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SUMMARY

The court grants the defendant's motion to dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction in a dispute
concerning trust assets, estate planning documents, and alleged interference with inheritance
expectations. It concludes that the defendant lacked sufficient minimum contacts with Colorado to
support either general or specific jurisdiction, and that the alleged injuries did not establish an
adequate Colorado connection. The court does not reach subject matter jurisdiction or venue-transfer
arguments.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) and
12(b)(2) to dismiss the plaintiffs' declaratory, tort, and equitable claims
for lack of subject matter and personal jurisdiction, or alternatively to
transfer venue to Wyoming. The court granted dismissal for lack of
personal jurisdiction and did not reach subject matter jurisdiction or
venue.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(2) motion, the court analyzed whether the plaintiffs
established personal jurisdiction under Colorado's long-arm statute and
the Due Process Clause. Because Colorado's long-arm statute extends
jurisdiction to the full constitutional limit, the inquiry reduced to
whether the defendant had sufficient minimum contacts and whether
exercising jurisdiction would comport with traditional notions of fair
play and substantial justice. The court accepted well-pleaded facts as
true, but not conclusory allegations.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published federal district court memorandum opinion; persuasive
authority within the District of Colorado and elsewhere, subject to
controlling Tenth Circuit and Supreme Court precedent.

TOPICS
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PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure trusts probate estate litigation torts

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the defendant's contacts with Colorado were sufficiently continuous and systematic to support
general personal jurisdiction.

2. Whether the defendant purposefully directed activities toward Colorado and whether the plaintiffs'
claims arose from those contacts sufficiently to support specific personal jurisdiction.

3. Whether the plaintiffs' interpleader claim independently established personal jurisdiction through
nationwide service of process under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1335 and 2361.

4. Whether the court should address the defendant's arguments concerning subject matter jurisdiction or
transfer of venue after determining that personal jurisdiction was lacking.

HOLDINGS

1. The defendant's Colorado contacts, including his marriage in Colorado, intermittent visits, use of a
Colorado residence and vehicles, an old Colorado bank loan, limited business activity, and indirect
connections to Colorado trust entities, were not continuous and systematic enough to support general
personal jurisdiction.

2. The trustees' claims concerning trust property and estate obligations did not support specific personal
jurisdiction because the claims were not sufficiently connected to Colorado and there was no evidence
that the defendant himself purposefully directed activities toward Colorado.

3. The beneficiaries' claims for intentional interference with inheritance or expectancy were legally
cognizable, but the alleged Wyoming conduct and resulting injury did not establish specific jurisdiction
in Colorado.

4. Even assuming sufficient minimum contacts, exercising specific jurisdiction over the defendant in
Colorado would offend traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice.

5. The plaintiffs' second claim was not a valid statutory interpleader because they did not deposit the
disputed property, its monetary equivalent, or a sufficient bond into the court registry.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Minimum contacts can be satisfied either through the doctrines of specific or general jurisdiction.” (1259)



“specific jurisdiction must be based on "actions by the defendant himself that create a substantial connection
with the forum state."” (1263)

“"[W]hen both the tortious conduct and the injury occur in another state, the fact that plaintiff resides in
Colorado and experiences some economic consequences here is insufficient to confer jurisdiction on a
Colorado court."” (1264)

“the making of the deposit or the giving of the bond is a condition precedent to the acquisition of
jurisdiction.” (1267)

“Even under the modern liberal trend, the Trustees have not satisfied 28 U.S.C. § 1335(a)(2).” (1268)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Janet Schneider Cate created and amended a revocable trust that held substantial personal and real property
located primarily in Wyoming, with some connections to Colorado and California. After Janet married Henry
Cate, she transferred or arranged for substantial assets and benefits for him, and the plaintiffs later challenged
those transactions and trust amendments as trustees and beneficiaries. Janet died in May 2005, after which
disputes arose concerning her will, a Wyoming probate proceeding, ownership of trust-related property, and
alleged interference with the beneficiaries' inheritance expectancy. The defendant was a Wyoming resident
whose alleged conduct occurred principally in Wyoming.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The plaintiffs filed the federal action in Colorado seeking declarations concerning trust and estate property and
asserting tort and equitable claims against the defendant. The defendant moved to dismiss or transfer the case.
After a hearing, the district court dismissed all claims for lack of personal jurisdiction and directed that judgment
enter for the defendant with costs.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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