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(If

the exercise of jurisdiction is consistent with the Constitution and laws of the United
States, serving a summons ... is also effective, with respect to the claims arising under
federa law, to establish personal jurisdiction over the person of any defendant who is not
subject to the jurisdiction of the courts of genera jurisdiction of any state.)

D
(minimum  contacts)
(reasonably anticipate being haled into the court there) ()
(the exercise of
jurisdiction comport(s) with traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice)
(congtitutional  touchstone)

(remains whether the defendant purposefully established minimum contacts in the forum state.)
6
(the emphasis in the purposeful availment
inquiry is whether the defendant has engaged in some overt actions connecting the defendant and
the forum state.)

(general  jurisdiction)

(subjects the
defendant to suit in the forum state only on claims that arise out of or relate to a defendant's
contacts with the forum.)

(when
a defendant has continuous and systematic contacts with the forum state sufficient to justify the
state's exercise of judicial power with respect to any and all claims)

(national contacts)

A. (Purposeful Availment)

(Asahi Meta Indus. Co. v. Superior Court of
Calif., 480 U.S. 102 (1978))



(placement of a product into the stream of
commerce, without more, is not an act of the defendant purposefully directed toward the forum
State. Additional conduct of the defendant may indicate an intent or purpose to serve the market
in the forum state, for example, designing the product for the market in the forum state ...)

(designed its product in anticipation of sales in California.)
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(executive corporate transport market)
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A-109
SNFA

(clear notice that it is subject to suit there, and can act to alleviate the risk of burdensome
litigation by procuring insurance, passing the expected costs on to customers, or, if the risk are
too great, severing its connection with the State. Hence if the sale of a product ..... Is not smply
an isolated occurrence, but arises from the efforts of the manufacturer or distributor to serve,
directly or indirectly, the market for its product in other States, it is not unreasonable to subject
it to suit in one of those States .....)



(intent or purpose to serve the market in the

forum state)
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6 1992 5 29

(even a single act can support
jurisdiction as long as it creates the required relationship with the forum state.)

(actively cultivated its American market. United States standards were
taken into account in the design and manufacture of the saw at issue.)

(had to know)



5 $558,000

(jurisdiction appropriate when custom-made ball bearings used in helicopters were sold in
United States and Europe)

B. (Arise out of Actionsin Forum State)

(what the defendants again cannot escape
is that this entire case is in this court only because their ship delivered cargo to Toledo.
Therefore, this criterium (sic.) is satisfied.)



2002

(only factual allegations that
connect the Dotstar defendants in any way to Ohio)

233,333
50 4,666

(arising out of)

(requires only that the cause of action, of whatever type, have a substantial
connection with the defendant's in-state activities.)

(the
operative facts are at least marginally related to the alleged contacts between the Dotstar
defendants and Ohio.)

(arise under) (lenient [threshold] standard)

C. (Reasonableness)

(Whether the exercise of jurisdiction over a foreign defendant is reasonable is a function of
balancing three factors; the burden on the defendant, the interests of the forum State, and the
plaintiff's interest in obtaining relief.) 6 2005



(This
circuit has already observed that where the first two criteria of the minimum contacts test are
satisfied, only the unusual case will not meet the third criterion of reasonableness.) 6

1998

(great care and reserve
should be exercised when extending our notion of personal jurisdiction into the international
field ... the unique burden placed upon one who must defend oneself in a foreign legal system
should have significant weight in assessing the reasonableness of stretching the long arm of

personal jurisdiction over nationa borders.) 6
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