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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Tennessee granted Defendants’ motion to
dismiss a contract dispute concerning the purchase of corporate stock. The court held that it lacked
general and specific personal jurisdiction over the California defendants, concluding that
communications and payments directed to Tennessee did not establish purposeful availment. The court
denied or deemed moot Plaintiff’s associated motions.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE After Defendants removed Plaintiff's breach-of-contract action from
Tennessee chancery court based on diversity jurisdiction, Defendants
moved to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(2) for
lack of personal jurisdiction and under Rule 12(b)(6) for failure to
state claims. Plaintiff filed an amended complaint and several motions.
The district court treated the original motion to dismiss as directed to
the amended complaint because the personal-jurisdiction defect
remained.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(2) motion decided without an evidentiary hearing, the
court considers the pleadings and affidavits in the light most favorable
to the plaintiff, and the plaintiff need only make a prima facie showing
of personal jurisdiction. The court may not weigh controverting
assertions by the party seeking dismissal.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion
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personal jurisdiction motions to dismiss civil procedure breach of contract commercial litigation

PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure personal jurisdiction contracts commercial litigation

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Defendants' motion to dismiss became moot when Plaintiff filed an amended complaint as a
matter of course.

2. Whether the court had general personal jurisdiction over Bella Vista or the individual defendant.

3. Whether Defendants purposefully availed themselves of Tennessee so that the court could exercise
specific personal jurisdiction over the contract-related claims.

4. Whether the court needed to reach Defendants' Rule 12(b)(6) arguments concerning veil piercing and
unjust enrichment after determining that personal jurisdiction was absent.

5. Whether Plaintiff showed good cause for an extension of time to respond to the motion to dismiss.

HOLDINGS

1. An amended complaint ordinarily supersedes the original complaint, but a motion to dismiss is not moot
when the amended pleading retains a defect raised in the original motion; the court may treat the motion
as directed to the amended complaint.

2. The court lacked general personal jurisdiction over Bella Vista and the individual defendant because
Bella Vista was incorporated and principally located in California, and the individual defendant was
domiciled in California.

3. The court lacked specific personal jurisdiction because Defendants did not purposefully avail themselves
of the privilege of conducting activities in Tennessee.

4. The court did not reach Defendants' Rule 12(b)(6) arguments concerning veil piercing and unjust
enrichment because the absence of personal jurisdiction was dispositive.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To establish personal jurisdiction, an out-of-state defendant must choose to direct their activities toward the
forum state; “[i]f instead they are choosing to direct their activities toward a particular person, and that
person merely happens to live in the forum state, that is not enough.”” (Part III.B.2)

“The choice to send [payments] to Tennessee was for the plaintiff’s convenience, not for the purpose of
permitting [the defendant] to avail itself of the privilege of conducting business in Tennessee.” (Part III.B.2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Bella Vista Enterprises, LLC, a California company, agreed to purchase 562,500 shares of Ballistic Barrier
Products, Inc. stock from Penobscot Enterprises International, Inc., a Colorado corporation, for $1,125,000
payable under a schedule. Penobscot transferred the shares, Bella Vista made some payments, and Plaintiff
alleged that Bella Vista stopped paying and owed at least $625,000. Penobscot later assigned its contract rights
to Plaintiff, who sought enforcement from Tennessee; the contract identified Colorado-related parties and
Delaware choice-of-law and forum provisions, and the assignment was executed in Colorado and subject to
Colorado law.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the original complaint in the Chancery Court for Sullivan County, Tennessee, on March 27, 2026.
Defendants removed the action to the Eastern District of Tennessee on May 1, 2026. Plaintiff amended his
complaint as a matter of course, and the district court denied the motion to deem Defendants' motion to dismiss
moot, granted dismissal for lack of personal jurisdiction, and denied the remaining motions as moot or otherwise
denied.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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