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Jefferies · No. No. 25-2352-KHV · Decided April 16, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Kansas granted Koninklijke Philips N.V.'s motion
to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(2) for lack of personal jurisdiction. The court
declined jurisdictional discovery, dismissed the amended complaint against Koninklijke Philips N.V.,
and did not reach the alternative Rule 12(b)(6) and statute-of-repose arguments.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant Koninklijke Philips N.V. moved to dismiss the First
Amended Issue Class Action Complaint for lack of personal
jurisdiction under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(2), failure to
state a claim under Rule 12(b)(6), and the Kansas statute of repose.
The court granted the Rule 12(b)(2) motion and dismissed the claims
against Koninklijke Philips N.V.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(2) motion, plaintiffs must make a prima facie
showing that personal jurisdiction exists; the court must resolve the
jurisdictional challenge before reaching alternative merits-based
grounds for dismissal.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum and order; nonprecedential

TOPICS

personal jurisdiction motions to dismiss civil procedure class actions

PRACTICE AREAS



civil procedure personal jurisdiction commercial litigation

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court could exercise general or specific personal jurisdiction over Koninklijke Philips N.V.
in Kansas.

2. Whether plaintiffs were entitled to jurisdictional discovery concerning Koninklijke's relationship with
Philips North America.

3. Whether the court needed to decide the alternative Rule 12(b)(6) and Kansas statute-of-repose grounds
after finding no personal jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. The court lacked personal jurisdiction over Koninklijke Philips N.V. because plaintiffs failed to make a
prima facie showing of jurisdiction and did not allege facts establishing sufficient contacts with Kansas.

2. Plaintiffs were not entitled to jurisdictional discovery because they identified no disputed jurisdictional
facts or specific discovery necessary to establish personal jurisdiction.

3. The court did not need to address the alternative Rule 12(b)(6) or Kansas statute-of-repose arguments
after dismissing for lack of personal jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because plaintiffs fail to make a prima facie showing of jurisdiction and identify no factual issues in that
regard, defendant’s motion must be granted under Rule 12(b)(2) for lack of personal jurisdiction.”

“The law is well settled, and due to the press of other court business, the Court renders this truncated ruling
to advance the just, speedy and inexpensive determination of this action under Rule 1, Fed. R. Civ. P.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs sued Koninklijke Philips N.V. and related entities. The complaint did not allege facts suggesting that
Philips North America acted as Koninklijke's agent, and plaintiffs did not identify facts showing continuous,
systematic, or minimum contacts between Koninklijke and Kansas. Plaintiffs sought jurisdictional discovery
regarding Koninklijke's degree of control over Philips North America, but identified no disputed jurisdictional
fact or specific discovery need.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed a First Amended Issue Class Action Complaint against, among others, Koninklijke Philips N.V.
Defendant moved to dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction and, alternatively, failure to state a claim and the
Kansas statute of repose. Plaintiffs requested jurisdictional discovery concerning Koninklijke's alleged control
over Philips North America, but the court found that plaintiffs had identified no disputed jurisdictional facts or
specific discovery necessary. The court granted dismissal for lack of personal jurisdiction and declined to reach
the alternative Rule 12(b)(6) and repose arguments.
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