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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Massachusetts denied Jacquelyn Levine’s motions
to dismiss claims arising from allegedly unsolicited telemarketing calls, including claims under the
Telephone Consumer Protection Act, the Massachusetts Telemarketing Solicitation Act, and
Massachusetts General Laws chapter 93A. The court held that Doane had standing, that personal
jurisdiction over Levine was proper under the Massachusetts long-arm statute and due process
principles, and that jurisdictional discovery was unnecessary. The court also granted Doane’s motion

to strike exhibits attached to the motion to dismiss.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought claims under the Telephone Consumer Protection

Act, the Massachusetts Telemarketing Solicitation Act, and
Massachusetts General Laws chapter 93A. Defendant Jacquelyn
Levine moved to dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction and failure
to state a claim, including on standing and liability grounds. Plaintiff
moved for jurisdictional discovery and to strike exhibits attached to
the Rule 12(b)(6) motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW For personal jurisdiction, the court applied the prima facie method,
crediting the plaintiff's version of genuinely contested facts and
considering the defendant's facts only if uncontradicted. For the Rule

12(b)(6) motion, the court accepted well-pleaded allegations as true,



construed them favorably to the plaintiff, and evaluated whether the
complaint plausibly stated a claim. Standing was evaluated under
Article III's injury-in-fact, causation, and redressability requirements.
The motion to strike was evaluated under the rule limiting
consideration on a motion to dismiss to the complaint and documents
incorporated into it.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; memorandum and order of a federal district court with no

reporter citation in the source.

TOPICS

personal jurisdiction ~ motions to dismiss ~ standing  consumer protection  deceptive trade practices
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether Doane adequately alleged Article III standing to assert his TCPA claim.

2. Whether the court could exercise specific personal jurisdiction over Levine under the Massachusetts

long-arm statute and the Due Process Clause.
3. Whether jurisdictional discovery was warranted.
4. Whether Doane plausibly alleged TCPA liability against Levine under a vicarious-liability theory.

5. Whether Doane plausibly stated claims under the Massachusetts Telemarketing Solicitation Act and

Massachusetts General Laws chapter 93A.

6. Whether exhibits attached to Levine's Rule 12(b)(6) motion should be stricken because they were not

incorporated into the complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. Doane adequately established standing because he plausibly alleged that he received 23 unsolicited and
harassing telemarketing calls in violation of the TCPA, suffered a concrete privacy and nuisance injury,
and could obtain redress through judicial relief.

2. Specific personal jurisdiction existed over Levine under both the Massachusetts long-arm statute and

due process.

3. Jurisdictional discovery was unwarranted because Doane had already made a sufficient prima facie
showing of personal jurisdiction over Levine.

4. Doane plausibly alleged that Levine may be vicariously liable for Python's calls under federal common-
law agency principles, although the complaint did not plausibly allege that Levine directly initiated the

calls.



5. Doane plausibly stated claims against Levine under the Massachusetts Telemarketing Solicitation Act

and Massachusetts General Laws chapter 93A.

6. The court granted Doane's motion to strike Levine's three exhibits because they were not incorporated
into or otherwise part of the complaint, and Levine stipulated that they should not be considered at the
Rule 12(b)(6) stage.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Specific jurisdiction exists over Levine, given her oversight and control of Python’s call centers that targeted

Massachusetts residents like Doane.” (Discussion 1)

“Nevertheless, Levine may be vicariously liable for Python’s calls to Doane.” (Discussion III)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Python Leads, LL.C, a Florida company operating call centers in Pakistan, allegedly conducted large-scale
telemarketing for insurance-lead customers using spoofing, robocalls, and prerecorded messages. Levine was
Python's founder, CEO, and sole member; she allegedly wrote telemarketing scripts, established and trained the
Pakistan call centers, oversaw their operations, and contracted with Final Expense Direct. Doane, a
Massachusetts resident whose cellphone number was listed on federal and Massachusetts do-not-call registries,
allegedly received at least 23 unsolicited calls from Python between December 2021 and January 2022 and never

consented to them.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Doane filed suit in November 2024. Levine moved to dismiss under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(2)
and 12(b)(6), while Doane opposed, sought jurisdictional discovery, and moved to strike three exhibits. Python
later filed an answer conceding personal jurisdiction over it. The court denied both motions to dismiss and the

motion for jurisdictional discovery, and granted the motion to strike.
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