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MARABETH N. THOMPSON and
HARRY W THOMPSON,

Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
ver sus
BLAI NE E. CARTLI DCGE; ET AL.,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
(97-CVv-1710)

Septenber 3, 1998

Before JONES, SM TH, and STEWART, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Marabeth N. Thonpson and her husband brought a | egal
mal practice suit in Louisiana state court against Blaine E
Cartlidge, et al., asserting that his negligent representation in
her personal injury case caused her claimto be prescribed under
Texas’ two year statute of limtations. Because all of the
def endants resi de in Nevada, they renoved the case to federal court
under diversity jurisdiction. The district court granted

appel l ees’ notion to dismss pursuant to Fed. R Cv. P. 12(b),

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



ruling that it did not have personal jurisdiction over the
nonr esi dent defendants. W now affirm

Appellants initially argue that the district court erred
in granting the appellees’ notion to dism ss because they waived
their jurisdictional defense by renoving the case to federal court.
Courts have consistently held, however, that, “[r]enoval, in
itself, does not constitute a waiver of any right to object to | ack

of personal jurisdiction.” Nati onwi de Engineering & Contro

Systens, Inc. v Thomas, 837 F.2d 345, 347-48 (8th Cr. 1988).

Thus, the appellees retained their jurisdictional defense after
they renoved the case to federal court.

Appel lants alternatively assert that the district court
erred in ruling that it had no jurisdiction over the appellees.
Personal jurisdiction over a nonresident defendant is proper when
the state long-arm statute permts service of process and the
exercise of jurisdiction satisfies the due process clause. Since
Loui siana's long-armstatute allows for service of process as far
as the Constitution permts, we need only address the due process

issue. See Asarco, Inc. v. Qenara, Ltd, 912 F.2d 784, 786 (5th

Cr. 1990). The due process clause |limts a court’s power to
exercise personal jurisdiction over a nonresident defendant to
i nstances where the defendant has “certain mnimum contacts with
(the forum state) such that the maintenance of the suit does not
offend traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice.”

| nt ernati onal Shoe Co. v. Washi ngton, 326 U. S. 310, 316, 66 S. Ct

154, 158 (1945). 1In a specific jurisdiction case such as this one,



a defendant satisfies the mninum contacts requirenent when he
purposefully directs activities to the forum state and the
plaintiff’s alleged injury arises out of the defendant’s contacts.

See Burger King Corp. Vv. Rudzewicz, 471 U. S. 462, 474, 105 S. C

2174, 2183 (1985).

In support of their argunent that Cartlidge nmade
sufficient contacts with Louisiana justifying the exercise of
jurisdiction over him appellants note that Cartlidge sent
appel lants regular correspondence related to the appellants’
pendi ng lawsuit, including a retainer agreenent which they signed
in Louisiana. As the district court correctly held, however, these
contacts were insufficient tomaintainjurisdictionover Cartlidge.
Recei ving and signing the retai ner agreenent in Louisiana does not
give Louisiana courts jurisdiction because, “nerely contracting
wth a resident of the forumstate is insufficient to subject the

nonresident to the forums jurisdiction.” Holt Gl & Gas Corp. V.

Harvey, 801 F.2d 773, 778 (5th Gr. 1986), cert. denied, 481 U S.

1015, 107 S. C. 1892 (1987). Additionally, even though appell ants
and Cartlidge enjoyed an attorney-client relationship, “the bare
exi stence of an attorney-client relationship” wthout nore, is
insufficient to satisfy the m nimumcontacts requirenents. Trinity

| ndustries, Inc. v. Myers & Associates, 41 F.3d 229, 230 (5th G

1995) . 2

2Appel l ants assert that the district court has jurisdiction
over the appellees other than Cartlidge due to their association
with Cartlidge. Because we hold that the district court has no
jurisdiction over Cartlidge, it follows that it has no jurisdiction
over the other appellees.



Fi nding no reversible error, the judgnent of the district

court 1s AFFI RVED



