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CHIEF JUSTICE BERCH authored the opinion of the Court, in which VICE 
CHIEF JUSTICE BALES, JUSTICE PELANDER, JUSTICE BRUTINEL, and 
JUSTICE TIMMER joined. 

 
CHIEF JUSTICE BERCH, opinion of the Court: 
 
¶1 This Court granted review to determine whether the court of 
appeals erred in concluding that Arizona courts have specific jurisdiction 
over a Connecticut lawyer and law firm retained by Arizona residents to 
provide an opinion letter regarding a tax-shelter transaction. 
¶2 After considering the briefs and oral arguments, we 
conclude that the court of appeals did not err and that Arizona courts 
have jurisdiction over the defendants in this case.  That court’s opinion 
respected Arizona’s rule permitting the liberal exercise of personal 
jurisdiction, see Ariz. R. Civ. P. 4.2(a) (granting extraterritorial jurisdiction 
“to the maximum extent permitted by the Constitution of this state and 
the Constitution of the United States”), properly extrapolated from this 
Court’s opinion in Planning Group of Scottsdale, L.L.C. v. Lake Mathews 
Mineral Properties, Ltd., 226 Ariz. 262, 268 ¶ 25, 270 ¶ 37, 246 P.3d 343, 349, 
351 (2011), and otherwise applied the proper tests and analyzed relevant 
authorities.  See Beverage v. Pullman & Comley, 232 Ariz. 414, 416-21 ¶¶ 3-
28, 306 P.3d 71, 73-78 (App. 2013). 
¶3 We offer one minor clarification.  The court of appeals 
observed that the Pullman defendants “sought Arizona-specific 
information” and “used these pieces of Arizona-based information to craft 
an opinion letter.”  Id. at 420 ¶ 22, 306 P.3d at 77.  These contacts are more 
precisely termed “Arizona-client-specific contacts” because they relate not 
to Arizona, but rather to the Beverages, who were at all relevant times 
Arizona residents.  For example, the tax opinion letter included 
information about the parties and entities involved in the Beverages’ tax-
shelter transaction, the amounts loaned and the terms of repayment, and 
the Beverages’ reason for entering into the transaction.  Although this 
information is better characterized as “Arizona-client-specific” than 
“Arizona-specific,” that minor clarification does not alter our conclusion 
that the court of appeals properly analyzed the defendants’ Arizona 
contacts. 
¶4 Because we agree with the court of appeals’ jurisdictional 
analysis, we affirm the opinion of the court of appeals, as clarified. 


