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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS

GENE E. DUDLEY, SR, )
)
Plaintiff, )
)

V. ) CasdéNo. 09-2027-JWL

)

NORTH CENTRAL REGIONAL OFFICE, et )
al., )
)
Defendants. )
)

)

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER

In this action, plaintiff, appearingro se, alleges that he was wrongfully made to
incur certain medical expenses while paptting in a federal residential re-entry
program at Kansas City Community Cen(d(CCC"), that he wa intentionally and
improperly hindered in his attempt to exhiaadministrative remedies for grievances he
held regarding the payment of such medeglenses, and that he was injured when the
defendants delayed the delivary him of certain legal mafl. The matter is presently
before the Court on the moti by defendants Kansas CBommunity Center and Mr.
Charles Megerman (collectively “defendantsy)dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction

(doc. # 33), pursuant to Fed. Riv. P. 12(b)(2). For the reasons set forth below, the

! Plaintiff asserted different claims in the first complaint filed (doc. #1), an amended complaint @jperwdla
supplement to the amended complaint (doc. #30). In the amended complaint, plaintiff stated that he sought to
amend the original complaint by adding to the claiotg@ined therein. This Cduwill therefore consider, for
purposes of resolving this motion to dismiss, all of plaintiff's claims in the original complaint, the amended
complaint, and the supplement, keeping in mind that this Court must construe a pro se litigant's pleadings
“liberally.” Hall v. Bellmon, 935 F.2d 1106, 1110 (£@ir. 1991) ¢iting Hainesv. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519, 520-21,

92 S. Ct. 594, 30 L.E.2d 652 (1972)).
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motion isgranted and the Court dismisses plaintifitdaims against defendants KCCC

and Mr. Megerman.

|. Background / Facts

Following his incarceration at a federal pns plaintiff particimted in a federal
residential re-entry center program at Kan<ity Community Center (“KCCC”). The
program seeks to assist federal offenders isghes relating to their re-entry into society
after imprisonment. The prograis operated pursuant to antract awarded to KCCC by
the Federal Bureau of Prisoms 2007. In tle contract, the Bureau of Prisons, as
“Contracting Officer,” designated the North @&l Regional Office in Kansas City,
Kansas as the “Contracting Officer's TedataliRepresentative,” 6COTR.” The North
Central Regional Office works with KCCC as the designated representative. For
example, the Bureau of Prisons providaading to KCCC for the program, and the
contract provides for payment to be magehe North Central Regional Office.

KCCC is a Missouri not-for-profit corporatip and all of its facilities are located
in Missouri. Defendant Charles Megerman the executive director of residential
programs for KCCC. During the time pl&fh participated in the program, plaintiff
resided at KCCC'’s facilities in Kansas Citiissouri. While placed at KCCC, he
received medical, dental and optometry chmen two Missouri healthcare facilities,

Swope Parkway Health Carer@iees and Truman Medical Center. During this time at

2 The disposition of this motion does not affect the claims against defendants Federal BurisamsfNarth

Central Regional Office, Office of General Counsel, N&@entral Regional Office’s Rénal Director Michael K.
Nalley, or North Central Regional Office’s Contract OvghsiSpecialist Van Racy. Those claims remain pending
before the Court.



KCCC, he was employed by Dudl€oes It All, located in Missouri. He was injured
while working and when he informed KCCG#tof his pain from the injury, the staff
allegedly informed him that KCCC policyequired him to be transported by an
ambulance for medical treatment. Plaintifis taken by ambulance for treatment, and
received medical care at facilities loedtin Kansas City, Missouri.

Plaintiff asserts that he entered into agreement with th&ureau of Prisons
providing for continued medical coverageilehparticipating in the program at KCCC
and that federal law requires the free provisiosuih medical care. Plaintiff alleges that
he personally incurred costsrfthe medical care he received while at KCCC, including
the fee for ambulance transportation and coste@ated with dental and optometry care.
He claims that the imposition stich costs upon participanisre-entry center programs
violates federal law, including the Seconda@bte Act of 2007, Puli.. No. 110-199, 122
Stat. 657 (2008). He filed a grievance wKICCC regarding such expenses and the
grievance was allegedly reviedt and denied by the North @eal Regional Office. He
apparently appealed the deradlthe grievance with no succesBlaintiff asserts that the
Office of General Counsel for the BureauRsfsons hindered or delayed his attempts to
exhaust administrative remedies in regardsisogrievance, and that the North Central
Regional Office and Office of General Counk®lthe Bureau of Prans “created a sham
and artifice” to make it appear that plaintifid sufficiently exhaustiehis remedies under

the FTCA, when they had fact not been exhaustéd.

3 The plaintiff alleges these facts in the supplement to his amended complaint (doc # 30). It is unclear what exact
grievance these allegations relate to.



While participating in the program #&CCC, plaintiff received mail from the
United States District Court fahe Eastern District of Mhigan regarding a separate
lawsuit plaintiff had filed. The letter wascedved by the North Central Regional Office,
forwarded to KCCC, andhen given to plaintiff. Plaiiff alleges that the defendants
delayed delivery of the maihd that he was harmed by thlelay because the lawsuit was
dismissed. In support of their motionethdefendants have submitted the affidavit of
Kyle Mead, the Facility Directoior KCCC's federal residentiae-entry center program,
explaining how mail is recedd by prior inmates who garipate in the program at
KCCC. Most mail sent to thegparticipating in programs &CCC is delivered directly
to KCCC. However, any maihat is addressed to a participant’'s previous place of
incarceration is sent to thdorth Central Regional Officewhich then forwards it to

KCCC.

II. Discussion

Defendants argue that plaintiff's action shibe dismissed for lack of personal
jurisdiction. The party bniging the action bears the bundef establishing personal
jurisdiction over the defendantAST Sports Science Inc. v. CLF Distribution Ltd., 514
F.3d 1054, 1056 (b Cir. 2008). However, when a eptrial motion to dismiss is
considered by the court withoah evidentiary hearg, the plaintiff “need only make a
prima facie showing of personal jsdiction to defeat the motion.ld. at 1057 (citing
OMI Holdings, Inc. v. Royal Ins. Co. of Canada, 149 F.3d 1086, 1091 (£aCir. 1998)).
The plaintiff can satisfy thidurden by “demonstrating, aviaffidavits or other written

4



materials, facts that if true would mport jurisdiction over the defendant.ld. In
determining whether this necessary showirag been made, all factual disputes are
resolved in the plaintifs favor. If uncontroverted bthe defendant’s affidavits, the well-
pled factual allegations in the complaint must be taken as Yheaz v. Memery Crystal,

55 F.3d 1503, 1505 (foCir. 1995). Resolving all doubts plaintiff's favor, the Court
concludes that plaintiff has not met his dem of making a prima facie showing that
defendants are subject to the jurisdictiontbis court. Thus, the Court dismisses
plaintiff's action against defendants KCC&hd Mr. Megerman for lack of personal
jurisdiction.

Plaintiff asserts federal question jurigtha, based on an alleged violation by
defendants of the Seco@hance Act of 2007. In addition, plaintiff asserts the right to
bring claims under various other constitutibaad statutory provisions, including 42
U.S.C. § 1997 et. seq., 423JC. § 1981, 42 U.S.C. 982, and 18 U.S.C. § 4041-24.
Before a federal court can exercise pertqumasdiction over a defendant in a federal
guestion case such as this one, “the cowst determine (1) vdther the applicable
statute potentially confers jurigtion by authorizing servicef process on the defendant
and (2) whether the exercise of jurisdiction comports with due proceBsdy v.
BellSouth Med. Assistance Plan, 205 F.3d 1206, 1209 (T(I:ir. 2000). None of the

federal statutes plaintiff asserts as grounds for the exercise of federal question jurisdiction

* Second Chance Act of 2007: Community Safety Through Recidivism Prevention, Pub. L. No. 110-199, 122 Stat.
657 (2008).

® In his response and surreply to defendants’ motion to dismiss, plaintiff additionallyoc® C.F.R. § 542.



authorizes nationwide service pfocess. Therefore, Fed®.P. 4(k)(1)(A) directs this
Court to the Kansas long-amstatute, K.S.A. 60-308(85).

The Kansas long-arm statute providesgdersonal jurisdiction over a defendant if
the cause of action arises from the defendarttis agent committing certain enumerated
acts, including:

transaction of any busigsg within this state; or

entering into an express or implied contrdy mail or otherwise, with a resident

of this state to be performed in wholeimpart by either party in this state.

The statute also provides for generalgdittion over nonresideniistheir contacts
with Kansas are “substantial, continucarsd systematic.” K.S.A. 60-308((b)2)The
Kansas Supreme Court liberally construesKlansas long-arm statute to permit personal
jurisdiction over nonresident defendants the fullest extent permitted by the Due
Process ClauseKluin v. American Suzuki Motor Corp., 274 Kan. 888894, 56 P.3d 829,
834 (2002). Therefore, the jurisdictionatjuiries under the Kansas long-arm statute and
the Due Process Clause are duplicative argd@ourt will proceed to consider whether

the exercise of jurisdictioaver defendants KCCC and Mr. german comports with due

® Fed.R.Civ.P. 4(k)(1)(A) provides that service of summons establishes personal jarisulier a defendant who is
subject to jurisdiction in the state court where the distaurt is located—here, Kansas. The Kansas long-arm
statute, K.S.A. 60-308(b), determines whether defendamtsudject to the jurisdictionf Kansas state courts.
"K.S.A. 60-308(b)(1)(A), (E)

8 K.S.A. 60-308(b)(2) states:

A person may be considered to have submitted to thaljation of the courts of this state for a cause of action

which did not arise in this state if substantial, continuandssystematic contact with this state is established that
would support jurisdiction consistent with the constitutions of the United States and of this state.
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process. See Th Agric. & Nutrition v. Ace European Group Ltd., 488 F.3d 1282, 1287
(10" Cir. 2007) (proceeding directly to the constitutional analysis).

The Due Process Claugermits the exercise gbersonal jurisdiction over a
nonresident defendant so lorag the defendant purposly established “minimum
contacts” with tle forum state. Burger King Corp. v. Rudzewicz, 471 U.S. 462, 474
(1985); accord AST Sports Science, Inc. v. CLF Distribution Ltd., 514 F.3d 1054, 1058
(10" Cir. 2008)(citing World-Wide Volkswagen Corp. v. Woodson, 444 U.S. 286, 297
(1980)). This standard may be met in twoysia First, a court may exercise specific
jurisdiction if a defendant has “purposefullijrected his activities at residents of the
forum, and the litigation resulfsom alleged injuries that arise out of or relate to those
activities.” AST Sports Science, Inc., 514 F.3d at 1058 (quotirBurger King, 471 U.S. at
472). Second, a court may exercise generadiction if the defadant’s contacts with
the forum state, while unrelatéd the alleged activities upavhich the claims are based,
are nonetheless “continuous and systematitntercon, Inc. v. Bell Atlantic Internet
Solutions, Inc., 205 F.3d 1244, 1247 ({@Cir. 2000). If the defendants have sufficient
minimum contacts with the fonu state, the Court must apaé whether the exercise of
personal jurisdiction over the defendants widoaffend “traditional ntons of fair play
and substantial justice.”AST Sports Science, Inc., 514 F.3d at 1057 (quotin@MI
Holdings, Inc. v. Royal Ins. Co. of Canada, 149 F.3d 1086, 1091 (fCCir. 1998)). As
discussed below, the Court concludes tpiintiff's evidenceregarding defendants’
contacts with Kansas is insufficient to perrtlie court to exercise either specific or
general jurisdiction over defendants, atie Court therefore grants the motion of
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defendants KCCC and Mr. Megerman to dssnthe claims agaibhghem for lack of

personal jurisdiction.

1. Specific Jurisdiction

In order to exercise speifjurisdiction over the defelants, the Court must find
the defendants haveptrposefully directed” their activitietowards Kansas and that the
litigation results from alleged injures that arise out of or relate to those activifles.
Agric. & Nutrition, LLC v. Ace European Group Ltd., 488 F.3d 1282, 1287 (1CCir.
2007) (citingBurger King, 471 U.S. at 472). The de@ants must have purposefully
availed themselves “of the privilege abralucting activities within the forum State...”
AST Sports Sience, Inc., 514 F.3d at 1057-58. The poseful availment requirement
serves the following functions: (1) it “assueseasonable expectation in the out-of-state
defendant that he might be brought into cauthe state where tsought to do business
and invokes the benefits and protectionghaf forum state’s lavsand (2) it “ensures
that a defendant will not be Isject to the laws of a juristtion ‘solely as a result of
random, fortuitous, or attenudteontacts, or of the unilatéractivity of another party or
a third person.™ Id. (citing Burger King, 471 U.S. at 472 anBenally v. Amon Carter
Museum of Western Art, 858 F.2d 618, 625 (10Cir. 1988)). While baring in mind that
the Court must give a “liberal” constructida plaintiff's pro se pleadings, the Court
concludes that plaintiff has not made tlegjuisite showing that the defendants have
purposefully availed themselves the privilege of acting wiih Kansas. Therefore, the
Court cannot constitutionally exercise spexcjtirisdiction over the defendants.
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Plaintiff alleges that the following actiorsd the defendants establish sufficient
“minimum contacts” with Kares: (1) the North Geral Regional Office received legal
mail addressed to plaintiff in Kansas, andwfarded it to defendant KCCC in Missouri
(2) the contract between the BureauRyfsons and defendalCCC designated the
North Central Regional Officen Kansas City, Kansas ahe Bureau of Prison’s
“Technical Representative,” and the Northn@al Regional Office worked with KCCC
as the designated representtiand (3) defendants violatad obligation to provide free
medical care to participants in the prograniKCCC and collectivglreviewed plaintiff's
grievance regarding hisedical care expensésHowever, these facts, even considered
collectively, are insufficient to estidh minimum contacts with Kansas.

First, KCCC did not purposefully dict activities towards Kansas merely by
receiving in Missouri a letter that had befmwarded on through the North Central
Regional Office in Kansas. Plaintiff allegdsat the North Central Regional Office or
KCCC delayed delivery of thetter to him, resulting in disissal of a separate lawsuit
plaintiff had filed. Plaintiff's claims therefe do arise in part out of the North Central
Regional Office’s receipt of the letter. Wever, defendants did not purposefully reach
out to Kansas by accepting a letter from the N&@entral Regional Office and therefore

could not reasonably anticipateing subject to suit in Kaas for suchan action.

® Plaintiff did not allege any contacts specifically relevant to jurisdiction over defendahegerman. The 1b
Circuit has instructed that each defendant’s cositaith the forum state be assessed individuallyjillo v.

Williams, 465 F.3d 1210, 1219 n.10 {AQir. 2006). However, as plaintiff kaot asserted that Mr. Megerman had
any separate, individual contacts with Kansas, thet@aliconsider each “contact” asserted by plaintiff as
potentially applicable to both KCCC and Mr. Megerman.



Moreover, a delay of plaintiff'snail caused harm, if any, Missouri rather than Kansas,
as plaintiff resided in Missouri at the time.

Plaintiff also points tdhe designation of the North @®al Regional Office as the
“Technical Representative” foréhFederal Bureau of Prisons in the contract between the
Bureau of Prisons and KCC@&s a relevant “contact” of defendants KCCC and Mr.
Megerman with Kansas. In his repliesdefendant’s motion tdismiss (doc. # 37 and
doc. #43) plaintiff also allegabat an official at the Ndnt Central Regional Office, Mr.
Racy, coordinated the affairs for KCCC, amlied the placement of offenders to KCCC,
and regularly visited KCCC athe “program facilitator® Plaintiff asserts that this
contractual relationship and the involvementte North Central Regional Office in the
affairs of KCCC permit the Court to exercisgecific jurisdiction over defendants KCCC
and Mr. Megerman under the Kansas long-aratuge. In particular, he contends these
facts demonstrate the defendants have tcedabusiness withiiKansas under K.S.A.
60-308(b)(1)(A) and have entered into a contreith a resident oKansas under K.S.A.
60-308(b)(1)(E):* However, plaintiff has not assett that defendants KCCC or Mr.

Megerman purposefully committed ant or consummated a transactiorKansas. See

1 The allegations regarding Mr. Racy’s conduct and havherdieen verified nor are contained in an affidavit, but
were not disputed by defendants. Bearing in mind thaCthet must resolve all factudisputes in plaintiff's favor

in determining whether plaintiff has met his prima facie showing of personal jurisdiction, the Court will treat as true
all relevant facts contained in plaintiff's pleadings and replies to defendant’s motion cdhsdering all such

facts, the Court concludes plaintiff has not met his buadesstablishing jurisdiction over the defendants.

1 K.S.A. 60-308(b) provides for personal jurisdiction 10ee defendant if the cause of action arises from the
defendant or his agent committingteén enumerated acts, including:

transaction of any business within this state; or
entering into an express or implied contract, by mail or otherwise, with a resident of this state to be

performed in whole or in part by either party in this state.

10



Kluin v. American Suzuki Motor Corp., 274 Kan. 888, 895, 5B.3d 829, 834 (2002)
(stating that in order to have transactediress under the Kansas long-arm statute, the
nonresident must have purposefully comnditdme act or consummated a transaction
within the state). In addition, even d contractual relainship existed between
defendant KCCC and the North Central Reglo®ffice within themeaning of K.S.A.
60-308(b)(1)(E), plaintifffails to establish either thatehcontract was entered into in
Kansas or that it was performed allly or partially in Kansas.See Kluin, 274 Kan. at
904, 56 P.3d at 839 (finding no basis jorisdiction on contractual grounds where the
contract was neither entered into in Kansas peformed at least paally in Kansas).
Therefore, plaintiff has not asserted fademonstrating that defendants KCCC or Mr.
Megerman have committed amgts subjecting them to s®nal jurisdiction under the
Kansas long-arm statute.

Moreover, even if the Keas Supreme Court interpgd K.S.A. 60-308(b) to
permit jurisdiction based on such tenuaentacts, the activities of KCCC and Mr.
Megerman would not be constitutionally suféot to permit the exercise of specific
jurisdiction over them. First, plaintiff has failed to demonstratehlsatlaim “arises out
of or results from” the contractual relatiship or other interaction between KCCC and
the North Central Regional Office. Secondaipliff has asserted no actions of either
defendant that demonstrateeyhpurposefully availed theselves of the privilege of
acting in Kansas. As the ®@ircuit has recognized, “[a]n individual's contract with an
out-of-state party cannot, standing alonéaldssh sufficient minimum contacts with the
forum state.” Th Agric. & Nutrition, LLC v. Ace European Group Ltd., 488 F.3d 1282,
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1287 (18" Cir. 2007) (citingBurger King Corp. v. Rudzewicz, 471 U.S. 462, 478, 105
S.Ct. 2174, 85 L.Ed.2d 528 (1985)). Rathee, ¢bntract plaintiff relies upon to establish
minimum contacts “must have a ‘substantannection’ withthe forum state.” Id. at
1288. Therefore, the mere peese of one party to the coadt within the forum state is
insufficient to confer jurisdiction.See id. (noting that the presence of an insured within
the forum state is insufficienvhen the action is based upon an insurance contract).
When the contracting partiesealocated in more #n one state, only those nonresident

defendants who “reach out beyond one estahd create contimg relationships and
obligations with citizens of another statelay be subject to jurisdiction in the other
state.” Trierweiler v. Croxton and Trench Holding Corp., 90 F.3d 1523, 1534 (fCCir.
1996) (quotingBurger King, 471 U.S. at 473).

To determine whether a nonresident ddint purposefully established contacts

(113

with the forum state by enteg into a contract, the Couekamines “prior negotiations
and contemplated future consequences, galeith the terms of the contract and the
parties’ actual course of dealing.”Th Agric. & Nutrition, LLC, 488 F.3d at 1288
(quoting Burger King, 471 U.S. at 479). The contraat issue was negotiated between
the Federal Bureau of Prisons and KCCCgsiolgt of Kansas. Itlid not contemplate
performance by KCCC in Kansas, and pldirttias not asserted ah KCCC undertook
any action in Kansas with regard to the cactt Moreover, plaintiff has not alleged that
dealings between KCCC and the North CdriRegional Office occurred anywhere but in
Missouri. Seeid. (noting that the dealings of therpas occurred outsidef Kansas and

were therefore insufficient to establish mmum contacts with Kansas). The fact that
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officials from the North Central Region@lffice visited KCCC omworked with KCCC as
representatives for the Federal Bureau egdPis cannot demonstrate that KCCC reached
out to Kansas and purposefuligtablished contacts therRather, the asserted “contacts”
of defendants with Kansas “are the unintehdensequence of [their] relationships with
entities which are based in other jurisdictionSée Allied Leather Corp. v. Altama Delta
Corp., 785 F. Supp. 494, 499 (M. Pa. 1992) (finding thathe court lacked personal
jurisdiction over a defendant manufacturehaligh the manufacturer had contracted with
the Department of Defense for the sale afdgpand had interactedth a producer and a
division of the Department of Defense ladtwithin theforum state, pwuant to the
contract). Defendants KCCC and Mr. Megermiateracted with aragency located in
Kansas because the federal governmentdédcthat was where the Bureau of Prison’s
regional office should be located---not besa defendants sought to reach out and
conduct activities in Kansasld. As the Tenth Circuit has explained, the focus in
analyzing personal jurisdiction must be upoa tlefendants’ relevamontacts with the
forum state, and not the defendants’ contacts with a resident of the fanugillo v.
Williams, 465 F.3d 1210, 1219 (10Cir. 2006) (quoting nstitutional Food Marketing
Assocs., Ltd. v. Golden Sate Strawberries, Inc., 747 F.2d 448, 456 {8Cir. 1984)).
Plaintiff has not alleged that KCCC or Mylegerman had any relant contacts with
Kansas, but rather merely contact in Miss with an entity bsed in Kansas. In
addition, any harm plaintiff etured from an alleged breachtbf contract by having to
pay his own medical expensescurred in Missouri, where ghtiff received all medical
treatment and where he resided. TherefoeeQburt concludes that even if the relations

13



between KCCC and the North Central Regio@dfice relate to plaintiff's claims for
relief, they cannot estabh a purposeful act of defendarKCCC or Mr. Megerman such
that defendants could reasonably antat#being subject to suit in Kansas.

Lastly, plaintiff alleges that defendartave had sufficient contact with the forum
state because they violated ahligation to provide meditaare to plaintiff free of
charge and then collectivelgeviewed the related grievance filed by plaintiff. In
particular, the North Central Regional @#i in Kansas City, Kansas purportedly
reviewed the grievance plaifithad filed after it was subitted to defendant KCCC. As
plaintiff asserts that defendants hinderedeayed his attempt to exhaust administrative
remedies with respect to this grievantee litigation potentiallyresults in part from
injuries relating to review of the grievancddowever, the fact that the North Central
Regional Office in Kansas reviewed a gaace filed originally with defendants in
Missouri does not establish that KCG& Mr. Megerman purposefully conducted
activities in Kansas. Indeedhe Tenth Circuit has colucled that a nonresident
defendant does not have sufficient contacith \a forum state whethe only asserted
contacts of the nonresidents involve signipgeals of grievances asserted by prisoners
in the forum state and occasionally advissenior agency staff ithe forum state.
Johnson v. Rardin, 1992 WL 9019, at *1 (1D Cir. Jan. 17, 1992) (unpublished table
opinion). See also Mansoori v. Lappin, 2005 WL 2387599, at5 (D. Kan. Sept. 21,
2005). Therefore, the North @ieal Regional Office’s reew of plaintiff's grievance
would be insufficient to finetven that an offial from the North Central Regional Office
had availed himself of the privilegd conducting activities in MissouriA fortiori, the
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Missouri entity—KCCC—cannot be found to Veaavailed itself of the privilege of
conducting activities in Kansashen a Kansas agency reviews grievances filed by the
Missouri entity’s program participants.

In conclusion, the Court determines thiatannot constitutionally exercise specific
jurisdiction over defendants KCCC or Mr. Megen. Plaintiff has failed to satisfy his
burden of establishing a primacfa case that jurisdiction ovéine defendants is proper.

In particular, he has failed fwoint out how defendants hagagaged in any conduct that
constitutes a purposeful availment of the peye of acting within Kansas; therefore,
they could not have reasonably anticipabeshg subject to suit in Kansas based upon

their alleged activities.

2. General Jurisdiction

Having concluded that the defendants are sudiject to specific jurisdiction in
Kansas, the Court considers whether it mayertheless exercise general jurisdiction
over the defendants. The Court may exergeeeral jurisdiction over the defendants
even if the alleged injury ignrelated to the defendants’ cacitis with the forum state if
the unrelated contacts are “continuous arstesyatic” enough “that the defendant could
reasonably anticipate being haletb court in that forum.” Trierweiler v. Croxton and
Trench Holding Corp., 90 F.3d 1523, 1543 (TCCir. 1996) (citingHanson v. Denckla,
357 U.S. 235, 253 (BB)). Plaintiff has failed to edihash that defendas have engaged
in any activities in the form state that could support a finding of “continuous and
systematic” contact with Kansas. Gengraisdiction may be exercised only if the
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nonresident has “a substantial amoohtontacts with the forum stateTrierweiler, 90

F.3d at 1533 (citing 4 KARLES A. WRIGHT & ARTHUR R. MILLER, FEDERAL PRACTICE

AND PROCEDURE § 1067, at 298 (2d ed. 1987))Although plaintff asserts that
defendants interacted witheiNorth Central Regional Office to some degree because the
North Central Regional Office serveds the Bureau of Prisons’ “Technical
Representative,” nothing inghtiff's complaint indicateshat defendants KCCC or Mr.
Megerman engaged in any continuous busimedsansas. Therefore, the exercise of

general jurisdiction isiot appropriate.

For the foregoing reasons, the Court codelithat it may not exercise personal
jurisdiction over defendants KGC or Mr. Megerman because to do so would violate the

requirements of due process.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED BY THE COURT THAT the motion of
defendants KCCC and Mr. Megerman tesrdiss plaintiffs comfaint for lack of
personal jurisdiction (doc. # 33) igranted and plaintiff's claims regarding these

defendants are dismissed.

IT ISSO ORDERED.
Dated this 8th day ddeptember, 2009, in Kansas City, Kansas.
siJohnW. Lungstrum

bhn W. Lungstrum
Unhited States District Judge
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