
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 
 

CHICAGO TRANSIT AUTHORITY RETIREE 
HEALTH CARE TRUST and THE BOARD OF 
TRUSTEES FOR THE CHICAGO RETIREE 
HEALTH CARE TRUST,  
 
 
                                      Plaintiffs, 
v. 
 
DILWORTH PAXSON, LLP; TIMOTHY 
ANDERSON; and GREENBERG TRAURIG, LLP;  
 
 

                             Defendants. 
 

 Case No. 19-cv-07570 
 Honorable Mary M. Rowland 

 

DEFENDANTS DILWORTH PAXSON LLP’S AND ANDERSON’S 
MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF THEIR MOTION TO  

DISMISS THE COMPLAINT FOR LACK OF JURISDICTION 
 

Defendants Dilworth Paxson LLP (the “Firm”) and Timothy B. Anderson (“Anderson”) 

(collectively, “Dilworth”) submit this memorandum of law in support of their Motion to Dismiss 

the Complaint for Lack of Personal Jurisdiction pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 

12(b)(2). 

Plaintiffs allege they were defrauded by non-parties who have pleaded guilty in connection 

with the theft of the proceeds of bonds issued by a sovereign tribal entity associated with the Oglala 

Sioux Tribe of the Pine Ridge Reservation in South Dakota.  The Plaintiffs, Chicago-based trusts, 

purchased their bonds through a transfer agent located in New York.  This is not the first place that 

Plaintiffs have tried to sue these defendants, a law firm and one of its former partners based in 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.  For reasons that Plaintiffs have not disclosed, however, they continue 

to sue in venues where Dilworth is not subject to personal jurisdiction, and their claims against 

Dilworth should be dismissed here as they were in South Carolina.  Dilworth strongly disputes the 
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allegations of fraud, negligence or other wrongful conduct.  Like the court in South Carolina where 

Plaintiffs brought suit years ago, this Court need not review Plaintiffs’ meritless claims because it 

lacks personal jurisdiction over Dilworth. 

I.  BACKGROUND 

A. The Action 

On October 18, 2019, Plaintiffs brought suit against Dilworth and Greenberg Traurig, LLP 

(“Greenberg”) in the Circuit Court of Cook County, Illinois.  The state court complaint asserts four 

claims against Dilworth: (1) negligence, (2) aiding and abetting a breach of fiduciary duty, (3) civil 

conspiracy, and (4) tortious interference with contract. Plaintiffs also bring a negligence claim 

against Greenberg.  (Dkt. No. 1-1 (hereinafter, the “Complaint”) at 6-57)  On November 15, 2019, 

Greenberg removed the case to this Court on the basis of diversity jurisdiction pursuant to 28 

U.S.C. §§ 1332, 1441 and 1446.  (Dkt. No. 1 at 1) 

B. The Parties 

 The Complaint alleges that Defendant Dilworth Paxson LLP is a law firm operating as a 

limited liability partnership.  (Complaint ¶ 11)  The Firm was formed in Pennsylvania and has 

offices in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; Harrisburg, Pennsylvania; Cherry Hill, New Jersey; 

Princeton, New Jersey; Wilmington, Delaware; and New York, New York.  (Affidavit of Patrick 

M. Northen, Exhibit 1 (“Northen Aff.”) ¶¶ 4(a), 4(c))  The Firm does not have and has never had 

an office in Illinois.  (Id. ¶ 4(d))  The Firm’s partners reside in several states, but no partners reside 

in Illinois.  (Id.; Complaint ¶ 11)  The Firm has never registered to do business in Illinois, it does 

not pay taxes in Illinois, it has never had a bank account in Illinois, and has never maintained an 

agent in Illinois.  (Northen Aff. ¶ 4(d))  The Firm does not advertise in Illinois.  (Id.)  The Firm 

does not employ any resident of Illinois and none of its attorneys are members of the Bar in Illinois.  

(Id.) 
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 Defendant Anderson is an attorney and former partner of the Firm who resides in 

Pennsylvania.  (Complaint ¶ 12; Affidavit of Timothy B. Anderson, Exhibit 2 (“Anderson Aff.”) 

¶ 2)  Anderson does not reside in Illinois, has never owned real or personal property in Illinois, 

does not maintain a bank account in Illinois, and does not pay taxes in Illinois.  (Id. ¶ 5)  Anderson 

has never maintained an office in Illinois, has never advertised in Illinois, has never been registered 

to do business in Illinois, and is not a member of the Bar in Illinois.  (Id.) 

 Plaintiff Chicago Transit Authority Retiree Health Care Trust (“RHCT”) alleges that it is 

a pension fund established to provide healthcare benefits to retirees of the Chicago Transit 

Authority, with a principal place of business in Chicago, Illinois.  (Id. ¶ 7)  Plaintiff RHCT alleges 

that it is maintained by its Board of Trustees, which is also a Plaintiff in this Action.  (Id. ¶ 10) 

C. Plaintiffs’ Allegations Pertaining to Personal Jurisdiction Over Dilworth 

 Plaintiffs allege that they entered into an Investment Management Agreement with Hughes 

Capital Management, LLC (“Hughes Capital”), a registered investment advisor based in Edmond, 

Oklahoma, in 2009.  (Complaint ¶ 19; Anderson Aff. ¶ 6)  The Complaint says that Hughes Capital 

was responsible for managing certain RHCT retirement funds.  (Complaint ¶ 21)  Plaintiffs allege 

that Hughes Capital purchased bonds issued by Wakpamni Lake Community Corporation 

(“WLCC”), a tribally-chartered corporation associated with the Oglala Sioux Tribe of the Pine 

Ridge Reservation in South Dakota.  (Id. ¶¶ 37, 185, 221)   

According to Plaintiffs, the proceeds of these bonds were misappropriated by non-parties 

Jason Galanis and Hugh Dunkerley. (Id. ¶¶ 240, 312)  Dunkerley was the president of Burnham 

Securities, Inc. (“Burnham”), a brokerage firm in New York.  (Id. ¶ 50)  Dunkerley and Galanis 

pleaded guilty to crimes associated with their roles in the Wakpamni bond offering.  (Id. ¶¶ 307, 

312)   
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 Plaintiffs allege that Dilworth, in Philadelphia, provided legal services to Burnham 

Securities, in New York, in connection with the tribal bond offering by the South Dakota Oglala 

Sioux Tribe purchased by Plaintiffs’ investment advisor in Oklahoma.  (Complaint ¶ 54; Anderson 

Aff. ¶¶ 5-6; Northen Aff. ¶ 4(d))  Plaintiffs maintain that Investor Letters and Opinion Letters 

prepared by Dilworth were used by Dunkerley and Galanis to facilitate the sale of the bonds.  

(Complaint ¶¶ 155-59, 188, 191)  None of this had anything to do with Illinois. 

 Plaintiffs nevertheless assert jurisdiction over Dilworth in this forum through the Illinois 

long-arm statute, 735 ILCS § 5/2–209, based on two incidental contacts with Illinois that fail to 

satisfy the requirements of Due Process (Plaintiffs’ presence is irrelevant to jurisdiction over 

Dilworth).  First, Plaintiffs allege that Anderson, in representing Burnham, contacted U.S. Bank, 

a national banking organization based in Minnesota that is the fifth-largest bank in the country, 

with 74,000 employees, to serve as indenture trustee for the bond issuance.  (Id. ¶ 100)  Although 

U.S. Bank is not an Illinois entity, Plaintiffs allege that the U.S. Bank employee Anderson 

contacted – the Corporate Trust Business Development Manager for the territory including South 

Dakota – happened to be “officed” in Illinois.  (Id. ¶ 101)  Plaintiffs allege that this U.S. Bank 

employee acted as Hughes’ primary sales person on the Wakpamni offerings.  (Id. ¶ 102)  Plaintiffs 

do not allege that Anderson came to Illinois to meet with the U.S. Bank employee; his contacts 

were made through emails and telephone calls. (Id. ¶¶ 103-112)1 

 Second, Plaintiffs allege that Anderson, in representing Burnham, contacted a Northern 

Trust employee with an Illinois phone number to confirm a wire transfer in connection with 

Plaintiffs’ purchase of bonds.  (Id. ¶ 181)  Plaintiffs do not allege (they imply, but never state 

definitively) where this Northern Trust employee was located, “officed,” or otherwise situated 

                                                 
1  Plaintiffs make other allegations about U.S. Bank but none pertain to Illinois, and thus are not relevant to the 
personal jurisdiction analysis. 
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when these calls – which could have been by cell phone and therefore anyplace in the world – 

allegedly occurred.  Northern Trust has offices in 20 states and 23 foreign countries.  Nor do 

Plaintiffs allege activity that is integral to the matters of which they complain: Northern Trust was 

RHCT’s custodian bank, and Anderson contacted the Northern Trust just to confirm that funds 

were being wired and to obtain a reference number for the wire.  (Id. ¶¶ 176, 183-84) 

II.  LEGAL STANDARD 

 In diversity cases, personal jurisdiction is governed by the law of the forum state.  Citadel 

Group Ltd. v. Wash. Reg’l Med. Ctr., 536 F.3d 757, 760 (7th Cir.2008).  Illinois’s long-arm statute, 

735 ILCS § 5/2–209, permits its courts to exercise personal jurisdiction to the fullest extent allowed 

by the Illinois and United States Constitutions.  See KM Enterprises, Inc. v. Glob. Traffic Techs., 

Inc., 725 F.3d 718, 732 (7th Cir. 2013).  The Seventh Circuit has held that “there is no operative 

difference between the limits imposed by the Illinois Constitution and the federal limitations on 

personal jurisdiction,” Hyatt Int’l Corp. v. Coco, 302 F.3d 707, 715 (7th Cir.2003), and thus a 

single inquiry under the federal standard suffices.  C.H. Johnson Consulting, Inc. v. Roosevelt Rds. 

Naval Station Lands & Facilities Redevelopment Auth., No. 1:12-cv-08759, 2013 WL 5926062, 

at *2 (N.D. Ill. Nov. 5, 2013). 

 The federal test for personal jurisdiction requires that the defendant has “certain minimum 

contacts with [the forum state] such that the maintenance of the suit does not offend ‘traditional 

notions of fair play and substantial justice.’”  Int’l Shoe Co. v. Washington, 326 U.S. 310, 316, 66 

S.Ct. 154, 90 L.Ed. 95 (1945) (quoting Milliken v. Meyer, 311 U.S. 457, 463, 61 S.Ct. 339, 85 

L.Ed. 278 (1940)).  For general personal jurisdiction to exist, those contacts must be so “continuous 

and systematic” that the defendant is “essentially home in the forum State.”  Goodyear Dunlop 

Tires Operations, S.A. v. Brown, 564 U.S. 915, 919, 131 S.Ct. 2846, 180 L.Ed.2d 796 (2011).  To 
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support specific personal jurisdiction, “the defendant’s suit-related conduct must create a 

substantial connection with the forum State.”  Walden v. Fiore, 521 U.S. 277, 284 134 S.Ct. 1115, 

1121, 188 L.Ed.2d 12 (2014). 

 Plaintiffs bear the burden of demonstrating the existence of personal jurisdiction, whether 

general or specific.  Purdue Research Found. v. Sanofi–Synthelabo, S.A., 338 F.3d 773, 782 (7th 

Cir. 2003).  In determining whether the plaintiff has met its burden, the court may consider 

affidavits from both parties.  United Airlines, Inc. v. Zaman, 152 F. Supp. 3d 1041, 1045 (N.D. Ill. 

2015) (citing Felland v. Clifton, 682 F.3d 665, 672 (7th Cir. 2012)).  When the defendant 

challenges, by affidavit, a fact alleged in the Complaint, the plaintiff has an obligation to go beyond 

the pleadings and submit affirmative evidence supporting the exercise of jurisdiction.  Purdue 

Research Foundation, 338 F.3d at 783.  Although the court resolves factual disputes in the 

plaintiff’s favor, unrefuted facts in the defendant’s affidavits are taken as true.  GCIU–Employer 

Retirement Fund v. Goldfarb Corp., 565 F.3d 1018, 1020 n.1 (7th Cir. 2009).  Here, Dilworth has 

submitted the affidavits of Messrs. Northen and Anderson laying out the activities in which 

Dilworth engaged and how those activities are neither “continuous and systematic” so that the 

Dilworth is “essentially home” in Illinois nor suit-related conduct that created a substantial 

connection with Illinois in connection with Dilworth’s representation of Burnham on this bond 

offering. 

III.  ARGUMENT 

 Under the federal standard, Plaintiffs have not met their burden of pleading Dilworth’s 

minimum contacts with Illinois in order to establish either general or specific personal jurisdiction.  

There is nothing alleged in the Complaint that even hints at general jurisdiction.  Plaintiffs neither 

affirmatively assert general jurisdiction, nor do they attempt to plead continuous and systematic 
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contacts between Dilworth and Illinois.  It is, therefore, undisputed that Dilworth was located in 

Pennsylvania and had no systematic ties to Illinois.  (Anderson Aff. ¶ 5; Northen Aff. ¶ 4(d)) 

 Plaintiffs also fail to plead sufficient specific contacts between Dilworth and Illinois to 

establish specific jurisdiction over Dilworth.  The only two ties alleged between Dilworth and 

Illinois in this case, individually and in combination, fail as a matter of law.  Anderson had little – 

and purely ministerial – contact with the two persons who Plaintiffs use to create a link to Illinois; 

the emails and phone call that originated in Pennsylvania sought, at most, administrative assistance 

related to the purchase of bonds issued in South Dakota and purchased in Oklahoma based on 

representations made in New York, none of which were made by Dilworth. 

A. The Court Lacks General Jurisdiction Over Dilworth. 

 General jurisdiction allows a defendant to be sued in the forum state where the defendant’s 

contacts with that state are “so continuous and systematic” as to render the foreign defendant 

“essentially at home” in the forum state.  Daimler AG v. Bauman, 134 S. Ct. 746, 758 n.11 (2014).  

“The threshold for general jurisdiction is high; the contacts must be sufficiently extensive and 

pervasive to approximate physical presence.”  Tamburo v. Dworkin, 601 F.3d 693, 701 (7th Cir. 

2010).  This requirement usually is limited to a corporation’s place of incorporation or principal 

place of business.  Daimler AG, 134 S. Ct., at 760.  The plaintiff invoking general jurisdiction must 

establish an “exceptional case” in order to exercise general jurisdiction anywhere other than those 

two locations.  Id., at 761 n.19. 

 Here, Plaintiffs’ allegations contain no support for a conclusion that Dilworth would be 

subject to general jurisdiction in Illinois.  Plaintiffs make no allegations that the Firm has any 

members or offices in Illinois.  The Complaint makes a single reference to the Firm having offices 

in what it describes as “several states” (Complaint ¶ 11) though not Illinois, and the uncontroverted 
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facts show the Firm lacks any continuous or long-term ties to Illinois.  (Northen Aff. ¶ 4(d))  In 

short, the Firm is not “at home” in Illinois so as to support general jurisdiction over the Firm here. 

 As for Anderson, Plaintiffs admit that Anderson resides in Pennsylvania (see Complaint 

¶ 12), and they make no allegations that Anderson has any pervasive ties to Illinois.  In fact, the 

Complaint describes no instance in which Anderson ever physically appeared in Illinois in 

connection with the bond transaction.  For his part, Anderson has submitted an affidavit 

establishing that he, individually, is not “at home” in this State: he owns no property and has no 

bank accounts in Illinois; he is neither licensed to practice law in Illinois nor otherwise registered 

to do business in the State; and he has none of the other characteristics of an Illinois resident who 

would be subject to general jurisdiction here.  (Anderson Aff. ¶ 5)  

B. The Court Lacks Specific Jurisdiction Over Dilworth. 

Where specific jurisdiction is the only option, the suit must “arise out of” or “be related to” 

the defendant’s minimum contacts with the forum state.  Hyatt Int’l Corp., 302 F.3d at 716.  

“Specific personal jurisdiction is appropriate only where (1) the defendant has purposefully 

directed his activities at the forum state or purposefully availed himself of the privilege of 

conducting business in that state, and (2) the alleged injury arises out of the defendant’s forum-

related activities.”  Tamburo, 601 F.3d at 702 (citing Burger King Corp. v. Rudzewicz, 471 U.S. 

462, 472 (1985)).  Where, as here, the relevant claims are for intentional torts, the court focuses 

on purposeful direction rather than on purposeful availment.  Id. 

Neither the Firm, nor Anderson as a partner in the Firm, has purposefully directed its 

activities at Illinois, nor are they alleged to have done so.  Likewise, there is no allegation that 

Dilworth committed an intentional tort in Illinois, much less that it aimed tortious conduct at this 

forum in a manner that the forum can be said to be the focal point.  Calder v. Jones, 465 U.S. 783, 
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789-90, 104 S.Ct. 1482, 79 L.Ed.2d 804 (1984).  (See also Northen Aff. ¶ 4(d); Anderson Aff. ¶ 5) 

Specifically, there are no allegations that Dilworth took any actions in the State of Illinois.  

There are also no allegations that Anderson or anyone else from the Firm ever visited the State of 

Illinois in relation to the conduct described in the Complaint.  All of Dilworth’s alleged activities 

in connection with the bond offering took place in Pennsylvania on behalf of their New York 

client, Burnham.  (Northen Aff. ¶ 4(d); Anderson Aff. ¶ 5)  “In order for a court to exercise specific 

jurisdiction over a claim, there must be an ‘affiliation between the forum and the underlying 

controversy, principally, [an] activity or an occurrence that takes place in the forum State.’”  

Bristol-Myers Squibb Co. v. Superior Ct. of Cal., San Francisco, Cty., 137 S. Ct. 1773, 1781 (2017) 

(quoting Goodyear Dunlop Tires Operations, S.A. v. Brown, 564 U.S. 915, 919 (2011)).  “When 

there is no such connection, specific jurisdiction is lacking.”  Id.   

The failure of personal jurisdiction is not cured by the two acts on which Plaintiffs rely, 

neither of which constitutes purposeful direction at the State of Illinois or purposeful availment of 

the privilege of doing business in the State of Illinois in connection with these activities. First, in 

reaching out to the territorial business development person for the U.S. Bank region that included 

South Dakota who – Plaintiffs allege – was “officed” in Illinois, Anderson did not purposefully 

direct his actions towards Illinois.  It is noteworthy that Plaintiffs never say that this employee was 

actually in Illinois each time Anderson communicated with him (id. ¶¶ 100, 103), but even had 

they done so, it would not have made a difference to the jurisdictional analysis.  U.S. Bank is not 

an Illinois entity; it was not buying bonds from an Illinois seller; the selling agent was not in 

Illinois; the investment advisor buying the bonds was not in Illinois, and the bond issuer was not 

in Illinois.  Anderson is alleged to have wanted to talk to an employee who could assist with matters 

related to tribal bonds issued from tribal lands within South Dakota.  (See id. ¶¶ 101-103)  It is 
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incidental that this employee had an office in Chicago that the employee may (or may not) have 

been using at the time of the calls with Anderson.  (See id.)  This type of “merely random, 

fortuitous, or attenuated contact[] with the forum state” is not meant to be the basis for jurisdiction 

under a purposeful direction analysis.  See Tamburo, 601 F.3d at 702 (quoting Burger King, 471 

U.S. at 475). 

Similarly, Plaintiffs’ reliance on Anderson’s ministerial contacts with a Northern Trust 

employee who had an Illinois phone number fares no better.  These calls were even more 

attenuated than the contacts with U.S. Bank: Anderson’s call to this person – who may or may not 

have been in Illinois at the time – to confirm wire transfers and obtain a wire reference number for 

a transaction with an Oklahoma investment advisor buying South Dakota bonds is hardly 

something directed at Illinois or that takes advantage of the privilege of doing business in Illinois.  

(Id. ¶¶ 181, 183-84)  Further, Plaintiffs’ allegations insinuating that a Northern Trust employee 

was called in Illinois in connection with the transaction are based solely on the Northern Trust 

employee whom Anderson called having a “312” area code.  (See id. ¶ 181)  Plaintiffs do not 

establish that the call was material to the transaction or that, by making the call, anyone – least of 

all Dilworth – was taking advantage of the privilege of doing business in Illinois so as to subject 

the Firm and Anderson to jurisdiction here.  There is nothing in the Complaint about where the 

funds were being sent to or sent from in a transaction where the buyer and seller were in Oklahoma 

and New York, respectively, and where Anderson (acting on behalf of the Firm) was in 

Pennsylvania.  The transaction was for tribal bonds issued in South Dakota.  The call to confirm a 

wire, which Plaintiffs speculate was received in Illinois based on the area code of one employee’s 

phone, is simply not enough to establish a prima facie case of specific jurisdiction.  In re 

Testosterone Replacement Therapy Prod. Liab. Litig. Coordinated Pretrial Proceedings, 136 F. 
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Supp. 3d 968, 973 (N.D. Ill. 2015) (“[P]laintiffs cannot rely on conclusory allegations unsupported 

by factual assertions.” (internal quotation marks omitted)). 

Plaintiffs’ choosing Hughes, in Oklahoma, to make their purchases, does nothing to 

establish that Dilworth directed activities toward Illinois.  Dilworth was merely carrying out the 

ministerial action of confirming a transfer of funds for the Oklahoma buyer from the New York 

broker for the South Dakota seller. Dilworth was not a party to Plaintiffs’ agreement with Hughes 

to deposit funds in the Northern Trust (assuming that they were using an Illinois branch of the 

bank) and had no control over the bank in which Plaintiffs chose to keep their funds.  See Medline 

Indus., Inc. v. Strategic Commercial Sols., Inc., 553 F. Supp. 2d 979, 986–89 (N.D. Ill. 2008) 

(holding a lack of specific personal jurisdiction over defendants who had no presence or business 

dealings in Illinois, but who “‘directed’ the withdrawal of funds from Illinois banks,” where 

defendants had no control over where they banked).   

Furthermore, to the extent the withdrawal of funds from Northern Trust caused an injury 

to Plaintiffs, that injury was purely economic and does not support personal jurisdiction over tort 

claims that form the basis for the allegations against Dilworth.  In Magnus v. Groner Apartments, 

No. 86 C 734, 1986 WL 8970, at *2 (N.D. Ill. Aug. 14, 1986), the District Court held that it lacked 

jurisdiction over defendants who acted only in Louisiana, even though the plaintiff was injured 

through the withdrawal of funds from its bank account in Illinois.  The Court specifically noted 

that “the Supreme Court of Illinois foreclosed any doubt as to the validity of plaintiff’s economic 

harm theory by stating that jurisdiction would not be proper under the tortious-act section of the 

long-arm statute since an economic loss which is felt in Illinois is not sufficient to confer 

jurisdiction in our courts when the acts occurred outside of Illinois.”  (Internal quotation marks 

and citations omitted)); see also Allman v. McGann, No. 02 C 7442, 2003 WL 1811531, at *5 
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(N.D. Ill. Apr. 4, 2003) (“The Illinois Supreme Court has explicitly rejected the contention that the 

Illinois long-arm statute applies to non-resident defendants whose only contact with Illinois is 

allegedly causing economic harm within the state.”). 

Moreover, Plaintiffs in this case cannot demonstrate jurisdiction through allegations that 

Dilworth’s allegedly tortious conduct caused it to be harmed in Illinois; this is true even if Dilworth 

knew its conduct would harm Plaintiffs in Illinois (though Dilworth disputes any such allegation).  

That issue, to the extent it has any basis in fact (which it does not) was put to rest in a related action 

brought in an equally inappropriate jurisdiction.  Michelin Ret. Plan v. Chicago Transit Auth. 

Retiree Health Care Tr., No. 616CV03604DCCJDA, 2019 WL 2781432, at *6 (D.S.C. June 6, 

2019), report and recommendation adopted, No. 616CV03604DCCJDA, 2019 WL 2771073 

(D.S.C. July 2, 2019) (“[T]he DP Lawyer Defendants’ mere knowledge that their conduct would 

cause harm to a party with connections to South Carolina is not sufficient by itself to establish 

personal jurisdiction.”) (citing Walden, 571 U.S. at 285-291).  The Michelin Retirement Plan court 

based its holding on the principle, set out by the Supreme Court in Walden and controlling here, 

that “plaintiff[s] cannot be the only link between the defendant and the forum.”  Walden, 571 U.S. 

at 285 (2014).  It is not Plaintiffs’ presence that matters, but rather, what actions were taken by 

Dilworth and whether they were directed at the forum state.  See id. (“[M]inimum contacts analysis 

looks to the defendant's contacts with the forum State itself, not defendant’s contacts with persons 

who reside there.”).  The alleged actions and omissions by Dilworth and Anderson were no more 

directed at Illinois than they were at South Carolina.  Accordingly, the same result must apply 

here. 

In sum, Plaintiffs’ allegations attempting to connect Dilworth to Illinois are scant and 

plainly insufficient to demonstrate the necessary “substantial connection” between Dilworth and 
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this forum.  Walden, 521 U.S. at 284.  Dilworth neither purposefully directed its activities at the 

State of Illinois, nor purposefully availed itself of the privilege of conducting business in Illinois, 

and Plaintiffs’ alleged injury did not arise out of Dilworth’s alleged contacts with the State.  

Plaintiffs have failed to meet their burden of demonstrating that either the Firm or Anderson is 

subject to the Court’s specific jurisdiction. 

IV.  CONCLUSION 

 For the foregoing reasons, Dilworth Paxson LLP and its former partner, Timothy 

Anderson, respectfully request that this Court dismiss Plaintiffs’ claims against them for lack of 

personal jurisdiction.  

 
 

Dated: December 23, 2019 
 
        Respectfully submitted,  
            

/s/ Michael Dockterman           
 

Michael Dockterman 
(Illinois Bar No. 3121675) 
Stacie R. Hartman 
(Illinois Bar No. 6237265) 
Steptoe & Johnson LLP 
227 W. Monroe St., Suite 4700 
Chicago, IL 60606 

 Phone:  (312) 577-1300 
mdockterman@steptoe.com 
shartman@steptoe.com  

 
 

Attorneys for Defendants Dilworth 
 Paxson LLP and Timothy Anderson 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

           I, Michael Dockterman, an attorney, hereby certify that on December 23, 2019, I caused a 

true and correct copy of the foregoing DEFENDANTS DILWORTH PAXSON LLP’S AND 

ANDERSON’S MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF THEIR MOTION TO  

DISMISS THE COMPLAINT FOR LACK OF JURISDICTION to be electronically filed with 

the Clerk of Court using CM/ECF, which will serve all counsel of record. 

 

 /s/  Michael Dockterman        . 
  
 Michael Dockterman 
 Steptoe & Johnson LLP 
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