UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

Jane Doe (S.E.S., an individual) v. Choice Hotels International, Inc.,

et al.

Doe - No. Civil Action No. DKC 24-3776 - Decided November 25, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland grants Choice Hotels International, Inc.
and Choice Hotels International Service Corp.'s motion to transfer a Trafficking Victims Protection
Reauthorization Act action to the Southern District of Alabama. The court concludes that the action
could have been brought there and that the convenience of witnesses and parties, as well as the interest
of justice, favor transfer. The court leaves the defendants' alternative motion to dismiss, a nonparty's

correspondence, and the plaintiff's motion for leave to amend for resolution by the transferee court.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff brought a three-count action under the Trafficking Victims

Protection Reauthorization Act against Choice Hotels International,
Inc., Choice Hotels International Service Corp., and Phillip Hall
Properties, L.L.C. Choice Defendants moved to transfer the action to
the United States District Court for the Southern District of Alabama

or, alternatively, to dismiss.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A transfer decision under 28 U.S.C. § 1404(a) is committed to the
sound discretion of the district court. The moving party bears the

burden of showing that transfer is proper.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential district-court memorandum opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the action could have been brought in the Southern District of Alabama for purposes of transfer
under 28 U.S.C. § 1404(a).

2. Whether the convenience of the parties and witnesses and the interest of justice favored transferring the

action from the District of Maryland to the Southern District of Alabama.

3. Whether the court needed to decide the challenged venue and personal-jurisdiction issues under 28
U.S.C. § 1406 before transferring the case under § 1404(a).

HOLDINGS

1. The action could have been brought in the Southern District of Alabama because a substantial part of the
events giving rise to the claims occurred there and the defendants were subject to personal jurisdiction

there.

2. Transfer to the Southern District of Alabama was warranted because Plaintiff's choice of the Maryland
forum was entitled to diminished deference, Alabama was more convenient for the likely witnesses and
parties, and the interest of justice strongly favored keeping the litigation against the defendants in one

forum.

3. The court did not need to decide whether Maryland venue was improper or whether Maryland had

personal jurisdiction over the franchisee because transfer under § 1404(a) was available.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The threshold question on a motion to transfer is whether the action might have been brought in the

transferee forum.” (7)
“The burden is on the moving party to show that transfer to another forum is proper.” (10)

“The interest of justice strongly favors transfer.” (19)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleges that she was sex trafficked repeatedly at a Quality Inn hotel in Mobile, Alabama, between July

2013 and at least December 2014. She alleges that the hotel franchisee and Choice Defendants knew or should

have known of trafficking because of numerous red flags, including cash or prepaid-room payments, prolonged
use of a do-not-disturb sign, repeated short visits by men, and apparent prostitution activity. She further alleges
that the defendants knowingly benefited by continuing to rent rooms used for the trafficking.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed the operative complaint on March 31, 2025. Choice Defendants moved on April 14, 2025, to
transfer under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1404(a) and 1406 or to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(3); briefing followed. The court



granted transfer to the Southern District of Alabama and left the alternative dismissal motion, nonparty Trent

Hall's correspondence, and Plaintiff's motion for leave to amend for resolution by the transferee court.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The case was transferred to the United States District Court for the Southern District of Alabama. The transferee
court was to resolve the alternative motion to dismiss, Trent Hall's correspondence, and Plaintiff's motion for

leave to amend.
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