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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California grants Defendant Yannan
Huang’s motion to dismiss claims arising from an alleged patent-infringement complaint submitted to
Amazon. The Court concludes that it lacks both general and specific personal jurisdiction over Huang
and grants Plaintiffs leave to amend solely to add jurisdictional allegations within 21 days.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(2),
12(b)(3), and 12(b)(6) to dismiss Plaintiffs' first amended complaint.
The court granted the motion on personal-jurisdiction grounds and
granted limited leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(2) motion without an evidentiary hearing, the plaintiff
must make a prima facie showing of personal jurisdiction;
uncontroverted complaint allegations are accepted as true and conflicts
in affidavits are resolved in the plaintiff's favor. The court applies
California's long-arm statute and federal due-process principles.
General jurisdiction requires an exacting minimum-contacts showing,
while specific jurisdiction requires purposeful direction, a claim
arising out of or relating to forum activities, and reasonableness and
fairness.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court had general personal jurisdiction over Huang.

2. Whether the court had specific personal jurisdiction over Huang based on his submission of intellectual-
property complaints through Amazon and the alleged resulting harm.

3. Whether dismissal should be granted for lack of personal jurisdiction and, if so, whether Plaintiffs
should receive leave to amend solely to add jurisdictional allegations.

HOLDINGS

1. The court lacked general personal jurisdiction over Huang because he was a resident of China and
Plaintiffs did not allege facts establishing the exacting contacts required for general jurisdiction in
California.

2. The court lacked specific personal jurisdiction over Huang because Plaintiffs failed to allege that Huang
purposefully directed his activities at California residents or otherwise had sufficient California contacts.

3. Plaintiffs were granted leave to amend solely to add new jurisdictional allegations, with the amended
complaint due within 21 days.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Shandong’s allegations are insufficient to establish personal jurisdiction.” (at 5)

“Huang’s use of “Amazon’s intellectual property enforcement mechanism” does not suggest that Huang
“purposefully directed” his activities at California.” (at 5)

“Leave to amend is granted solely to add new jurisdictional allegations.” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs are Chinese corporations with principal places of business in China, and Defendant Huang is a resident
of China and the listed applicant and inventor of a design patent for a gel seat cushion. Plaintiffs operated
Amazon storefronts selling physically identical seat cushions in the United States. Huang submitted patent-
infringement complaints to Amazon, which caused Amazon to remove at least one of Plaintiffs' listings.
Plaintiffs alleged that Huang had not obtained or examined the accused products before submitting the



complaints and asserted claims for patent noninfringement, patent invalidity, patent unenforceability, unfair
competition, and tortious interference.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed the action on February 7, 2025, and later filed a first amended complaint asserting declaratory-
judgment claims concerning a design patent, unfair competition, and tortious interference. Defendant moved to
dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction, improper venue, and failure to state a claim. The court granted
dismissal for lack of personal jurisdiction, without reaching the venue or Rule 12(b)(6) grounds, and allowed
amendment solely to add new jurisdictional allegations within 21 days.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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