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SUMMARY

The Minnesota Supreme Court considers whether Minnesota courts may exercise specific personal
jurisdiction over Ford Motor Company in a products-liability action involving a Ford vehicle that
crashed in Minnesota. The court holds that Ford's sales, advertising, marketing, data-collection, and
other contacts with Minnesota sufficiently relate to the claims and that exercising jurisdiction
comports with due process. The court affirms the court of appeals.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Minnesota may exercise specific personal jurisdiction over Ford when the particular vehicle
involved in the accident was designed, manufactured, and originally sold outside Minnesota.

2. Whether due process requires a causal connection between Ford's Minnesota contacts and Bandemer's
claims, or whether jurisdiction is proper when the claims arise out of or relate to those contacts.

3. Whether the exercise of specific personal jurisdiction over Ford comports with fair play and substantial
justice.

HOLDINGS

1. Minnesota may exercise specific personal jurisdiction over Ford because Ford purposefully availed itself
of Minnesota through substantial sales, advertising, marketing, data collection, and other contacts, and
Bandemer's claims arose out of or related to those contacts.

2. Due process does not require that Ford's Minnesota contacts have caused Bandemer's claims; it is
sufficient that the claims arise out of or relate to Ford's Minnesota contacts.

3. Exercising specific personal jurisdiction over Ford was consistent with fair play and substantial justice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because there is a substantial connection between the defendant Ford, the forum Minnesota, and the claims
brought by Bandemer, Ford's contacts with Minnesota suffice to establish specific personal jurisdiction over
the company regarding Bandemer's claims.” (at 755)

“Here, we hold that Ford's contacts alone are sufficient to support specific personal jurisdiction and the
reasonableness factors, which heavily favor jurisdiction, do not detract from the reasonableness of asserting
jurisdiction over Ford here.” (at 755)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Adam Bandemer, a Minnesota resident, was injured while riding as a passenger in a 1994 Ford Crown Victoria
involved in a crash on a Minnesota road. Bandemer alleged that the passenger-side airbag failed to deploy
because of a defect and asserted products-liability, negligence, and breach-of-warranty claims against Ford.
Although the vehicle was designed, manufactured, and originally sold outside Minnesota, Ford sold more than
2,000 1994 Crown Victorias and approximately 200,000 vehicles of all types to Minnesota dealerships during
the relevant period, advertised and marketed in Minnesota, collected performance data from Minnesota
dealerships, and maintained employees, mechanics, franchises, property, and a service agent in the state.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Adam Bandemer filed products-liability, negligence, and breach-of-warranty claims against Ford in Minnesota
state district court after suffering injuries in a Minnesota automobile crash. Ford moved to dismiss for lack of
personal jurisdiction, but the district court held that jurisdiction was proper. The Minnesota Court of Appeals
affirmed, and the Minnesota Supreme Court granted review and affirmed.

DISPOSITION



affirmed
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