Continuing pullback from ISC

CASE 3 – HANSON V. DENCKLA (10/21/2005)

(Pg 535 – the “” case)
1. Mother, Donner dies
2. 3 daughters – Hanson, Stuart, & Denckla
3. Donner’s will leaves 400K in trust to Hanson’s kids (her grandkids), and 500K to Stuart & Denckla respectively
4. Trustee – Wilmington Trust Co.
5. Question about the legality of the trust – did she maintain too much control over the prop in the trust?
1.) If trust is legal – When she dies the 400K passes via the will into a new trust admin by the DE trust co
2.) If trust is illegal – It falls under the residuary clause of the will, which means that Stuart & Denckla will get an add’l 200K (they’d get 700K each & Hanson’s kids will get nothing)
Case #1
1. Stuart & Denckla bring a declaratory action in FL against Hanson
2. FL judge rules that prop passes pursuant to the residuary clause of the will (Stuart & Denckla get the $)
Case #2
1. Hanson brings action in DE against Stuart & Denckla

2. DE judge rules that trust is valid (Hanson’s kids get the $)

SCt
1. Both cases are affirmed by their respective state SCt’s; both go to SCt
2. What is the fed question that allows the SCt to hear the appeal of the FL case?  14th Amend Due Process Clause – whether the trustee (Wilmington Trust Co) was properly w/in the jd of the FL ct 
3. What is the fed question that allows the SCt to hear the appeal of the DE case?  Art IV, §1 give the SCt juris over these appeals.  SCt wants to see if DE has to give Full Faith & Credit to FL SCt’s ruling 
FL case
1. Why does it matter so much that the FL ct has PJ over the person of the Wilmington Trust Co, given that the fight is really b/t Hanson & her two sisters?
1.) B/c trustees are indispensable parties to any case involving the validity of the trust 
2.) If there is no PJ over them, then they can’t be parties, and since they are indispensable, that means the case can’t continue in their absence.
i. Therefore, if the Wilmington Trust Co was not w/in the PJ of the ct, then the FL judgment s/n/h rendered, and there is nothing for DE ct to give Full Faith & Credit to

ii. If, on the other hand, the Wilmington Trust Co was a legitimate party in the FL case, then the FL judgment is fine, and DE ct is req’d under Art IV, §1 to give Full Faith & Credit to the FL judgment 

2. Thus, the 14th Amend Due Process Clause question flowing in from the FL case is only one that matters – it determines everything else 
3. Assuming FL state law permitted this, does the FL ct have PJ over the Wilmington Trust Co?  In other words, does maintaining this suit against the Wilmington Trust Co in FL offend traditional notions of fair play & sub justice (ISC)?
1.) Argue for YES: Since Wilmington Trust Co has no bus dealings in FL, making them go to FL to defend this suit is unfair 
2.) Argue for NO: All the other parties involved in this case (Donner’s corpse, Hanson, her grandkids, Stuart & Denckla) are already in FL.  

i. But do these people matter?  Whose due process rights should we focus on?
3.) Doesn’t state of FL have signif int in resolving this?  Making sure their estates are settled properly and quickly?
4.) Doesn’t state of DE have signif int in resolving this?  Making sure their trusts are administered properly?
4. SCt only seemed to focus on what Wilmington Trust Co did relative to FL, but those other parties interests are interesting questions too.  Was SCt too ltd in it’s inquiry? 
5. Focusing only on what the Wilmington Trust Co did, did they do enough relative to FL so that we will say maintaining a suit in FL against them does not offend traditional notions of fair play & sub justice?
1.) Argue for YES:  Donner set up trust w/ Wilmington Trust Co while she was in PA.  After Donner moved to FL, the Wilmington Trust Co continued to do bus w/ her, even tho she was their only client in FL
i. Comparable to McGee in the sense that only one bus dealing is enough to establish PJ
2.) Argue for NO:  Since Wilmington Trust Co has no bus dealings in FL, making them go to FL to defend this suit is unfair
i. Distinguishable from McGee in the sense that in McGee, that TX insur co solicited McGee’s bus;  here the trust was just ‘along for the ride’;  Wilmington Trust Co didn’t chase after Donner; she wanted to continue doing bus w/ them
6. SCt goes w/ “5, 2.)” reasoning.  
7. Interesting question if Wilmington Trust Co didn’t essentially do the same thing as the TX insur co in McGee did (soliciting her bus by agreeing to continue handling her trust), but SCt said that that wasn’t good enough
8. Therefore, despite the interests of Donner, Hanson, Stuart & Denckla, & state of FL, perhaps even judicial sys as a whole, b/c Wilmington Trust Co has not done a volitional act assoc’g it’s bus w/ state of FL, it does NOT have min contacts, so that maintaining a suit against them DOES offend traditional notions of fair play & sub justice
1.) ( New standard:  minimum purposeful availment contacts.
9. Thus, they weren’t a legitimate party in the FL case b/c rendering a judgment against them offended the 14th Amend Due Process Clause.  But since they were an indispensable party in that case, the case couldn’t proceed w/out them.  As a consequence, the FL judgment is invalid, and DE ct is NOT req’d to give Full Faith & Credit under Art IV, §1
1.) Similar to Mullane in that if DE had not been given jurisdiction, there would be no forum for the case.  (Jurisdiction by necessity)
10. So FL case was reversed, the DE case was aff’d

Question:

1. Stuart & Denckla were Δ’s in Hanson’s DE action – why didn’t they ask to have that suit dismissed for lack of PJ over them?  After all, they were from FL, and they’d never been to DE

1.) B/c they want to enforce the FL judgment against the trustee in DE under the FF&C clause

2.) They want to be parties in the DE case b/c they want to carry that FL judgment to DE under Art IV
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