QUESTIONS PRESENTED

I.
Whether the Court of Appeals erred in holding that the trial court has personal jurisdiction over Dospam when one of Dospam’s unsolicited promotional emails gave rise to Tekhead’s claims for false light invasion of privacy and intrusion upon seclusion, and also directly resulted in Tekhead’s termination from Distress?

II.
Whether the Court of Appeals erred in holding that Tekhead failed to establish the requisite elements to evidence a theory of false light invasion of privacy as defined by the Restatement (Second) of Torts when Dospam intentionally transmitted an email message that created the false impression among Tekhead’s colleagues that he viewed pornography on his workplace computer, and as a result, directly led to his termination?

III.
Whether the Court of Appeals erred in holding that Tekhead failed to establish the requisite elements to evidence a theory of intrusion upon seclusion as defined by the Restatement (Second) of Torts when Dospam surreptitiously accessed and pilfered the contents of Tekhead’s workplace Microsoft Outlook address book?
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