan results from alleged injurigkat arise out of or relate to
those activities.”Burger King 471 U.S. at 472 (internal citations and quotations omitted). The

Third Circuit has developed a tlerpart test in determining whether specific personal jurisdiction

exists as to a particular defenda@ Connor, 496 F.3d at 317 (internal quotations omitted). First,



the defendant must haveurposefully directed [its] activities at the forum.”ld. (internal
guotations omitted). Seconithe plaintiff's claims“must arise out of or relate to at least one of
those activities.”Id. (internal quotations omitted). Third, if the first two requirements are met,
the exercise of jurisdiction must “otherwise qmort with fair play and substantial justiceld.
(internal quotations omitted). The Court addresse®#istence of specific personal jurisdiction
over SFS and OSAS in turn.
1. Specific Jurisdiction over SFS

Meridian claimsthat SFS is subject to this Court’'s specific jurisdictioks to the first
O’Connor factor, Meridian argues in sum thaby operating seven different facilities [MNew
Jersey], registering to do business in the state, and contractinglwiititiff's subrogors to base
and/or provide services to the [] Aircraft ithe state, SFS has purposefulyected its activities
at New JerseyMeridian’s Opp. to SFS d0. The Court agrees that SFS has purposefully directed
its activities towards New Jersey.

AstothesecondD’Connorfactor, however, it appears that thiggation does not arise out
of or relate to SFS’sontacts with New Jersey. Elaborating on the se€@nnorfactor, the
Third Circuit has recently reiterated that “tort claifi®. common law indemnification and
contribution on account of a third party’s negligeneuire[] a closer and more direct causal

connection than bubr causation.” Danziger & De Llano, LLP v. Morgan Verkamp LL€48

® This factor has also been chetexized as “purposeful availmenBurger King 471 U.S. at 475.
The factor focuses on contact that the defendant itself created with the forum I8tat€he
“purposefully directed” or “purposeful availmentéquirement is designed to prevent a person
from being haled into a jurisdiction “solely #éise result of random, fortuitous, or attenuated
contacts” or due to the “unilateral actwiof another party or third person.ld. (internal
guotations omitted) (citingleeton v. Hustler Magazine, Inel65 U.S. 770, 774 (1984\World-
Wide Volkswagen Corp44 U.S. at 299 elicopteros Nacionales de Colombia, S.A. v. H&hl6
U.S. 408, 417 (1984)).



F.3d 124, 130 (3d Cir. 2020) (internal quotations atation omitted). Here, as SFS points out,
the complained-of conduct in which SESgaged happened entirely in Missodmot in New
Jersey As such, it appears that Meridian’s claiagainst SFS do not “arise out of or relate to”
SFS’s contacts with New Jersey

Meridian, however, argues that there exsgigcific jurisdiction over SFS because SFS
maintained a “business relationship [with Plainti§lgorogors] to base and/or provide services to
the [] Aircraft at [SFS’s] facilities” in New Jersey. Meridian’s Opp. to SFS at 11. Merthans
that, as part of this “business relationship,’'SSigranted Plaintiff’'s subrogors the right to use
[SFS’s] network of facilities located throughout the country, including [SFRisiity [in
Missouri], where the [ijncident occurredld. Meridian contends that “such use would inevitably
requre coordination between [SFS] facilities that would eventually lead back to” New Jé&dsey.
To this point, the Supreme Court explainedBarger King that “with respect to interstate
contractual obligations, ... parties who ‘reach out beyond one statel create continuing
relationships and obligations with citizens of dravtstate’ are subject tegulation and sanctions
in the other State for the consequencetheir activities.” 471 U.S. at 473 (quotifigavelers
Health Assn. v. Virginia339 U.S. 643, 647 (1950)Cf. Danziger & De Llano, LLP948 F.3d at
130 (explaining thatthe [parties’]alleged oral referral contrastas neither formed nor breached
in [the forum state]”).

However, Meridian does not allege, for example, that SFS reached &laintiff's
subrogors in New Jersey to consummate tiheisiness relationship@r that any contract between
Plaintiff's subrogors and SR8as entered into in New Jersey. More importantly, Meridian does
not allege that Meridian itself had any conttattrelationship with SFS that related to New Jersey,

much less facts to support the inference Matidian's indemnification and contribution claims
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concerningSFS’s conducin Missouri“arise out of or relate to” SFS&ontacts to New Jersey.
See O’'Connqr496 F.3d at 318 (“Identifying some purposeful contact with the forum is but the
first step in the specifigrisdiction analysis. The plaintiffs’ claims must absise out of or relate
to at least one of those contactgifjternal quotations omitted)Absent any such jurisdictional
facts, the Court does not find that the sedOitdonnorfactor is satisfied. In sum, the Court finds
that Meridian’s claims against SF® not “arise out of or relate to” SFS’s contacts with New
Jersey. Rather, it appears tihdéridian’s claimsagainst SFS concern conduct by SFS that
occurred entirely in Missouri. Therefore, the Cdiimtls at this juncture that it lacks specific
personal jurisdiction over SFS.
2. Specific Jurisdiction over OSAS

Meridian argues that the Court has spegifrisdiction over OSAS as a result OBAS’s
application for a special ferry perfhio fly the Aircraft to New Jersey and its corresponding flight.
Meridian’s Opp. to OSAS at 10Meridian asserts thait is reasonable tassumehat [OSAS]
communicated withPlaintiff's subrogors in New Jersey cong@g the removal of the fire
extinguisher contaminant and the status of the ferry péontie Aircraft’s flight to New Jersey.”
Id. (emphasis addedge also id(arguing that OSASpossiblycommunicat[ed] with Plaintiff's
subrogors in the state of New Jersey [] while it was servicing the Aircraft”) (emphasis atided).
response, OSAS argues that it has none of thaitraal contacts with New Jersey that courts
typically examine when conducting a minimum-contacts analgsid claims that “any and all
actions alleged to have been [taken] by O¥%8urred outside of the state of New Jerséy|.]

OSAS Br. at 4-5. OSAS also points out tfthe Aircraft was flown [] at theowner’selection],]

¢ Meridian explains that “[a] special flight permit (conemly referred to as a ‘ferry permit) is
issued by the FAA for an aircraft that may notet applicable airworthiness requirements but is
[still] capable of safe flight."Meridian’s Opp. to OSAS at 3.
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by theowner’spilots pursuant to a one-tirhgpecial flight permit. OSAS Reply at 2 (emphasis
added). Meridian appears to concede as much in its oppodiliendian’s Opp. to OSAS dt-2
(“Plaintiff first hired [OSAS] to clean the dry cheral extinguisher contaminant [] and to obtain
a special ferry permit”).

Here, it appears that OSAfas not “purposely dioted its activities”at New Jersey.
O’Connor, 496 F.3d at 317. OSAS performed all its work on the Aircraft in Missouri. As to
Meridian’s argument that “it is reasonableagsumeor it is “possiblé that OSAS communicated
with Plaintiff's subrogors in New Jersey regarding its wqrformed in Missouri, such
assumptions or possibilities are insufficient for this Court to exercise jurisdiSes®Otsuka 106
F. Supp. 3d at 462 (explaining that ety asserting personal jurisdiction must establish “with
reasonable particularity sufficient contabttween the defendant and the forum statg® also
Dayhoff Inc, 86 F.3d at 1302 (indicatinthat the “plaintiff bears the burden of proving by
affidavits or other competent evidence that jurisdiction is proper”).

The Court is also unable etermine whether theiwraft's special ferry flight from
Missouri to New Jersey confers jurisdiction in ligithe fact that the parties dispute the extent to
which that action was taken BYSAS’s own initiation, or rather at the direction Bfaintiff's
subrogors. Aside from these actions, however, Meridian appears to concede that OSAS has no
other contacts with New Jersey, much lessfeom which Meridian’s claim&arise out of or relate
to.” O’Connor, 496 F.3d at 317. At this juncture, t@®urt is unable to conclude that OSAS
purposefully directed activity ward New Jersey, antherefore, the Court finds that it lacks
specific personal jurisdiction over OSAS.

At this time, Meridian has not carried arden of demonstrating the existence of personal

jurisdiction over either SFS or OSAS.
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C. Jurisdictional Discovery

Alternatively, Meridian asks the Court forrpgssion to engage in jurisdictional discovery
should the Court be “hesitant to exercise personal jurisdiction” over SFS and. CE&&®.g,
Meridian’s Opp. to SFS at 15A court shouldordinarily allow [limited jurisdictional discovery]
when a plaintiff's claim to personal jurisdiction is not clearly frivolousgliuker v. Smith &
Nephew, PLC 885 F.3d 760, 781 (3d Cir. 2018) (internal quotations omitted), although
“jurisdictional discovery is not available megrddecause the plaintifequests it.”Lincoln Benefit
Life Ins. Co. v. AEI Life, LLC800 F.3d 99, 108 n.38 (3d Cir. 2013ather, “[i]f the plaintiff
presents factual allegations that suggest ‘wittso@able particularity’ the possible existence of
the requisite ‘contacts between [the party] arel fitrum state,’ the plaintiff's right to conduct
jurisdictional discovery should be sustainedEurofins Pharma US Holdings v. BioAlliance
Pharma SA623 F.3d 147, 157 (3d Cir. 2010) (quotihgys“R” Us, Inc. v. Step Two, S,&818
F.3d 446, 455 (2003)). In setting the scope of gudkdictional discovery, the Court must be
mindful that“[jJurisdictional discovery is not a licender the parties to engage in a ‘fishing
expedition[.]” Schuchardt v. President of the United Stag89 F.3d 336, 353 (3d Cir. 2016)
(quoting Lincoln Benefit Life Ins. Cp800 F.3d at 108 n.38). Here, Meridian contends that its
claims are not frivolous, and that jurisdictionaabvery would shed additional light on the factual
allegations underpinning its argument that t@isurt has personal jurisdiction over SFS and
OSAS. See, e.g.Meridian’s Opp. t&FS at 15-16.

With respect to SFS, Meridian largely ezdtes that SFS has extensive and systematic
contacts with New Jersey and that SF&mplained-of condudtas its “basis” in “the business
relationship between Plaintiff's subrogors and [SFS] for hbasng and services at Teterboro

Airport” in New Jersey.ld. at 16. Meridian further assettsat “[s]uch discovery would explore
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the extent of [SFS’s] contacivith the state of New Jersey, particularly as they relate to the []
Aircraft and Plaintiff’'s subrogors.’ld. at 15. The Court finds merit with Meridian’s request for
jurisdictional discovery. As Meridian pointsit, the Aircraft is housed in New Jeysand SFS’s
alleged negligent use of the firextinguisher in Missouri may relat®® SFS’s “business
relationship” with Plaintiff's subrogors. As the Coudted above, if SFS in fact reached out to
Plaintiff's subrogorsn New Jersey and contracted wRtaintiff’'s subrogors in New Jersdgp
provide services ainter alia, the airport in Missouri, then perhaps the circumstances surrounding
that business relationship may uncover additional thetsvould give rise to personal jurisdiction
in New Jersey. Given the relatively low showthgt the Third Circuit rguires of parties seeking
jurisdictional discoverythe Court grants Meridian’s request foarisdictional discovery as to SFS
With respect to OSAS, Meridian argues thajutgsdictional discovery “would explore the
extent of [OSASS] activities in cleaning the Aircrafhd procuring the ferry permit to the state of
New Jersey, particularly as they pertaif@$AS’s] communications with Plaintiff’'s subrogdrs
Meridian’'s Qop. to OSAS at 15. Meridian further argutsat “the extent of [OSAS’s]
communications with Plaintiff's subrogors ana tRAA for the relevant time period should be
explored.” Id. at 16. The Court alsbnds merit with Meridian’s request for jurisdictial
discovery. Inquiring into the circumstances sunding OSAS and the ferry permit to New Jersey
may uncover additional facts that would give tisgurisdiction in New Jersey. As noted, given
the relatively modest showing that the Third Qitaequires of parties seeking jurisdictional
discovery, the Court grants Mdran’s request for jurisdicinal discovery as to OSAS.

In sum, the Court grants jurisdictional discovery in this matter.
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V. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Court iderwithout prejudice Third-Party Defendaht
motions to dismiss, D.E. 34, 40, pending the onte®f jurisdictional discovery. Upon completion
of jurisdictional discovery, Thi Party Defendants may reneweithmotions to dismiss should

they choose. An appropriate Order accompanies this Opinion.

Dated: March 36, 2020

C o L\ QQ \J(”ﬂ\
JohitMichael Vazque, U.SD. JU
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