UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

Gonzalez v. BAM Trading Services, Inc.

Gonzalez - No. 2:24-cv-10286 (BRM) (CF) - Decided March 18, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of New Jersey considers motions to dismiss claims

against BAM Trading Services, Inc., Binance Holdings Ltd., and related defendants arising from the

alleged laundering of cryptocurrency stolen from the plaintiff’s Coinbase account. The court denies

BAM’s issue-preclusion motion but grants the defendants’ motions to dismiss for lack of personal

jurisdiction, dismissing the complaint without prejudice. The opinion is amended solely to correct an

error concerning whether the motion to dismiss was filed on behalf of Changpeng Zhao.
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Plaintiff filed a federal civil RICO and related common-law action.
Defendants moved to dismiss under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure
12(b)(6) and 12(b)(2). The court denied BAM's issue-preclusion
motion, granted the motions to dismiss for lack of personal
jurisdiction, dismissed the complaint without prejudice, and allowed

thirty days to amend.

On a Rule 12(b)(2) motion, the plaintiff bears the burden of
establishing personal jurisdiction; the court accepts well-pleaded
allegations as true and construes disputed facts in the plaintiff's favor,
but the plaintiff must support jurisdictional allegations with affidavits
or competent evidence when challenged. On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion,
the court accepts factual allegations as true and determines whether the

complaint states a facially plausible claim.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether the prior litigation precluded Plaintiff from relitigating personal jurisdiction under the doctrine

of issue preclusion.

. Whether the District of New Jersey could exercise specific personal jurisdiction over BAM under Rule

4(k)(1)(A).

. Whether the court could exercise personal jurisdiction over Binance through an agency or alter-ego

theory based on BAM's contacts.

. Whether RICO's jurisdictional provisions under 18 U.S.C. § 1965 authorized personal jurisdiction over

the defendants.

. Whether Rule 4(k)(2) authorized personal jurisdiction over BAM or Binance.

HOLDINGS

1.

The prior action did not preclude relitigation of personal jurisdiction because it was voluntarily
dismissed without prejudice and the court had not conclusively determined that it lacked personal

jurisdiction over BAM.

. The court lacked specific personal jurisdiction over BAM because, although BAM purposefully directed

activities toward New Jersey, Plaintiff's claims did not arise out of or relate to those activities.

. Because the court lacked specific personal jurisdiction over BAM, it could not exercise specific personal

jurisdiction over Binance through Plaintiff's agency or alter-ego theory.

. RICO § 1965 did not provide personal jurisdiction because Plaintiff failed to establish personal

jurisdiction over at least one defendant under § 1965(a) and the traditional minimum-contacts analysis.

. Rule 4(k)(2) could not support jurisdiction over BAM because BAM was subject to general jurisdiction

in Delaware and Florida, and could not support jurisdiction over Binance because Plaintiff failed to

make the required certification that Binance was not subject to general jurisdiction in any state.

. Jurisdictional discovery was not warranted because Plaintiff did not allege with reasonable particularity

the possible existence of additional relevant contacts between BAM and New Jersey.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Present Complaint sufficiently establishes BAM purposefully directed activities at the forum but fails to

establish the litigation arises out of or relates to those activities.” (111.B.1)

“absent personal jurisdiction over at least one defendant based on forum-based contacts under § 1965(a), the

federal court may not exercise personal jurisdiction over the non-resident defendants based on nationwide



contacts under § 1965(b).” (111.B.2)

“Plaintiff has thirty (30) days to amend the Complaint with the necessary certification in the District of New
Jersey.” (IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a New Jersey resident, alleged that cryptocurrencies were stolen from his Coinbase account in 2021
and later transferred to at least one Binance.com account. He did not allege that he maintained an account with
Binance.com or Binance.US, that he entered into any agreement with either entity, or that the stolen assets were
deposited into a Binance.US account. BAM operates Binance.US, is incorporated in Delaware, has its principal
place of business in Florida, is licensed as a money transmitter in New Jersey, and solicits New Jersey residents,

while Binance operates Binance.com from the Cayman Islands.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff previously sued BAM, Binance, and Changpeng Zhao in the District of New Jersey. The prior action
was voluntarily dismissed without prejudice under Rule 41(a)(1)(A)(ii) after the court questioned whether it had
personal jurisdiction over the defendants. Plaintiff then filed this action with additional allegations concerning
specific jurisdiction. Defendants moved to dismiss, and the court denied BAM's issue-preclusion argument but
dismissed the complaint without prejudice for lack of personal jurisdiction.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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