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SUMMARY

The court denied the JD Defendants’ motion to dismiss Royal Enamel’s amended complaint. It held
that the plaintiff sufficiently established specific personal jurisdiction under Florida’s long-arm statute
based on the defendants’ role in maintaining virtual marketplaces on Walmart.com and facilitating
sales to Florida consumers. The court also addressed the plaintiff’s alternative agency theory and

Jingdong’s challenge to service of process.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants Jingdong E-Commerce (Trade) Hong Kong Corporation

and JD E-Commerce America Limited moved to dismiss the amended
complaint for lack of personal jurisdiction and improper service of
process. The district court denied the motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a factual challenge to personal jurisdiction, the plaintiff initially
bears the burden of alleging sufficient facts to establish a prima facie
case; if the defendant submits competent evidence contradicting the
allegations, the burden shifts to the plaintiff to produce supporting
evidence. Conflicts between the complaint or plaintiff's evidence and
defendant's affidavits are construed in the plaintiff's favor, and
uncontroverted allegations are accepted as true. Personal jurisdiction
requires a two-step inquiry under Florida's long-arm statute and the
Due Process Clause. Service under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
4(f)(3) must provide notice reasonably calculated to inform the

defendant of the action and afford an opportunity to object.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE persuasive district-court authority; nonprecedential outside the case
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Florida's long-arm statute authorized specific personal jurisdiction over the JD Defendants
based on their role in maintaining virtual storefronts and facilitating the sale and shipment of allegedly

infringing goods to Florida consumers.

2. Whether the JD Defendants' control over third-party retailers supported imputing the retailers' Florida
contacts to the JD Defendants under an agency theory.

3. Whether exercising specific personal jurisdiction over the JD Defendants complied with the Due Process

Clause.

4. Whether service of process on Jingdong through its attorneys was valid alternative service under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 4(f)(3).

HOLDINGS

1. The JD Defendants' maintenance and control of Walmart.com marketplaces and facilitation of
substantial sales and shipments of allegedly infringing goods to Florida consumers were sufficient to
establish specific personal jurisdiction under Florida Statutes section 48.193(1)(a)(2).

2. At this stage, the evidence was sufficient to establish that the third-party retailers acted as agents of the

JD Defendants for purposes of personal jurisdiction.

3. Exercising specific personal jurisdiction over the JD Defendants comported with due process because
the claims arose from their Florida-related contacts, they purposefully availed themselves of Florida's

market, and jurisdiction was consistent with fair play and substantial justice.

4. Service of process on Jingdong through its attorneys was proper alternative service because Jingdong
received timely notice reasonably calculated to inform it of the action and provide an opportunity to

object.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The JD Defendants’ arguments against personal jurisdiction suggests that the Court weigh form over
substance.”

“In sum, the Court concludes that it has specific personal jurisdiction over the JD Defendants pursuant to

Florida’s long-arm statute and that the exercise of that jurisdiction comports with due process.”



“Therefore, alternative service was proper here and the Motion is denied on this basis.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Royal Enamel, a foreign company that designs and sells clocks, alleged that infringing goods were sold to
Florida consumers through virtual storefronts maintained on Walmart.com by JD E-Commerce America Limited
and Jingdong E-Commerce (Trade) Hong Kong Corporation. The JD Defendants operated as intermediaries
between China-based third-party retailers and Walmart.com, but their agreements required them to regulate
listings, provide or designate logistics services, maintain a U.S. returns office, and take action against retailers.
The record showed that more than $30 million in allegedly infringing product sales reached Florida consumers
through accounts and marketplaces associated with the JD Defendants. Jingdong was served through its

attorneys after the Court authorized alternative service.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Royal Enamel filed the action on December 8, 2022, and later filed an amended complaint asserting six claims,
including false designation of origin, unfair competition, copyright infringement, trademark infringement, and

contributory infringement. JD agreed to waive service as to itself, while the Court authorized alternative service
on Jingdong by email and service on counsel. After briefing and a hearing, the Court denied the JD Defendants'

motion to dismiss and held that both personal jurisdiction and alternative service were proper.
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