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PER CURI AM

El ena Sal ane Buto (“Buto”) appeals an order dism ssing her
conpl ai nt agai nst Sirius International I nsurance Conpany (“Sirius”)

for lack of personal jurisdiction. W reverse.



Buto, a resident of Honduras, becanme ill while visiting in
M am , Florida, and incurred nedi cal expenses for treatnment during
hospitalization. Buto was insured under a health i nsurance policy
fromSirius, a Swedish conpany, and filed a claimfor her nedical
expenses. When Sirius fail edto pay t he expenses, Buto brought suit
inMam , Florida, under the followi ng provisioninthe Certificate
of I nsurance which states that any di sputes concerni ng paynent of
medi cal costs would be litigated in a United States Court. The
provi si on states:

6. SERVICE OF SUT-It is agreed that in the event of
the failure of the Conpany to pay any anount cl ai med to be
due hereunder, at the request of the I nsured Person, wll
submt to the jurisdiction of a Court of conpetent
jurisdiction within the United States. Nothing in this
cl ause constitutes or shoul d be understood to constitute a
wai ver of the Conpany’ s rights to comrence an actionin a
court of conpetent jurisdictioninthe United States, to
renmove an actionto a United States District Court, or to
seek a transfer of a case to another court as permtted by
the | aws of the United States or of any state in the United
States. In any such suit against the Conpany upon this
agreenent, the Conpany wi || abi de by the final deci sion of
such Court or of any Appellate Court in the event of an
appeal .

Sirius responded by filing a notion to dism ss for |ack of
personal jurisdiction. Thetrial court dism ssedthe case, finding
that a foreign corporation cannot be subjected to Florida
jurisdiction based solely on a contract provi sion but nust have an

i ndependent basis for personal jurisdiction to attach. See C. R

McRae v. J.D./MD., Inc., 511 So. 2d 540 (Fla. 1987).

An i ndependent basi s for personal jurisdictionunder thelong-
armstatute is breaching a contract in this state by failing to
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performacts required by a contract. 8§ 48.193(1)(g), Fla. Stat.
(2000). Here, Sirius breached its own contract whenit failedto
pay the nedical providers in Florida, where the cause of action

accrued. See Al exander Proudf oot Co. Wrld Headguarters L.P.. Inc.

v. Thayer, 877 F.2d 912 (11th Cir. 1989). That was sufficient to

subj ect Siriusto personal jurisdictioninFlorida. See Desai Pat el

Sharma Limted v. Don Bell Ind., Inc., 729 So 2d 453 (Fla. 5th DCA

1999).

Because Sirius contractually wai ved jurisdiction and breached
the contract in Florida, the jurisdiction requirenent has been
satisfied. Accordingly, we reverse the order dism ssing Buto's
conpl ai nt.

Rever sed.



