


occurs, "a defendant who has maintained a continuous and systematic linkage with 

the forum state brings himself within the general jurisdiction of that state's courts in 

respect to all matters, even those that are unrelated to the defendant's contacts with 

the forum." Phillips Exeter Acad. v. Howard Phillips Fund, 196 F.3d 284, 288 (1st 

Cir. 1999). In addition to the "continuous and systematic" basis for general personal 

jurisdiction, a defendant may also be "at home" in "its state of incorporation and the 

state that houses its principal place of business." I{uan Chen v. United States Spol'ts 

Acad., Inc., 956 F.3d 45, 57 (1st Cir. 2020). 

The Court has no general personal jurisdiction over Defendant Marlborough. 

Marlborough is a Delaware corporation with its principal place of business in 

Massachusetts. Its sole member is also a Maryland company. See ECF No. 6·1 at 8. 

Moreover, Marlborough's contacts with Rhode Island are not continuous and 

systematic to satisfy personal jurisdiction. Because this matter is a breach of contract 

with regard to land situated in Connecticut, the Court finds it would "offend 

traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice" to allow this matter to proceed 

in this jurisdiction based on general personal jurisdiction. See Int'l Shoe Co. v. State 

of Wash., Of£ of Unemployment Comp. & Placement, 326 U.S. 310, 316 (1945) 

(internal quotations omitted). 

The second type of personal jurisdiction is specific personal jurisdiction. 

"Specific jurisdiction analysis under the Due Process Clause has three distinct 

components: relatedness, purposeful availment, and reasonableness. An affirmative 

finding on each of these elements is needed to support a specific jurisdiction finding." 
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