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I. ARGUMENT

Pruitt’s argument that the NCAA’s “systematic” governance of
college sports in Alabama subjects it to personal jurisdiction in this case
has been rejected by courts nationwide. Well-established legal principles
demand that specific jurisdiction stem from the defendant’s actions
related to the underlying controversy. Facebook, Inc. v. K.G.S., 294 So. 3d
122, 140 (Ala. 2019). Here, the controversy that gave rise to Pruitt’s
complaint is the NCAA investigation led by its staff in Indiana and
related to conduct in Tennessee. Neither the investigation nor the
underlying conduct had any connection to Alabama.

Pruitt’s mandamus response repeatedly cites the NCAA’s approval
of his Jacksonville State University (“JSU”)! job as proof of “just how

closely affiliated the underlying controversy here is with this state.”

1 Months after filing this lawsuit Pruitt requested an injunction to block
the NCAA from enforcing its show cause order as to a proposal by JSU to
hire Pruitt on its coaching staff. Before any injunction was entered,
however, the NCAA greenlit JSU to hire Pruitt, and JSU did so. Pruitt
nevertheless maintained his request for a nationwide injunction, which
the trial court granted. (See 2d Supp. App. Z.) The NCAA lodged an
appeal, parallel to this petition, challenging the circuit court’s injunction
order on subject matter jurisdiction grounds, as well as being legally
unjustified (no likelihood of success; no irreparable harm; no absence of
alternative remedy). See National Collegiate Athletic Ass’n v. Jeremy
Pruitt, No. SC-2025-1002 (Ala. Sup. Ct.).

6
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(Answer Br. 27.) But the “underlying controversy” that gave rise to this
lawsuit is an NCAA enforcement proceeding related to misconduct that
occurred in Tennessee. Indeed, the JSU opportunity did not arise until
months after Pruitt filed this lawsuit.

Moreover, the JSU job was solely Pruitt’s doing—he moved to
Alabama and unilaterally sought the opportunity. Those actions are
Pruitt’s alone and cannot support specific jurisdiction over the NCAA.
Facebook, 294 So. 3d at 140. Finally, Pruitt suffered no injury regarding
the JSU opportunity because he was hired by JSU. The NCAA did not
preclude JSU from hiring Pruitt or otherwise interfere, so Pruitt cannot
use the JSU opportunity to support specific jurisdiction. Simply put, it is
a pure contrivance for Pruitt to cite his JSU job as evidence of “specific
jurisdiction” against the NCAA and as a basis for venue in DeKalb
County.

Recent events illustrate that Pruitt’s gamesmanship extends
beyond jurisdictional issues. Four days after the NCAA filed its opening

brief on the merits of the preliminary injunction (the “Merits Appeal”),

Pruitt resigned from JSU (on March 31, 2026). Then, on April 21, 2026,

just days before his deadline to file a response brief to the Merits Appeal,
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Pruitt moved to dissolve the preliminary injunction. (2d Supp. App. AA.)
The trial court immediately granted Pruitt’s motion, dissolving the
injunction on April 22, 2026.2 Pruitt then filed a motion to dismiss the
Merits Appeal as “moot,” citing the trial court’s order dissolving the
injunction. (Appellee’s Mot. to Dismiss or, Alternatively, for Extension of
Time to File Appellee’s Brief, Nat’l Collegiate Athletic Ass’n v. Jeremy
Pruitt at 2, No. SC-2025-1002 (Ala. Sup. Ct. Apr. 24, 2026)). Pruitt’s
gamesmanship is transparent: he asked the trial court to dissolve the
injunction, yet he now cites the conduct that drove him to seek the
injunction (the NCAA-JSU interaction) as his best evidence for “specific
jurisdiction” over the NCAA in Alabama.

A. The NCAA’s nationwide regulation of college athletics does
not subject it to specific jurisdiction in every state.3

The NCAA’s implementation of the rules adopted by its member
institutions, which members choose to follow, does not automatically

subject the NCAA to jurisdiction in every state. Courts have rejected such

2 The circuit court’s order was without prejudice to the NCAA’s right to
seek fees and costs. (See 2d Supp. App. BB).

3 Pruitt concedes that the NCAA 1s not subject to general jurisdiction in
Alabama.
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an unreasonable theory. Ex parte Alamo Title Co., 128 So. 3d 700, 711
(Ala. 2013).4 Specific jurisdiction essentially requires that a defendant’s
forum contacts be the core of the lawsuit.

For example, in Aych v. University of Arizona, No. 2:23-CV-07282
ODW (MARx), 2024 WL 3416247, at *1 (C.D. Cal. July 15, 2024), affd,
No. 24-4710, 2025 WL 1641876 (9th Cir. June 10, 2025), a college coach
sued the NCAA in California over alleged racial discrimination. The
coach argued the NCAA was subject to specific jurisdiction in California
because “the NCAA, in its capacity to punish, deter, and regulate its
member institutions, purposefully availed itself of the benefits of
California.” 2024 WL 3416247, at *3. The court disagreed holding, “the
NCAA does not reach out of Indiana simply because it has the authority
to punish, deter, and regulate those institutions;” instead, “the NCAA
legislates and regulates in Indiana,” so any decision to exercise its
authority over its members occurs in Indiana. Id. Otherwise, with “more

than 1,200 member institutions nationwide,” the NCAA “could be haled

4 See also, e.g., J. MclIntyre Mach., Ltd. v. Nicastro, 564 U.S. 873, 886
(2011); Thornton v. Bayerische Motoren Werke AG, 439 F. Supp. 3d 1303,
1311 (N.D. Ala. 2020); Blessing v. Chandrasekhar, 988 F.3d 889, 901-07
(6th Cir. 2021).

67614924 v3



into court in any state, which is plainly unreasonable.” Id. (citing Aldrich
v. NCAA, 484 F. Supp. 3d 779, 795 (N.D. Cal. 2020)).

Similarly, in Mehr v. Federation Internationale de Football Ass’n,
115 F. Supp. 3d 1035 (N.D. Cal. 2015), the plaintiffs sued FIFA, the
governing body of soccer, in California where they participated in soccer
leagues. They alleged FIFA purposefully availed itself of California
because it “requires its members, such as U.S. Soccer, to ‘follow FIFA’s
rules and the Laws of the Game’ and also requires its members ... to
follow those rules and laws.” Id. at 1049. The court rejected that
argument and dismissed FIFA, stating: “[t]o find otherwise would be to
suggest that FIFA is subject to personal jurisdiction everywhere in the
United States where soccer is played.” Id. at 1051 (emphasis added).

Pruitt’s argument is no different than those asserted in Aych and
Mehr, and it therefore fails. The existence of NCAA members in Alabama
and the NCAA’s general ability to regulate them does not equate to
personal jurisdiction in this case. To hold otherwise would ignore the rule
that the plaintiff’s or third parties’ contacts with the forum state cannot
create personal jurisdiction. To target every member school in every state

“is to target no place at all.” Johnson v. TheHuffingtonPost.com, Inc., 21

10
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F.4th 314, 321-22 (5th Cir. 2021). The NCAA has not purposefully availed
itself of the privileges of conducting business in Alabama by overseeing
rules for college sports. The NCAA is an Indiana-based institution. It
operates and enforces rules from Indiana. That institutions voluntarily
join the NCAA and follow its rules does not constitute purposeful
direction by the NCAA.

Specific jurisdiction must be rooted in contacts originating from the
defendant—not Pruitt or member schools. Walden v. Fiore, 571 U.S. 277,
291 (2014). See Keanaaina v. NCAA, No. 26-cv-01283-NYW-KAS, 2026
WL 1213385, at *5 (D. Colo. May 4, 2026) (it is the defendant’s contacts
with the forum state that matter, not the plaintiff’s); Doe 1 v. NCAA, No.
22-cv-01559-LLB, 2023 WL 105096, at *10 (N.D. Cal. Jan. 4, 2023)
(“[S]pecific jurisdiction against the NCAA cannot rest on the coaches’
actions: the NCAA’s actions must establish the contacts.”); Cont’l Motors,
Inc., v. Jewell Aircraft, Inc., 882 F. Supp. 2d 1296, 1307 (S.D. Ala. 2012).
The NCAA’s relevant activities here occurred in Indiana, Tennessee, and

Ohio—not Alabama.

11
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B. Pruitt cannot base jurisdiction on his unilateral activities
or the NCAA’s unrelated contacts with Alabama.

A defendant’s contacts with a state in response to contacts initiated
by plaintiff or a third party are “precisely the sort of ‘unilateral activity’
of a third party that ‘cannot satisfy the requirement of contact with the
forum State.” Walden, 571 U.S. at 291 (citation omitted). See also
Facebook, 294 So. 3d at 140.5 And “mere injury to a forum resident is not
a sufficient connection to the forum.” Walden, 571 U.S. at 290.6 “The
proper question is not where the plaintiff experienced a particular injury
or effect but whether the defendant’s conduct connects him to the forum
in a meaningful way.” Id. The NCAA’s contacts with JSU arose only after
Pruitt initiated contacts there after filing this lawsuit, which does not
support specific jurisdiction. That Pruitt now resides in Alabama and

alleges he felt the effects of his “injuries” there is insufficient to justify

5 Pruitt’s alternative request to hold the jurisdictional determination in
abeyance until he can take more jurisdictional discovery is misplaced. A
party 1s not automatically entitled to jurisdictional discovery,
particularly where (as here) they have already obtained some
jurisdictional discovery. See Pruitt v. AAA Interstate Transp., LLC, 358
So. 3d 1144, 1150 (Ala. 2022).

6 Pruitt’s arguments about his so-called “injury” from the JSU
proceedings also ignore that the NCAA approved JSU to hire him, so he
has not been injured by the NCAA in Alabama.

12
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jurisdiction in Alabama absent evidence that the NCAA’s relevant
actions specifically targeted Alabama. Id.; see also Goodyear Dunlop
Tires Operations, S.A. v. Brown, 564 U.S. 915, 919-20 (2011).

Pruitt’s reliance on a product liability case is misplaced. Ford Motor
Co. v. Mont. Eighth Jud. Dist. Ct., 592 U.S. 351 (2021). In Ford, the
plaintiffs were injured in an accident in their forum states and sued Ford
under product liability theories. Ford disputed personal jurisdiction
because the subject vehicles were not designed, built, or sold in the forum
states. Ford conceded it purposefully availed itself of the privilege of
conducting business in Montana but argued its Montana-based activities
were unrelated to the lawsuit. The Supreme Court found “specific
jurisdiction” over Ford, reasoning that its systematic service in that
market of the exact vehicles that malfunctioned was sufficiently related
to the lawsuit to warrant specific jurisdiction. Because of Ford’s extensive
contacts in Montana in exploiting and serving the market, the owners of
the Ford products “might never have bought them and so these suits
might never have arisen except for Ford’s contacts with their forum
states.” Ford, 592 U.S. at 367. An essential feature of the holding was

that the accidents occurred and caused the plaintiffs’injuries in the forum

13

67614924 v3



states. Id. at 354. Cf. Bristol-Myers Squibb Co. v. Superior Ct. of Cal., 582
U.S. 255, 264-68 (2017) (California lacked specific jurisdiction over drug
maker because nonresident plaintiffs had not purchased the product or
suffered injury there). There was thus a “strong ‘relationship among the
defendant, the forum, and the litigation’ — the ‘essential foundation’ of
specific jurisdiction.” Ford, 592 U.S. at 365 (quoting Helicopteros
Nacionales de Colombia, S.A. v. Hall, 466 U.S. 408, 414 (1984)).

This Court’s decision in Sawyer v. Cooper Tire & Rubber Co., 412
So. 3d 603 (Ala. 2024), 1s nearly identical to Ford in that a product failed
in Alabama and caused injury in Alabama, thus warranting the exercise
of specific jurisdiction in Alabama. But this Court made clear that the
jurisdictional rules announced in Ford had limits. “As the Supreme Court
recognized in Ford, the conclusion that personal jurisdiction exists in
[product liability] cases with these types of facts ‘does not mean that
anything goes.” Sawyer, 412 So. 3d at 622 n.11 (quoting Ford, 592 U.S.

at 362).7

7This Court made clear that Ford did not require the Court “to overrule
or even cast doubt on the vast bulk of our personal jurisdiction caselaw.
Sawyer, 412 So. 3d at 617 (specifically citing Pruitt and Facebook as
proper expressions of Alabama law).

14
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Pruitt’s lawsuit likewise asserts claims rooted in facts that occurred
in Tennessee, Indiana, and Ohio—not Alabama. (See App. D at Y 31-33,
37-38, 41.) Accordingly, this case is unlike the Ford case, and more like
Bristol-Myers Squibb. See Pruitt, 358 So. 3d at 1150; Ex parte Maint.
Grp., Inc., 261 So. 3d 337, 345-49 (Ala. 2017). The NCAA had no targeted
contacts with Alabama to warrant haling it into court in Alabama—
particularly when the enforcement activities underpinning the lawsuit
occurred elsewhere. See Ex parte Citizens Prop. Ins. Corp., 15 So. 3d 511,
516-17 (Ala. 2009) (no specific jurisdiction in Alabama where
nonresident’s insurer denied coverage “based on an investigation and
decision-making process that apparently occurred in Florida”).

Pruitt’s arguments regarding his and his attorneys’ contacts with
Alabama are a red herring. Those contacts are irrelevant to the
jurisdictional inquiry because it is the defendant’s related contacts with
the forum that matter, not the plaintiff’s or a third party’s. See Walden,
571 U.S. at 291; Facebook, 294 So. 3d at 140. Likewise, that an Alabama-
based recruit and coach were interviewed by UT’s counsel (not the NCAA
or 1ts counsel) in connection with UT’s own investigation is

inconsequential to the jurisdictional analysis because UT (not the NCAA)

15
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conducted those interviews. (App. E at 4-5; App. H, § 31.) Finally, Pruitt
gains no quarter from the NCAA having conducted telephone interviews
from Indiana of former UT football staffers after they had moved on to
coaching positions in Alabama. (App. D, § 33.) Those interviews dealt
with UT’s program and had nothing to do with Alabama. These
interviews with persons who happened to reside in Alabama at the time
are the sort of random, fortuitous, and attenuated contacts that cannot
sustain personal jurisdiction. Ex parte Maint. Grp., 261 So. 3d at 346.
The Maryland state court decision in Haw v. National Collegiate
Athletic Ass’n, 309 A.3d 64 (Md. App. 2024), does not help Pruitt either.
Obviously, “[n]o opinion from another state court is binding on the courts
of Alabama.” Stone v. Mellon Mortg. Co., 771 So. 2d 451, 456 n.1 (Ala.
2000). Haw claims to be based on a Ford-type analysis but ignores its
central feature, i.e., that the claims arose out of accidents in the forum
state. Haw 1is therefore flawed in overlooking that the plaintiff’s injuries
occurred in New Jersey (not Maryland). Under Ford, the “plaintiff must
link the defendant’s suit-related conduct to the forum. Mere market

exploitations [or regulation] will not suffice.” TheHuffingtonPost.com, 21

16
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F.4th at 324. This Court should place no weight on Haw due to its flawed
reasoning.

To summarize, a defendant’s general market presence in the forum
state 1s insufficient; the plaintiff’s claims must arise from the defendant’s
purposeful forum contacts that cause or relate to the plaintiff’s injury.
Walden, 571 U.S. at 285; Ford, 592 U.S. at 359. Pruitt instead asks this
Court to embrace a “lite” version of general jurisdiction based on market
presence alone. See TheHuffingtonPost.com, 21 F.4th at 323; Bristol-
Myers Squibb, 582 U.S. at 264 (acceptance of Pruitt’s theories would
unleash a “loose and spurious form of general jurisdiction”).

C. Venue is not proper in DeKalb County.

Pruitt cites occasional internet contacts to suggest the NCAA has
regularly interacted with DeKalb County high schools or student-
athletes through its website. Those contacts were sporadic and purely
incidental to the NCAA’s core function. They are patently insufficient to
sustain venue in DeKalb County.

Pruitt cites the NCAA’s Bylaws concerning its mission to improve
collegiate athletics and encourage its members to adopt eligibility rules.

(Answer Br. 35.) Those Bylaws are not aimed at high schools in DeKalb

17
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County or anywhere. Any contacts with the NCAA by high schools or
students through their web-based student eligibility portals are
incidental to the NCAA’s overall purpose of assisting its member colleges.
That 1s not enough to sustain venue in DeKalb County. Ex parte Honda
Dev. & Mfg. Co. of Ala., LLC, 383 So. 3d 394, 400 (Ala. Civ. App. 2023).8

Furthermore, the Indiana-based NCAA employees’ work relating to
DeKalb County is de minimis. Only a tiny percent of interactions with
the website portal comes from DeKalb County. (App. N, 9 11.) These
sporadic interactions are plainly insufficient to show the NCAA regularly
conducts business in DeKalb County. Ex parte Greenetrack, Inc., 25 So.
3d 449, 454 (Ala. 2009); Ex parte Silver Chiropractic Grp., Inc., 975 So.

2d 922, 926-27 (Ala. 2007).

8 Pruitt now claims, for the first time, that the NCAA’s declarations in
support of its venue defenses, (App. K & N), should not be considered
because they were not notarized. (Answer Br. 33 n.4.) But the
declarations did not have to be notarized to be valid under 28 U.S.C.
§ 1746, the federal statute authorizing declarations. Moreover, Pruitt did
not challenge the lack of notarization in the trial, so he has waived any
objections to those declarations. See Ex parte DuPont De Nemours, SC-
2024-0514 & SC-2024-0515, 2025 WL 1009062 at *13 (Ala. Apr. 4, 2025).
His reliance on Ex parte Finance American Corp., 507 So. 2d 458 (Ala.
1987), is misplaced because that case involved an affidavit, not a
declaration.

18
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Indeed, Pruitt’s claims relate to actions by the NCAA in entirely
different states (not Alabama, and certainly not DeKalb County). His
negligence and wantonness claims cite an allegedly flawed investigation
(in Tennessee and Indiana) and an allegedly flawed decision-making
process (in Ohio). (App. H, 49 57-58, 63-64.) His tortious interference and
conspiracy claims rest on essentially the same allegations. (App. H,
M9 70-71, 73.) Pruitt’s bad faith claim centers on his employment contract
with UT. Thus, it is clear that Pruitt’s claims are based on out-of-state
facts, not activities in DeKalb County. Therefore, under Alabama Code
§ 6-5-430, the trial court should have dismissed the case because other
forums where the claims could have been brought were more convenient
to the parties and the witnesses. (App. D, 99 49-50.)

II. CONCLUSION

The Court should grant the NCAA’s petition and issue a writ of
mandamus directing the circuit court to enter an order dismissing this

action without prejudice for lack of personal jurisdiction and improper

venue.

s/ Robert H. Rutherford s/ Forrest S. Latta
Robert H. Rutherford Forrest S. Latta

Burr & Forman LLP BURR & FORMAN LLP
420 North 20th Street 11 North Water Street
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Telephone: (205) 251-3000
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