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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of New Hampshire held that North Atlantic Refining Limited was subject to
specific personal jurisdiction in New Hampshire in the State's MTBE groundwater-contamination
lawsuit. The court concluded that North Atlantic's production and design of MTBE-containing
gasoline for the northeastern United States market, together with shipments to New Hampshire,
satisfied relatedness and purposeful availment requirements. The court also determined that exercising
jurisdiction was fair and reasonable, and affirmed the denial of North Atlantic's motion to dismiss.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether New Hampshire's long-arm statute and the Federal Due Process Clause authorized specific
personal jurisdiction over North Atlantic.

2. Whether North Atlantic's contacts with New Hampshire were sufficiently related to the State's claims.

3. Whether North Atlantic purposefully availed itself of the privilege of conducting activities in New
Hampshire under the stream-of-commerce-plus theory.

4. Whether exercising jurisdiction over North Atlantic was fair and reasonable under the applicable gestalt
factors.

HOLDINGS

1. North Atlantic's production and design of MTBE-containing gasoline for the northeastern United States
market and the shipment of thirty-seven loads to a New Hampshire location were contacts that related to
the State's claims for contamination-related injuries.

2. North Atlantic purposefully availed itself of the privilege of conducting activities in New Hampshire
because it specifically produced and designed MTBE-containing gasoline for a northeastern United
States market that included New Hampshire and voluntarily participated in the distribution system.

3. Exercising specific personal jurisdiction over North Atlantic in New Hampshire was fair and reasonable.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Purposeful availment requires both foreseeability and voluntariness.” (406)

“We hold that these contacts are sufficient to satisfy the "plus" component of the "stream of commerce plus"
theory.” (407)

“For all of the above reasons, therefore, we hold that North Atlantic is subject to specific personal
jurisdiction in New Hampshire.” (409)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

North Atlantic operated an oil refinery in Newfoundland and Labrador, Canada, and produced reformulated
gasoline containing MTBE from 1995 through 2006 for related Vitol companies. The gasoline was produced for
the northeastern United States market, and thirty-seven shipments of the gasoline were sent from North Atlantic's
refinery to a New Hampshire location. North Atlantic knew that most of its MTBE gasoline was destined for the
United States and that concerns existed regarding MTBE contamination of groundwater and drinking water.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The State sued refiners and manufacturers allegedly involved in supplying MTBE-containing gasoline to New
Hampshire, seeking damages for groundwater and surface-water contamination. After jurisdictional discovery,



the Superior Court denied North Atlantic's motion to dismiss, finding that the State had made a prima facie
showing supporting specific personal jurisdiction. The Supreme Court of New Hampshire affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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