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y Bank National Association et al

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON
AT SEATTLE

MATTHEW JAMES LINDSAY, ESQ.,
CASE NO. C17-0354 RSM
Plaintiff,

)
)
)
)
V. ) ORDER FOR CLARIFICATION AND
) ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE TO
KEY BANK NATIONAL )
)
)
)

ASSOCIATION,et al.,

DEFENDANTS

Defendants.

The Complaint in this matter was filed darch 13, 2017. Dkt. #5. Plaintiff i

proceedingpro se, and it appears thatlabut one of the named Bendants have appeared.

Dkts. #6, #7 and #10.

On March 30, 2017, this Court directed Pldfrtth show cause why this matter shou

not be dismissed for lack of subject matterisgiction. Dkt. #8. The Court noted that

Plaintiffs claims appear toarise out of the appointmemdf a non-familial personal

representative in a Pierce County probate actifae Dkt. #5. Plaintiff alleges that a persor
representative was appointed for his grandf&hEstate, without notice to his mother, H
brother, or himself, all of whom he aljes are the rightful liws of the estateld. He further
alleges that the personal representative took adgantf the fact that his mother suffers frg
brain damage, and coerced her into signingepaork that ultimately resulted in negati

financial consequences.ld. He alleges numerous vitlans of the Revised Code (

ORDER
PAGE -1

Id

al

is

m

nf

Dock

Doc. 11

pts.Justia.com


https://dockets.justia.com/docket/washington/wawdce/2:2017cv00354/243096/
https://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/washington/wawdce/2:2017cv00354/243096/11/
https://dockets.justia.com/

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Washington, as well as of Washington Stedeirt rules and the Waisigton State Rules of

Professional Conduct. He appears to seek anr@hdeving him to intervene in the state col
probate proceedings where he vgaitt vacate several court orderghat matter and to petitio
for a new personal representative.

Plaintiff has since respondedttee Court's Show Cause OrdeRkt. #9. With respec
to jurisdiction, Plaintiff makes sexed arguments. First, he states:

The plaintiff notes the court may V& to sever one, or more of the
defendants for jurisdictional purposes.

The plaintiff requests that the defemd, Arlen Bobb and Attorneys for the
Personal Representative, Turnbull andBd.L.L.C. be severed from this
lawsuit to satisfy “Complet Diversity” requirements.

Dkt. #9 at 2-3.

With respect to probate matters, Pldfingoints to the U.S. Supreme Court case
Marshall v. Marshall, 547 U.S. 293, 126 S. C1735 (2006), wherein the Court defined t{
scope of the probate exdrem to jurisdiction. Dkt. #9 at 6. Haeppears to assert that his clai
are also outside of the Cowtprobate exception, and therefgueisdiction in this Court is
appropriate.ld.

Having reviewed the responBked by Plaintiff, and the mjarity of Defendants having

now appeared in this action, the Court hereby ORDERS:

1. Plaintiff shall clarify no later thaiMay 19, 2017, whether he seeks to voluntarily

dismiss Arlen Bobb and Attorneys for the Personal Representative, Turnbu
Born, P.L.L.C., as Defendants to this action. If the answer is in the affirmatiy
may accomplish such dismissal by filing atide of Voluntary Dismissal with thig

Court.
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2. Defendants SHALL SHOWCAUSE no later thatMay 19, 2017, why this matter|
should not proceed in this Court.

DATED this 28" day of April 2017.

(B

RICARDO S. MARTINEZ
CHIEF UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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