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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Rhode Island affirmed enforcement of a Minnesota default judgment against
LUVRAJ, LLC and Raju Chadha under Rhode Island's Uniform Enforcement of Foreign Judgments
Act. The court held that Minnesota properly exercised specific personal jurisdiction based on the
defendants' sales, internet advertising, communications, contract negotiations, and Minnesota choice-
of-law provision. The defendants therefore failed to overcome the judgment's entitlement to full faith
and credit.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants appealed the Rhode Island Superior Court's decision
enforcing a Minnesota default judgment under Rhode Island's Uniform
Enforcement of Foreign Judgments Act, arguing that the Minnesota
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STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied de novo review to legal questions implicating
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rendering court lacked personal jurisdiction.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Rhode Island was required under the Full Faith and Credit Clause to enforce the Minnesota
default judgment unless defendants established that Minnesota lacked personal jurisdiction.

2. Whether defendants' contacts with Minnesota, including sales to Minnesota customers, internet
advertising, extensive contract negotiations with a Minnesota resident, and a Minnesota choice-of-law
provision, satisfied Minnesota's long-arm statute and the Due Process Clause for specific personal
jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. Defendants failed to show that the Minnesota District Court lacked personal jurisdiction, so Rhode
Island was required to give full faith and credit to the properly entered Minnesota judgment.

2. Minnesota properly exercised specific personal jurisdiction because defendants purposefully directed
substantial commercial and contractual contacts toward Minnesota and the claims arose from those
contacts.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In determining whether the Minnesota District Court appropriately exercised jurisdiction in this case, we
look to Minnesota law.” (986 A.2d at 1017)

“Although standing alone, this provision could not confer jurisdiction on the Minnesota courts, the choice-of-
law clause taken together with defendants' emails, telephone calls, and letters with a Minnesota plaintiff,
weigh in favor of Minnesota asserting personal jurisdiction over the nonresident defendants.” (986 A.2d at
1021)

“For the reasons stated in this opinion, the judgment of the Superior Court is affirmed.” (986 A.2d at 1021)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

LUVRAJ operated an internet-based jigsaw-puzzle business that sold products to customers nationwide,
including approximately 120 Minnesota customers. Goetz, a Minnesota resident, contacted Chadha about
purchasing the business after seeing an internet advertisement, and the parties exchanged approximately 100
emails, telephone calls, and letters before signing a $100,000 contract in Massachusetts containing a Minnesota
choice-of-law clause. After the sale, Goetz alleged that defendants had misrepresented the business's sales and
expenses; she sued in Minnesota, where defendants were served but did not appear, resulting in a $100,878
default judgment.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Goetz obtained a $100,878 default judgment against LUVRAJ and Chadha in Minnesota for breach of contract,
negligent misrepresentation, and fraud. After defendants did not answer or appear in Minnesota, Goetz filed the



judgment in Rhode Island for enforcement. The Rhode Island Superior Court rejected defendants' personal-
jurisdiction challenge and enforced the judgment. The Supreme Court of Rhode Island affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The record may be remanded to the Rhode Island Superior Court.
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