UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF

OKLAHOMA

Paycom Payroll, LLC v. Pay.com US, Inc. d/b/a Pay.com et al.

Paycom Payroll - No. CIV-23-735-G - Decided March 24, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Oklahoma denied Defendants’ motion to

dismiss in a trademark dispute brought by Paycom Payroll, LLC against Pay.com US, Inc. and

Paycomcy Limited. The Court held that Defendants purposefully directed activities toward Oklahoma

and that Plaintiff’s claims arose from those contacts, supporting specific personal jurisdiction. The

Court also declined to dismiss Plaintiff’s cybersquatting claim, finding that issues concerning

confusing similarity and bad-faith intent required a fact-intensive inquiry.
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Defendants moved under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(2)
and 12(b)(6) to dismiss Plaintiff's amended complaint for lack of

personal jurisdiction and failure to state a claim for cybersquatting.

For a pretrial Rule 12(b)(2) motion decided without an evidentiary
hearing, the plaintiff must make a prima facie showing of personal
jurisdiction; uncontroverted complaint allegations are accepted as true.
For Rule 12(b)(6), well-pleaded factual allegations are accepted as true
and viewed in the plaintiff's favor, but legal conclusions must be
supported by factual allegations and the complaint must plausibly state

a claim.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Defendants were subject to specific personal jurisdiction in Oklahoma under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 4(k)(1)(A) and the Due Process Clause.

2. Whether Plaintiff's claims arose out of or related to Defendants' Oklahoma-directed activities.

3. Whether exercising personal jurisdiction would offend traditional notions of fair play and substantial

justice.

4. Whether Plaintiff plausibly stated an Anti-Cybersquatting Protection Act claim under 15 U.S.C. §
1125(d).

HOLDINGS

1. The Court may exercise specific personal jurisdiction over both Defendants because they purposefully
directed activities at Oklahoma, Plaintiff's injuries arose from those forum-related activities, and

Defendants did not present a compelling case that jurisdiction would be unreasonable.

2. Plaintiff plausibly stated a claim under the Anti-Cybersquatting Protection Act, and dismissal was
improper because the allegations supported plausible trademark distinctiveness, confusing similarity,

and bad-faith intent while factual disputes remained.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Due Process Clause authorizes personal jurisdiction if the defendant “purposefully established
minimum contacts within the forum state” and the exercise of jurisdiction “comport[s] with traditional
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notions of fair play and substantial justice.

“The Court therefore finds that the determination of bad faith will require a fact-intensive inquiry that is not

appropriately conducted in connection with the Motion to Dismiss.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Paycom Payroll, an Oklahoma company operating the paycom.com website and owning federal PAYCOM
trademark registrations, alleged that Pay.com US and Paycomcy marketed payment-processing services in
Oklahoma through pay.com. Defendants sent automated follow-up emails to at least 35 Oklahoma businesses
that began the account-creation process, using Pay.com branding and inviting recipients to respond. Paycom
alleged that Defendants' use of PAY.COM, PAYCOMCY, and PAYCOM marks caused consumer confusion and
infringed its trademarks. Paycom also alleged that Defendants registered or used the pay.com domain name in
bad faith in violation of the Anti-Cybersquatting Protection Act.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Paycom Payroll filed an amended complaint asserting federal and state trademark, unfair-competition, and
cybersquatting claims. The Court permitted limited jurisdictional discovery, after which the parties completed
briefing on Defendants' motion to dismiss. The Court denied the motion in its entirety and ordered the matter set

for a status and scheduling conference.
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