UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

ILLINOIS, EASTERN DIVISION

Alan Cummings v. Marriott International, Inc.

Cummings v. Marriott - No. No. 25-cv-06323 - Decided March 31, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois granted Marriott International,

Inc.’s motion to dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction. The court held that the plaintiff failed to

show Marriott purposefully availed itself of Illinois through its website, Bonvoy rewards program,

communications, branding, or post-injury conduct, and dismissed the premises-liability complaint

without prejudice.
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Defendant removed the premises-liability action from Illinois state
court on diversity grounds and moved to dismiss for lack of personal
jurisdiction under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(2), and
alternatively for failure to state a claim under Rule 12(b)(6).

On a Rule 12(b)(2) motion decided on written submissions, the court
accepts well-pleaded allegations as true and resolves factual disputes
in the plaintiff's favor; the plaintiff bears the burden of establishing
personal jurisdiction. In a diversity action, the federal court's personal-

jurisdiction authority is coextensive with that allowed by Illinois law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Marriott was subject to specific personal jurisdiction in Illinois based on its website, Marriott
Bonvoy rewards program, branding and alleged control of the Thai resort, correspondence with

Cummings, and post-injury handling of the incident.

2. Whether the court should reach Marriott's alternative Rule 12(b)(6) motion after dismissing for lack of

personal jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. Specific personal jurisdiction was lacking because Cummings did not establish that Marriott

purposefully availed itself of Illinois as a forum.

2. The court declined to address Marriott's Rule 12(b)(6) motion because the action was being dismissed

for lack of personal jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For a court to exercise specific personal jurisdiction over a defendant, three requirements must be met: (1) a
defendant must purposefully avail itself of the protections of the forum state; (2) the injury alleged must arise
from or relate to the defendant’s contacts with the forum state; and (3) maintaining the suit in the forum state
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must not offend “traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice.

“Plaintiff cannot establish jurisdiction over Marriott by creating the link between Marriott and Illinois on his

own Initiative.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Cummings, an Illinois resident employed by Ingredion Thailand, allegedly slipped and fell into a water feature
in the lobby of the Rayong Marriott Resort & Spa in Thailand. His employer booked the resort accommodations,
included his Marriott Bonvoy number in the booking, and Cummings received a Marriott-branded confirmation
and tax receipt at his Illinois residence. After the incident, Marriott allegedly refunded unused resort time,
credited travel benefits to Cummings's Bonvoy account, and documented the incident through its risk-

management department.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Cummings filed the action in the Circuit Court of Cook County after allegedly sustaining injuries at a Marriott-
affiliated resort in Thailand. Marriott removed the case to the Northern District of Illinois based on diversity
jurisdiction and moved to dismiss. The court granted the Rule 12(b)(2) motion, dismissed the complaint without
prejudice, and declined to address the Rule 12(b)(6) motion.
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