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SUMMARY

The Oregon Supreme Court considered whether BNSF Railway Company consented to general
personal jurisdiction in Oregon by appointing a registered agent under ORS 60.731(1). The court held
that the statute addresses service of process and does not constitute implied consent to general
jurisdiction. The court issued a peremptory writ directing the trial court to dismiss the action for lack
of general jurisdiction.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE BNSF petitioned the Oregon Supreme Court for an original
proceeding in mandamus after the Multnomah County Circuit Court
denied its motion to dismiss for lack of general personal jurisdiction.
The Supreme Court issued an alternative writ, the trial court adhered
to its ruling, and the Supreme Court then decided whether a registered-
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jurisdiction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Original mandamus review of the trial court's jurisdictional ruling;
statutory interpretation based on text, context, and legislative history.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published, precedential Oregon Supreme Court decision; decided en
banc.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether appointing a registered agent under ORS 60.731(1) constitutes implied consent by a foreign
corporation to general personal jurisdiction in Oregon.

2. Whether ORS 60.731(1) independently provides a basis for Oregon jurisdiction over a foreign
corporation.

3. Whether the Multnomah County Circuit Court erred in exercising general jurisdiction over BNSF.

HOLDINGS

1. Appointing a registered agent under ORS 60.731(1) does not constitute implied consent by a foreign
corporation to the general jurisdiction of Oregon courts.

2. ORS 60.731(1) is not an independent source of personal jurisdiction; it only identifies an agent
authorized to accept process that another source of law requires or permits to be served.

3. The trial court erred in ruling that it had general jurisdiction over BNSF, and a peremptory writ of
mandamus must issue.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Specifically, we conclude that appointing a registered agent to receive service of process merely designates a
person upon whom process may be served. It does not constitute implied consent to the jurisdiction of the
Oregon courts.” (146)

“Considering the text of ORS 60.731(1) together with its context and history, we conclude, as a matter of state
law, that the Oregon legislature did not intend that appointing a registered agent pursuant to that subsection
would constitute consent to the jurisdiction of the Oregon courts.” (162)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Figueroa was working for BNSF in Pasco, Washington, repairing a locomotive engine when a portable stair
supplied by BNSF rolled or kicked out from under her, causing substantial injuries. She sued BNSF in Oregon
even though the injury occurred in Washington. BNSF is incorporated in Delaware and has its principal place of
business in Fort Worth, Texas, and it operates in Oregon but Oregon activities represented a small portion of its
overall operations.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Figueroa sued BNSF in Oregon for injuries sustained while working for BNSF in Washington. The Multnomah
County Circuit Court denied BNSF's motion to dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction. The Oregon Supreme
Court issued an alternative writ of mandamus, the trial court adhered to its ruling, and the Supreme Court issued
a peremptory writ directing relief.



DISPOSITION

writ_granted

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The peremptory writ directs relief from the trial court's ruling that it had general jurisdiction over BNSF. The
court left any issue concerning possible specific jurisdiction initially to the trial court.
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