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This matter came before me on January 22, 2014 pursuant to Plaintiff’s motion to Alter
or Amend my Order dated and filed October 7, 2013. That Order granted Defendant’s motion to

dismiss on jurisdictional grounds. In ruling on Plaintiff’s motion, I now substitute this Order
which modifies my reasoning for dismissal.

~ Plaintiff alleges that Defendant (a Canadian citizen) called to, e-mailed to and travelled to
Beaufort County, South Carolina on one or more occasions to solicit Plaintiff’s agreement to use
his personal line of credit for purposes of securing financing for a Canadian company'. Plaintiff

alleges that these solicitations were accompanied by false assurances 2s to the safety of this
course of action.

While these allegations, on their face, may satisfy the “power prong™ of a jurisdictional
analysis, they fail the fairness test. To exercise jurisdiction in this case would be to offend
“traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice”. '

Taking the Plaintiff’s allegations as fact: 1) The Defendant is-a Canadian citizen; 2) The
_ loans and line of credit which form the basis the action are from the Bank of Montreal and; 3)
The loans and line of credit were for the benefit of Canadian corporations.

It is clear from the four corers of the Complaint that the Atruth or falsity of the
representation of financial health of a Canadian corporation will be a crucial component of the

! Greenline Plywood Products was owned by Plaintiff's children and operated as a successor to another Canadian
company (Forest Products) formerly owned by Plaintiff.

2 To satisfy the power prong, the court must find the defendant directed his activities to residents of South Carolina
and that the cause of action arises out of or relates to those activities. Moosally v. W.W. Norton & Co., 358 8.C. 320,

331-32, 594 S.E.2d 878, 884 (Ct.App.2004). .
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Plaintiff’s case. The character and circumstances of such a case dictaie that Canadian records,
Canadian reports, Canadian budgets, Canadian accountants and the like be involved.

South Carolina is not a convenient forum for such a case,

Ican imaginé almost no South Carolina interest in exercising jurisdiction.

Therefore the Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss is granted, the PlaintifP’s Motion to Alter or
Amend the dismissal is substantially denied (except as to any changes herein) and this Order is
substituted. :

IT IS SO ORDERED:

for Beaufort Qounty

- January 22,2014
Beaufort, South Carolina
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