UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
OKLAHOMA

Red Devil, Inc. v. Contractor Tool Supply, Inc.

No. 25-CV-0451-CVE-SH (N.D. Okla. Dec. 11, 2025) - No. 25-CV-0451-CVE-SH - Decided December 11,
2025

SUMMARY

The Northern District of Oklahoma considers Defendant Contractor Tool Supply, Inc.’s motion to
dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction and defective service, or alternatively to transfer the case to
the Middle District of Florida. The court denies dismissal for lack of personal jurisdiction, quashes the
original service and orders Red Devil, Inc. to re-serve process, and denies transfer under 28 U.S.C. §
1404(a). The underlying dispute concerns approximately $84,800 in unpaid invoices for goods
purchased from an Oklahoma business and delivered to Florida.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(2) and

12(b)(5) to dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction and defective
service of process, or alternatively to transfer the action to the Middle
District of Florida under 28 U.S.C. § 1404(a).

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(2) motion without an evidentiary hearing, the plaintiff
need only make a prima facie showing of personal jurisdiction.
Uncontroverted allegations are accepted as true, and factual disputes in
conflicting affidavits are resolved in the plaintiff's favor. For transfer
under 28 U.S.C. § 1404(a), the moving party bears the burden to show
inconvenience, and transfer is inappropriate unless the balance

strongly favors the moving party.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion



TOPICS

personal jurisdiction  service of process ~ venue  breach of contract  civil procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure  contracts ~ commercial litigation

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether CTS had sufficient minimum contacts with Oklahoma for the court to exercise specific

personal jurisdiction over it.

2. Whether service of process on the law firm listed as CTS's Florida registered agent was valid under

Oklahoma law.

3. If service was defective, whether dismissal rather than an opportunity to re-serve process was

appropriate.

4. Whether the action should be transferred to the Middle District of Florida for the convenience of the
parties and witnesses under 28 U.S.C. § 1404(a).

HOLDINGS

1. The court had specific personal jurisdiction over CTS because CTS purposefully directed its activities
toward Oklahoma, Red Devil's injury arose from those contacts, and CTS failed to show that exercising

jurisdiction would offend traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice.

2. The court could not determine on the record whether service on the law firm listed as CTS's registered

agent was valid under Oklahoma law, so the original service was quashed.

3. Even if service was defective, dismissal was not appropriate because CTS had actual notice; the proper

remedy was to quash the original service and allow Red Devil to re-serve CTS.

4. Transfer to the Middle District of Florida was denied because CTS did not meet its burden to show that
Florida was substantially more convenient or that the balance of relevant factors strongly favored

transfer.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“When a district court rules on a Fed. R. Civ. P. 12(b)(2) motion to dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction
without holding an evidentiary hearing, . . . the plaintiff need only make a prima facie showing of personal

jurisdiction to defeat the motion.” (2)

“Unless the moving party carries its burden to prove inconvenience to the parties and witnesses and the

balance is “strongly” in favor of the moving party, the plaintiff’s choice of forum should not be disturbed.”

©)

““Merely shifting the inconvenience from one side to the other . . . obviously is not a permissible justification

for a change of venue.”” (9)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Red Devil, an Oklahoma business, sold goods to Contractor Tool Supply, Inc., a Florida corporation, through
multiple orders. The goods were shipped from Oklahoma to Florida, and CTS allegedly failed to pay invoices
totaling approximately $84,800. Red Devil mailed the summons and petition by certified mail to a Florida law
firm listed as CTS's registered agent, but CTS disputed whether the individual who signed for the mail was
authorized to accept service.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Red Devil filed a state-court petition in Tulsa County District Court seeking approximately $84,800 on an
unpaid account. The action was removed to the Northern District of Oklahoma. The district court denied
dismissal for lack of personal jurisdiction, determined that service was potentially defective but that dismissal
was not warranted because CTS had actual notice, quashed the original service, ordered re-service, and denied
transfer to the Middle District of Florida.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Red Devil must re-serve process on CTS no later than January 12, 2026. CTS's counsel must cooperate with Red
Devil's counsel to ensure proper service, including by agreeing to accept service, agreeing to a waiver, or

providing more specific directions for the proper person or entity to be served.
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