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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COCGK COUNTY, ILLINOIS
COUNTY DEPARTMENT, LAW DIVISION

' )
E360INSIGHT, LLC, an Tlinois Limited )
Liability Compeny, and DAVID LINHARDT, )]
and individual, )
~ Plaintiffs, }
) [
v ) B2
)  CaseNe.07L @%&3‘% =
MARK JAMES FERGUSON, an ndividusl, ) Cot, & %‘"‘"i
SUSAN WILSON AK.A. SUSAN GUNN,an ) Ton =R )
individusl, ROB SAECKER AK.A.FUDO,an ) 23T = 7
individual, RICH TIETJENS AK.A, Y DI fa"’: ot
MORELY DOTES, an individual, WILLIAM ) o T M)
SILVERSTEIN, an individual, and TIM e
SKIRVIN, an individual
Drefendants.
DE, ANTS® MOTION TO DISMISS PURSUANT T0, 735 526

AND 7351 2-615

NOW COMES Defendant, MARK JAMES FERGIJSON, pro se defendant, and raquest

this Honorable Court to dismiss Plaintiff*s action. In support of this motion, moving party

states as follows:

L
BACKGROUND AND PROCEEDINGS T0 DATE

Aceording 1o the complaint, on May 11, 2007, Dave Linhard; [Linhardy] and E360Insight
[360] allege they have been damaged by “repeated postings on interner websites that
Plairniffs are spammers” by Defendant. Plaimiffs make three claims and make these claimsg
against all defendants In their complaint: Defamation Per Se; Tottious Interference with a

Prospective Business Advantage; and Tortious Interference with 2 Contract.
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Defendant denies his activity was unlawifiul or improper and asserts that all his

puhlications 1o be truthful and aceurate,

I,
B TIFE"S COMPT. SHOUL.D BE DISMISSED FOR

LACK OF PERSONAT JURTSDICTION

In personam jurisdi&fr‘on {or personal jurisdiction) is the power of & court to adjudicate
the personal legal rights of parties properly brought before it.

Due process of lasw requires appearance or SEfViC;? of process (notice of pendency of the
Tawsuit) before the defendant can be personally bound by any judgment and a person is
subjact to i personam jurisdiction on any of the following:

1) Presence, i.e., physically present in the forum jurisdiction while being served with 2
copy of the surmmons and complaing, (Pennoyer v. Neff, 95 U.S. (§ Otto) 714, 24 L.Ed. 565
(1877))

2) Residency, (Milliker v. Meyer, 311 U.8, 457, 61 5.Ct. 339, Bﬁ L.Ed. 278 (1940),)

3) Consent to personal jurisdiction.

4) Minimum.Cnmacts. (International Shoe Co. v. Washington, 326 U.S. 310, 66 5.Ct.
154, 90 L.Ed. 95 (1945)) '

Having suificient dealings or affiliations with the forum jurisdiction which
make it reagonable to require the defendant to defend a lawsuir brought in the
forum, state, The due process clause does not permit 2 state to exercise
persona) jurisdiction over an individual or corporation with which the state
has no contacts, ties or relations,

Defendant meets none of the requirernents for in personam furisdiction and doss hot

consent {o Tllinois jurisdiction.

1L,
PLAINTIFF*S COMPLAINT $HOULD BE DISMISSED
FOR LACK OF SPECIFIC JURISDICTION















