
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MINNESOTA

Jack & Joe’s Franchising, Inc. d/b/a Squeegee Squad; Jack & Joe’s
Management Company v. EB Window Cleaning LLC; Eric Bernadin

Bernardin · No. No. 25-cv-2776 (KMM/SGE) · Decided March 27, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Minnesota denies Eric Bernadin’s motion to
compel arbitration, concluding that the franchise agreement permits the plaintiffs to seek injunctive
relief for alleged breaches and trademark violations. The court grants the plaintiffs’ unopposed motion
for a preliminary injunction based on their likelihood of success on trademark infringement, breach-of-
contract, and defamation claims, as well as irreparable harm and favorable balancing of the equities
and public interest. The court denies the motion for expedited discovery as moot and waives the bond
requirement.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs sought a preliminary injunction and expedited discovery in
an action asserting trademark infringement, breach of a franchise
agreement, unfair competition, and defamation. Defendant Eric
Bernadin moved to compel arbitration. The court denied arbitration,
granted a preliminary injunction, and denied expedited discovery as
moot.



STANDARD OF REVIEW A motion to compel arbitration is evaluated by determining whether a
valid arbitration agreement exists and whether it encompasses the
dispute. Preliminary injunctive relief is governed by the four
Dataphase factors: likelihood of success on the merits, threat of
irreparable harm, balance of harms, and the public interest. The court
has broad discretion in deciding whether to issue a preliminary
injunction, and an evidentiary hearing is required only when a material
factual controversy exists.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; unpublished district-court order granting preliminary
injunctive relief and denying motions

TOPICS

trademark infringement injunctions arbitration breach of contract commercial litigation

PRACTICE AREAS

trademark law contract law arbitration injunctive relief civil procedure

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Franchise Agreement's arbitration provision encompassed Plaintiffs' claims for injunctive
relief based on alleged breaches and trademark infringement.

2. Whether Plaintiffs established the requirements for a preliminary injunction on their trademark-
infringement, breach-of-contract, and defamation claims.

3. Whether Plaintiffs were entitled to expedited discovery in support of the preliminary-injunction motion
after the court granted injunctive relief without an evidentiary hearing.

HOLDINGS

1. The arbitration clause did not encompass this dispute because Article 21.5 expressly allowed Plaintiffs to
seek an injunction restraining a breach and to commence a civil action to compel compliance with
trademark standards and protect the goodwill of the marks.

2. Plaintiffs established a sufficient likelihood of success on their trademark-infringement claim by
showing ownership of valid registered marks and a sufficient likelihood of confusion from Defendants'
unauthorized use of those marks in competing services.

3. Plaintiffs established a sufficient likelihood of prevailing on their breach-of-contract claims because the
alleged post-termination competition, customer diversion, retention of business information, failure to
transfer telephone numbers, and other conduct violated enforceable contractual obligations.

4. Plaintiffs established a likelihood of success on their defamation claim because the alleged false online
reviews were published publicly, tended to injure Plaintiffs' business, were supported by circumstances
suggesting lack of reasonable care as to falsity, and allegedly caused actual harm.



5. The court granted a preliminary injunction because all four Dataphase factors favored Plaintiffs:
Plaintiffs showed likelihood of success, irreparable harm, a favorable balance of harms, and that
injunctive relief served the public interest.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A court’s role under the FAA is . . . limited to determining (1) whether a valid agreement to arbitrate exists
and, if it does, (2) whether the agreement encompasses the dispute.” (Discussion § I)

“When deciding whether injunctive relief is proper, a court must consider four factors: (1) likelihood of
success on the merits; (2) threat of irreparable harm to the movant; (3) a balance of the equities; and (4) the
public interest.” (Discussion § II)

“Defendants are PRELIMINARILY ENJOINED from violating the post-termination noncompete provision in
the parties’ agreement and engaging in any acts of defamation, including publishing reviews of Squeegee
Squad or any of its franchisees or affiliates.” (Order ¶ 1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

JJFI franchised a window-cleaning business to Bernadin and EB Window Cleaning LLC under a Franchise
Agreement, with Bernadin executing a personal guaranty. After allegedly discovering that Defendants performed
work outside their territory without reporting or sharing revenues, JJFI demanded audit information and
terminated the agreement after incomplete responses. Plaintiffs alleged that Defendants continued using
Squeegee Squad marks and business phone numbers, diverted customers, retained confidential business
information, competed with the franchise system, and coordinated negative online reviews. Defendants did not
respond to the preliminary-injunction motion, and Bernadin later sought arbitration.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed the action on July 3, 2025, after terminating the franchise agreement based on alleged failures to
comply with audit requests and other contractual violations. Plaintiffs moved for a preliminary injunction and
expedited discovery. Defendant Bernadin, proceeding pro se, later moved to compel arbitration; Defendant EB
Window Cleaning LLC failed to obtain counsel and was entered into default under Rule 55(a). After an
unsuccessful settlement conference, the court resolved the pending motions without an evidentiary hearing.
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