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SUMMARY

The Delaware Court of Chancery denied GI DI Rushmore Parent L.P.'s application for a preliminary
injunction against Donald E. Stoops, Jr. The court held that the plaintiff had not shown a reasonable
likelihood that Delaware could exercise personal jurisdiction over Stoops based on a forum-selection
clause incorporated from a Partnership Agreement that he had not received or reviewed. The court
further concluded that Oklahoma law governed the employment-related provisions and rendered the
forum-selection clause invalid, and that the clause would be unenforceable under Delaware law on the

facts presented.
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DISPOSITION denied

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought a preliminary injunction enforcing restrictive

covenants against defendant. After expedited discovery and a
preliminary-injunction hearing, the court denied the application
because plaintiff had not shown a reasonable likelihood that the court
could exercise personal jurisdiction over defendant. The court stated it
would grant defendant's separate motion to dismiss for lack of

personal jurisdiction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW For a preliminary injunction, the plaintiff must demonstrate a
reasonable probability of success on the merits, likely irreparable harm
absent relief, and that the balance of harms favors relief. Personal
jurisdiction is considered as part of the reasonable-likelihood-of-

success inquiry.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published Delaware Court of Chancery opinion; precedential status is

identified as published in the supplied metadata.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Delaware forum-selection clause incorporated from Holdco's undisclosed partnership

agreement was valid and enforceable against Stoops.

2. Whether Oklahoma law, rather than Delaware law, governed the employment-related restrictive

covenants and the effectiveness of the Delaware forum-selection clause.

3. Whether the court could exercise personal jurisdiction over Stoops based on the incorporated Delaware

forum-selection clause.

4. Whether Holdco established a reasonable likelihood of success on the merits sufficient to obtain a

preliminary injunction.

HOLDINGS

1. Oklahoma law governs the employment-related features of the incentive-unit agreement and the extent

to which the Delaware forum-selection clause can bind Stoops in an action concerning those features.

2. The Delaware forum-selection clause is invalid under Oklahoma law because it limits Stoops's access to

Oklahoma courts in an employment-related dispute.

3. The Delaware Court of Chancery lacks personal jurisdiction over Stoops because the Delaware forum-
selection clause cannot supply a valid basis for his consent to jurisdiction, and the parties agreed that he

had no other relevant Delaware contacts.

4. Even assuming Delaware law governs, enforcing the Delaware forum-selection clause against Stoops

would be unreasonable and the clause cannot support personal jurisdiction.

5. Holdco was not entitled to a preliminary injunction enforcing the restrictive covenants because it failed
to establish a reasonable likelihood of success on the merits in light of the absence of personal

jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“That application is denied because Holdco has not established a reasonable likelihood that this court can

exercise personal jurisdiction over Stoops.” (2-3)

“Regardless of whether Oklahoma law or Delaware law applies, the Delaware Forum Clause cannot support

the exercise of personal jurisdiction over Stoops.” (2-3)



“The dismissal does not mean Holdco cannot proceed with its claims. Holdco simply must do so under

Oklahoma law and in a jurisdiction like Oklahoma where a court can exercise jurisdiction over Stoops.” (57)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Stoops, an Oklahoma resident and longtime telecommunications professional, joined Bluepeak after receiving a
term sheet contemplating an equity award. Six weeks after he began work, Bluepeak presented him with a non-
negotiable incentive-unit agreement containing restrictive covenants and a Delaware choice-of-law provision;
the agreement incorporated Holdco's limited partnership agreement without providing Stoops a copy or
explaining where to obtain it. The incorporated partnership agreement contained a Delaware forum-selection
clause, which Stoops did not see until this litigation. After Stoops resigned and accepted a position with
Bluepeak competitor Dobson, Holdco sued him in Delaware and sought to enjoin his employment and alleged

covenant breaches.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Holdco filed the action on April 20, 2026, relying on a Delaware forum-selection clause contained in a limited
partnership agreement incorporated by reference into defendant's incentive-unit agreement. The court issued a
temporary restraining order on April 29, 2026, conducted expedited discovery, and held a preliminary-injunction
hearing on May 22, 2026. The preliminary-injunction application was denied, and the court indicated that the

action would be dismissed for lack of personal jurisdiction.
DISPOSITION

denied
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