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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Nevada considered whether Nevada could exercise personal jurisdiction over
Donald J. Trump in an action alleging intentional interference with contractual relations. The court
held that the plaintiff made a prima facie showing that Trump's contacts with Nevada, including
contacts attributable through his alleged personal agent, satisfied due process requirements for specific
personal jurisdiction. The court denied Trump's petition for a writ of prohibition seeking to quash

service of process.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a writ of prohibition was an appropriate remedy to review the district court's refusal to quash
service of process for lack of personal jurisdiction.

2. Whether GNLV made a prima facie showing that Ribis acted as Trump's personal agent, permitting

Ribis's Nevada contacts to be attributed to Trump individually.

3. Whether Nevada could exercise general or specific personal jurisdiction over Trump consistent with the
Nevada long-arm statute and federal due process.

4. Whether exercising specific personal jurisdiction over Trump would be unreasonable or offend

traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice.

HOLDINGS

1. A writ of prohibition is an appropriate remedy for a district court's erroneous refusal to quash service of

process for lack of personal jurisdiction.

2. When a personal-jurisdiction challenge is decided on a pretrial, non-evidentiary motion, the plaintiff
must present competent evidence establishing a prima facie case of jurisdiction; the burden does not

shift to the defendant, and factual disputes are resolved in the plaintiff's favor.

3. For purposes of the pretrial prima facie jurisdiction determination, GNLV sufficiently showed that Ribis
acted at least in part as Trump's personal agent, so Ribis's Nevada contacts could be attributed to Trump
individually.

4. Nevada could exercise specific personal jurisdiction over Trump because he purposefully directed

conduct toward Nevada and purposefully availed himself of Nevada's laws, and GNLV's interference
claim arose from or directly related to those contacts.

5. Nevada did not have general personal jurisdiction over Trump because he lacked continuous and

systematic contacts with Nevada.

6. Exercising specific personal jurisdiction over Trump in Nevada was reasonable and did not offend

traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“When a challenge to personal jurisdiction is made, the plaintiff has the burden of introducing competent

evidence of essential facts which establish a prima facie showing that personal jurisdiction exists.” (743)

“Absent general jurisdiction, specific personal jurisdiction over a defendant may be established only where

the cause of action arises from the defendant's contacts with the forum.” (748)

“For Trump to be haled into court in Nevada, he must have purposefully availed himself of Nevada's laws or
markets or affirmatively directed his conduct toward Nevada, and any connection with Nevada must be more
than fortuitous.” (748-749)

“Requiring him to respond to GNLV's charges in the state of Nevada is entirely reasonable and not offensive

to traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice.” (751)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Dennis Gomes was employed as president and CEO of GNLV's Golden Nugget in Las Vegas when Trump's
business interests recruited him to become president and COO of the Trump Taj Mahal. Trump authorized
negotiations, briefly discussed the employment terms with Gomes, signed Gomes's employment contract, and
signed a related irrevocable trust agreement. The contract and trust involved a Nevada resident, Nevada counsel,
a Nevada trustee, a Nevada choice-of-law provision in the trust, and wire transfers into Nevada. GNLV alleged
that Trump intentionally induced Gomes to breach his Nevada employment contract, then served Trump in New
York.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

GNLV sued Trump in Nevada for intentional interference with contractual relations and served him in New
York. After the corporate defendants were voluntarily dismissed, Trump specially appeared and moved to quash
service, arguing that Nevada lacked personal jurisdiction. Following a non-evidentiary jurisdictional hearing, the
district court denied the motion and ordered Trump to answer. Trump sought a writ of prohibition, and the

Supreme Court stayed the district court proceedings pending review.
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