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Case 1 - MULLANE V. CENTRAL HANOVER BANK (2/2) (11/03/2005)

(Pg 624 – the “” case)
1. We had a NY scheme that allowed people w/ small amts of $ in trusts to use the svcs of a corporate trustee by combining all of those little acc’ts
2. Trusts – testamentary trust (wills – income for surviving spouse & remainder to child)
3. Vaughn & Mullane represented people w/ principal & int beneficiaries
4. In Mullane (1/2) we discussed why there was PJ over all of these participants in the trust, incl’g people who hadn’t been born yet
1.) As a matter of geo power, if you can’t try this case in NY you can’t try it anywhere else.  But since it’s a good idea to have these trusts, we have to try them somewhere – s/b NY
5. Here, we’re going to focus on constitutionally adequate notice, which we have to has as well
6. How much notice is constitutionally req’d under the Due Process Clause?
1.) SCt held that it was “notice reasonably calculated, under all the circumstances, to give notice to the Δ”
7. Like ISC, ‘reasonably’ is in the eye of the beholder – very mushy – lots of litigation about how much notice is reasonable 
8. In this case, how were the people w/ int in the trust actually notified? – By publication
1.) SCt didn’t think that was sufficient for people w/ known addresses;  they also had to receive notice by mail
2.) SCt felt that it was sufficient for people whose addresses you didn’t know
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