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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

KAMAL K. PATEL,
Plaintiff,
V. CaseNo. 16<v-02411 CRQ

VIJAYKANT PATEL et al.,

Defendans.

OPINION AND ORDER

English residenKamal Patebrought this action for fraud, breach of contract, and theft
againsthis relativesVijaykant and Bhartiben Vijaykant Pat@lho live in England, alleging that
theyparticipatedn a scheme to stemal’'s money from &.K. bank account Defendants
filed a resporsthat theystyled as amnswerbut that the Courbasconstrued, in pargsa
motion to dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction and for improe®ue. SeeMinute Order of
August 4, 2017see alsAnswer2. That motion is now ripe for adjudication.

The plaintiff “bear[s] the burden of establishing personaldglict®on over the

defendants.”Clay v. Blue Hackle N. Am.LLC, 907 F.Supp.2d 85, 87 (D.D.C. 2012). To

edablish personal jurisdiction, th@aintiff “must allege specific acts connecting [the] defendant
with the forum andatannotrely on conclusory allegatiorisid. (internal quotation omittgd Any
“factual discrepancies appearingtie record must be resolved in favor of the plaintifEfane

v. N.Y. Zoological Sog/, 894 F.2d 454, 456 (D.C. Cir. 1990).

Plaintiff admits that Defendants “are foreign citizens and mggidnd domiciled outside
the United States=—namely in the UnitedKingdom. Compl. 1 2,-6. The Courtmayexercise

personal jurisdiction over Defdantsonly if Plaintiff can show thatdespite their foreign
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residenceand domiciletheyhave sufficientontacts with the District of Columbia so as to

satisfy due process and D.@w. SeeDaimler AG v. Baumanl134 S. Ct. 746, 753 (2014ed.

R. Civ. P. 4(k)(1)(A) Theplaintiff could show thixonnectiorunder two theoriegeneral or
specific jurisdiction.

A courtmay exercis@enerapersonajurisdiction over nonresident defendants who
“maintain|] sufficiently systematic and continuous contacts with the farum regardless of

whether those contacts gave rise to the claim in the particular gyip"'Dynamic ehf v.

Vignisson 87 F. Supp. 3d 322, 326 (D.D.C. 201&ge alsd=C Inv. Grp. LC v. IEX Mkts., Ltd.

529 F.3d 1087, 10982 & n.5 (D.C. Cir. 2008) (explaining that D.C. Code §3B3l(a)
authorizes general jurisdiction over foreign defendants to tleatetktat due process allows)
Plaintiff alleges that Defendants “ha[ve] significant ties to the United Statksling family,
numerous travels for business and pleasure, operating a mabubmess for U.S. citizens, as
well as engaging in the present scheme and other similar schemesesialieg lawsuit.”
Compl. 11 45. Yet, these allegations make no referet@B.C., as opposed to the United
States generallyEven iftheydid, a defendant’swolvement ima discreteschemehis
occasional travel to the forum, ah relationshipwith forumresidents areach

paradigmatially unsystematic SeeHelicopterodNacionales de Colombia, S.A. v. Ha66

U.S.408, 416-18 (1984n0 general jurisdiction in Texas where foreign company sentt6EO
Texas for contract negotiations; accepted checks drawn on Texas bank; guliesipapment

from Texas company; and sent employees to Texas for trgisegplsdValden v. Fiore134

S. Ct. 1115, 1122 (2014¢dnfining analysistb the defendang’ contacts with the foru&tate

itself, not the defedants contacts with persons who reside there



And the allegatiorrelated toDefendants“mail dropbusiness’doesnot approach the sort
of “continuous and systematic general business cohtaatsould supporgeneral jurisdiction
overforeignDefendants Helicopteros466 U.S. at 416Wherea defendant’®usiness ties are
the asserted basis for jurisdiction, those ties must be so pervasito render themssentially

at homein the forum” Goodyear Dunlodires OperationsS.A. v. Brown 564 U.S. 915, 919

(2011)(emphasis addedWithout more, thallegationthat Defendantserved some U.S. clients
living in England,seeCompl. 11 1213, cannot satisfyhat stringent standardee e.qg, id. at 927
(rejectingargumenthattheintroduction of produdinto stream of commeragith expectation
that they will be sold in a certain foruconfers general jurisdiction that forum, even if the
productsareultimately soldthere.

The Courtalsolacks specifippersonajurisdiction over DefendantsAs relevant here,
D.C. law allows for pecific jurisdiction over nomesident defendantss to a claim forelief
arising from the persos'.. . transacting any business in thetoict of Columbia,” D.C. Code
8§ 13423, and this standarsl“coextensive with the Constitutiomdue process limit Eirst Chi

Int’l v. United Exch. Cg.836 F.2d 1375, 1377 (D.C. Cir. 1988)hus, theCourt may exercise

specific jurisdictionf thereis a sufficient relationshipetweerthe gravamen of the complaiqt
the alleged theft of funds from Plaintiffi$.K. bank account-andthe District of Columbia
“such that the maintenance of the suit does not offend ‘traditiaimins of fairplay and

substantial justice’’ Int'l Shoe Co. v. Wdsngton 326 U.S. 310, 316 (1945) (quotiMilliken

v. Meyer, 311 U.S. 457, 468L940)). In other words, it must be true that Defendants have
contacts with the forum and that Plaintiff's suit “arise[s] oubiofis] connected with” those

particular contets. Id. at 319.



The Complaintontains ndactual allegationsuggesting that Plaintiffslaim has any
meaningful relationship with D.CThe soleallegationtying the caseo the United Statedet
aloneto the forumitself, is that Defendants “have used the U.S. banks and other international
banks to launder the proceeds of these crim€sihpl. | 28 Plaintiff admits, however, that
Defendants do not have any U.S. bank accoupitss Mem. in Support of Respon8e Rather
his accusatiois that Defendantgick up cash in the United States and then mofte tthe U.K.
to avoid U.S. scrutiny and reporting requireméntsl. But Plaintiff's action is not fomoney
launderingor tax evasion-thealleged theft and fraud, if perpetrated, were comgleteen
Plaintiff's funds were take(ll) from a U.K. bank accourf®) by U.K. resident$3) while abroad
Thus, theras no sign that anyrelevantconduct” occurredh this forum. Walden 134 S. Ct. at
1126.

The Courttherefore cannagxercise personal jurisdiction over Defendants Vijaykant and
Bhartiben Vijaykant PatelBecause the other defendants have lbgEmissedthe Court will
dismissthe casein its entirety The Courtneed not address Defendants’ alternagingument
that venue in the District of Columbia is improper.

It is hereby

ORDERED that [14] Defendans’ Motion to Dismisss GRANTED. It is further

ORDERED that this casee DISMISSED.

SO ORDERED. This is a final, appealable order.

(ot L. lopern—

CHRISTOPHER R. COOPER
United States District Judge

Date: Septembed9, 2017
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