UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF

FLORIDA

Bridlington Bud Ltd. v. The Partnerships, Unincorporated

Associations Identified on Schedule A

Bridlington Bud - No. 25-cv-25988-DPG - Decided March 26, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Florida grants Plaintiff’s ex parte motion

for alternative service under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 4(f)(3). The Court authorizes service by

emailing a designated notice website to email addresses associated with Defendants’ Walmart

merchant accounts and by providing access to the website, and directs Walmart to provide the relevant

email addresses within two business days.
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Plaintiff filed an ex parte motion for authorization to serve foreign
defendants by e-mail and website posting under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 4(f)(3).

The court exercised its discretion under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 4(f)(3) to determine whether the proposed alternative
service methods were consistent with due process and not prohibited

by international agreement.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court could authorize alternative service on foreign corporate defendants under Federal

Rule of Civil Procedure 4(f)(3) without requiring prior attempts at service under Rule 4(f)(1) or 4(f)(2).

2. Whether service by e-mail and website posting was prohibited by the Hague Convention or inconsistent
with due process.

HOLDINGS

1. A court may authorize alternative service under Rule 4(f)(3) without requiring the plaintiff to first
attempt service by other means, provided the authorized method is consistent with due process and is not
prohibited by an international agreement.

2. Service by e-mail and website posting was not prohibited by the Hague Convention because China's

objection to Article 10 methods did not expressly extend to those methods.

3. Service by e-mail and website posting satisfied due process because the methods were reasonably
calculated to apprise defendants of the action and provide an opportunity to respond.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A court acting under Rule 4(f)(3) therefore remains free to order alternative means of service where [the]

signatory nation” at issue “has not expressly objected to those means.”

“reasonably calculated, under all circumstances, to apprise . . . [Defendants] of the pendency of the action

and afford them an opportunity to present their objections.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The defendants reportedly reside in or operate from China and conduct Internet-based businesses. They used e-
mail addresses to register as merchants on Walmart's platform, and the plaintiff created a website to provide
notice of the action. Plaintiff proposed serving the summonses, complaint, and other filings by e-mailing the

website address to defendants' known business e-mail addresses and by providing access to the website.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff sought alternative service on defendants reportedly located in or operating from China. The district
court granted the motion and authorized service by sending a designated notice website to e-mail addresses

associated with defendants' Walmart merchant accounts and by providing access to the notice website.
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