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Covert v. Media Intercept, Inc.
Covert · No. 3:25-cv-00506-DKG · Decided April 24, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Idaho held that it lacked specific personal
jurisdiction over Media Intercept, Inc. in Trevor Covert’s claims concerning unpaid commissions and
expenses following his termination. The court concluded that Media’s employment of Covert, who
worked remotely from Idaho, its participation in an Idaho unemployment proceeding, and isolated
business dealings with an Idaho company did not establish sufficient purposeful contacts with Idaho.
Rather than dismissing the action, the court transferred it to the United States District Court for the
Middle District of Florida under 28 U.S.C. § 1631.
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DISPOSITION remanded

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(2) to
dismiss the complaint for lack of personal jurisdiction and
alternatively sought dismissal for improper venue or forum non
conveniens, or transfer to the Middle District of Florida. The court
denied dismissal and transferred the action under 28 U.S.C. § 1631.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(2) motion based on written materials without an
evidentiary hearing, the plaintiff must make a prima facie showing of
jurisdictional facts. Uncontroverted allegations are taken as true,
genuine disputes are resolved in the plaintiff's favor, and the court may
consider evidence outside the pleadings; allegations contradicted by
affidavit may not simply be assumed true.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown

TOPICS



personal jurisdiction motions to dismiss civil procedure wage and hour breach of contract

PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure commercial litigation employment law contracts wage and hour

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the District of Idaho could exercise specific personal jurisdiction over Media Intercept, Inc.
based on its employment relationship with an Idaho resident who worked remotely from Idaho, its
payments and employment actions directed to Idaho, its participation in an Idaho unemployment
proceeding, and isolated dealings with an Idaho company.

2. Whether, after finding personal jurisdiction lacking, the court should dismiss the action or transfer it to
the Middle District of Florida under 28 U.S.C. § 1631.

HOLDINGS

1. Media Intercept did not have sufficient minimum contacts with Idaho to support specific personal
jurisdiction. Covert's residence and remote work in Idaho, Media's knowledge of those facts, its hiring
and termination of Covert there, payments to him there, participation in his Idaho unemployment claim,
and isolated dealings with Kit, Inc. did not establish purposeful availment or purposeful direction toward
Idaho.

2. When a federal court lacks jurisdiction, 28 U.S.C. § 1631 authorizes transfer rather than dismissal when
transfer is in the interest of justice and the action could have been brought in the transferee court.
Transfer to the Middle District of Florida was warranted here.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“However, the plaintiff cannot be the only link between the defendant and the forum.”

“That Covert chose to work from Idaho does not demonstrate that Media purposefully availed itself of the
privilege of conducting business in Idaho.”

“The interest of justice warrants transferring the case to the Middle District of Florida to allow Covert an
opportunity to pursue his claims on their merits in the proper jurisdiction, rather than dismissal.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Covert, an Idaho resident, worked remotely from Idaho as Media Intercept's Director of Sales beginning in June
2023 and was terminated in approximately April 2025. Media is incorporated and headquartered in Florida, with
its sole office, employment records, payroll operations, and supervising manager located there. Media had no
Idaho office, property, bank account, clients, employees after Covert's termination, marketing operations, or
registration to do business in Idaho, although Covert worked from Idaho, received payments there, participated
in an Idaho unemployment proceeding, and identified isolated dealings between Media and Idaho-based Kit, Inc.
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Trevor Covert filed a diversity action in the District of Idaho asserting state-law claims arising from unpaid
commissions and expenses after his termination by Media Intercept, Inc. Media moved to dismiss for lack of
personal jurisdiction and alternatively sought dismissal or transfer. The court concluded that specific personal
jurisdiction over Media was lacking in Idaho but determined that the interest of justice warranted transfer to the
Middle District of Florida rather than dismissal.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Clerk was directed to transfer the case to the United States District Court for the Middle District of Florida,
Orlando Division, under 28 U.S.C. § 1631. The action was to proceed in the transferee court as if filed there on
the original filing date.
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