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SUMMARY

The New York Court of Appeals held that a foreign corporation’s registration to do business in New
York and designation of an in-state agent for service of process do not, under New York law, constitute
consent to general personal jurisdiction. The court distinguished its earlier decision in Bagdon v
Philadelphia & Reading Coal & Iron Co., explaining that the case concerned the effect of service of
process rather than consent to general jurisdiction. The court affirmed dismissal of the claims against
Ford Motor Company and The Goodyear Tire & Rubber Company for lack of personal jurisdiction.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs appealed from an Appellate Division order reversing
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PRECEDENTIAL VALUE published precedential opinion of the New York Court of Appeals
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Tire & Rubber Co.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Ford and Goodyear consented to general personal jurisdiction in New York by registering to do
business in New York and designating an in-state agent for service of process under the Business
Corporation Law.

2. Whether the plaintiffs could rely on specific jurisdiction under CPLR 302 or general jurisdiction under
Goodyear and Daimler, where those theories were not preserved or had been abandoned.

HOLDINGS

1. Under New York law, a foreign corporation's registration to do business in New York and designation of
an in-state agent for service of process do not constitute consent to general jurisdiction in New York
courts.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We conclude that a foreign corporation’s compliance with the relevant statutory provisions constitutes
consent to accept service of process in New York; that compliance does not constitute consent to general
jurisdiction in New York courts.” (37 N.Y.3d at 276)

“The statutes do not, however, condition the right to do business on consent to the general jurisdiction of New
York courts or otherwise afford general jurisdiction to New York courts over foreign corporations that comply
with these conditions.” (37 N.Y.3d at 280)

“We have never conflated statutory consent to service with consent to general jurisdiction, and the fact
remains that, under existing New York law, a foreign corporation does not consent to general jurisdiction in
this state merely by complying with the Business Corporation Law’s registration provisions.” (37 N.Y.3d at
288)

“Instead, as we reject the only basis for jurisdiction preserved below and presented here, namely plaintiffs’
theory that Ford and Goodyear consented to general jurisdiction under New York law, we conclude that the
motions to dismiss were properly granted.” (37 N.Y.3d at 291)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Jose Aybar, a New York resident, was driving a Ford Explorer on an interstate highway in Virginia when the
vehicle overturned after its Goodyear tire allegedly failed. Three passengers died and three others were injured.
Ford was incorporated in Delaware and principally based in Michigan; Goodyear was incorporated and
principally based in Ohio. Neither company designed, manufactured, or initially sold the relevant vehicle or tire
in New York, although both were registered as foreign corporations authorized to do business in New York and
had designated in-state agents for service of process.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

After a Virginia automobile accident, plaintiffs sued Jose Aybar, Ford, and Goodyear in New York, asserting
products-liability claims among others. Ford and Goodyear moved to dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction,
and Supreme Court denied the motions, finding general jurisdiction based on the companies' registration to do
business in New York and appointment of in-state agents for service. The Appellate Division reversed and
dismissed the claims against Ford and Goodyear. The Court of Appeals granted leave to appeal and affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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