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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Louisiana denied Bhavesh and Nina Patel's
Rule 12(b)(2) motion to dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction. The court held that the Patels
purposefully directed their travel through Louisiana, creating sufficient minimum contacts, and that
exercising jurisdiction was consistent with fair play and substantial justice. The court did not decide
the merits of Lancer Insurance Company's requested declaratory relief concerning prescription or
choice of law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Louisiana could exercise specific personal jurisdiction over the Patels based on their purposeful
travel through Louisiana and the accident and medical treatment occurring there.

2. Whether exercising personal jurisdiction over the Patels would offend traditional notions of fair play and
substantial justice.

3. Whether the court should resolve the underlying statute-of-limitations and conflicts-of-law issues at the
Rule 12(b)(2) stage.

HOLDINGS

1. Louisiana could exercise specific personal jurisdiction over the Patels because they purposefully
directed their traveling activities through Louisiana, the claims arose from the Louisiana accident, and
they therefore had sufficient minimum contacts with the state.

2. Exercising jurisdiction over the Patels would not offend traditional notions of fair play and substantial
justice.

3. The court would not resolve the underlying statute-of-limitations or conflicts-of-law merits issues
because the Rule 12(b)(2) motion presented only personal jurisdiction and the parties had not provided
sufficient information for a merits ruling.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Patels purposefully directed their traveling activities through the state of Louisiana. It was entirely
reasonable for them to have anticipated being haled into court here.” (707)

“Based on the foregoing analysis, we conclude that Lancer has established that the Patels have minimum
contacts with Louisiana and that Louisiana's exercise of jurisdiction would not offend traditional notions of
fair play and substantial justice.” (709)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Bhavesh and Nina Patel, California residents, boarded in Florida a bus traveling to Texas on a route that passed
through Louisiana. The bus overturned near Natchitoches, Louisiana, after the driver fell asleep, seriously
injuring the Patels; they received emergency and follow-up medical treatment in Louisiana. Lancer, the insurer
of the Florida bus company, paid Louisiana medical expenses and sought a declaration that the Patels' remaining
claims had prescribed. The Patels had no other identified Louisiana contacts and argued that Louisiana lacked
personal jurisdiction over them.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Lancer filed a federal declaratory-judgment action seeking a determination that claims arising from the bus
accident had prescribed. The Patels, who had filed a related tort action in Florida, moved to dismiss for lack of



personal jurisdiction. The district court denied the motion, concluding that the Patels had sufficient minimum
contacts with Louisiana and that exercising jurisdiction was consistent with fair play and substantial justice.
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