
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF
FLORIDA, ORLANDO DIVISION

Ansari Mohamad v. Central Florida Tax and Accounting, Inc., Anees
Ahmand Tanoli, Lawgical Insight, LLC, Andrew Bauta, Michael
Russo, Rottenstreich Farley Bronstein Fisher Potter Hodas LLP,

Meliza Miller, and Richard I. Segal
Mohamad · No. 6:24-cv-2354-JSS-LHP · Decided February 17, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Florida grants defendants Anees Ahmand
Tanoli and Central Florida Tax and Accounting, Inc.’s motion to dismiss for insufficient service of
process. The court concludes that service on Tanoli and CFTAS did not comply with Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 4 or Florida law, and that the defendants did not waive the defense by opposing a
motion for default. The claims against both defendants are dismissed without prejudice under Rule
4(m).
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants Anees Ahmand Tanoli and Central Florida Tax and
Accounting, Inc. moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)
(5) to dismiss the second amended complaint for insufficient service of
process. The court granted the motion and dismissed those defendants
without prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(5) motion challenging service of process, the plaintiff
bears the burden of establishing the validity of service. When service
is challenged by affidavit or other proof, the plaintiff must present
sufficient evidence demonstrating compliance with the applicable
federal or state service requirements.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether service on Tanoli was valid under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 4 or Florida law when
Mohamad used Florida Statutes section 48.081, a provision governing service on corporations.

2. Whether service on CFTAS was valid when the process server left the summons and complaint with an
alleged company manager but the record did not establish that the individual was an officer, managing or
general agent, or authorized agent under federal or Florida law.

3. Whether Tanoli and CFTAS waived objections to service by appearing to oppose Mohamad's motion for
default.

4. Whether dismissal without prejudice was required or an extension of time for service was warranted
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 4(m).

HOLDINGS

1. Service on Tanoli was insufficient because Mohamad invoked Florida Statutes section 48.081, which
applies to service on corporations rather than individual defendants, and failed to establish strict
compliance with the requirements for substituted service on an individual.

2. Service on CFTAS was insufficient because Mohamad did not establish that Afzal was an officer,
managing or general agent, or other agent authorized to receive service under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 4(h)(1)(B) or Florida law.

3. Tanoli and CFTAS did not waive their objections to service by appearing to oppose Mohamad's motion
for default.

4. Because Tanoli and CFTAS were not timely served, had not waived the defense, and Mohamad showed
neither good cause nor other circumstances warranting an extension, dismissal without prejudice was
appropriate under Rule 4(m).

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Because substituted service of process statutes provide an exception to the general rule that a defendant
must be personally served, they must be strictly construed to protect due process guarantees.” (at 8)

“The response to the motion for default did not constitute waiver under Rule 12(h)(1) because such a
response is not a pleading or pre-answer motion.” (at 11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mohamad attempted to serve CFTAS in Florida by leaving the summons and complaint with Junaid Afzal after
allegedly finding the registered agent unavailable and no officers present. He attempted to serve Tanoli through
the Florida Secretary of State under Florida Statutes section 48.081, although Tanoli was sued as an individual.
Mohamad did not address the validity of either service attempt in response to the motion to dismiss. More than
ninety days had elapsed since filing, and the record did not show good cause, evasion of service, concealment of
a service defect, or a limitations bar to refiling.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mohamad filed this action in December 2024 and later filed amended complaints asserting federal claims under
the Electronic Communications Privacy Act and Stored Communications Act. He filed purported returns of
service for Tanoli and CFTAS, then moved for default against them. The court denied the default motion in
August 2025, noting inadequate proof of service. Tanoli and CFTAS subsequently moved to dismiss, and the
court stayed case-management deadlines as to them pending resolution of that motion. The court dismissed both
defendants without prejudice under Rules 4(m) and 12(b)(5).
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