
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
TEXAS, FORT WORTH DIVISION

RKR Technologies, Ltd. v. Recaro Aircraft Seating Americas, LLC
RKR Technologies · No. 4:25-cv-00902-P · Decided December 15, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Texas granted Recaro Aircraft Seating
Americas, LLC’s motion to dismiss RKR Technologies, Ltd.’s commercial contract dispute under the
doctrine of forum non conveniens. The court held that the parties’ German forum-selection clause was
mandatory and enforceable under the Brussels Ia Regulation and that the public-interest factors
favored dismissal in favor of Germany. The claims were dismissed without prejudice.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved to dismiss for improper venue under Federal Rule of
Civil Procedure 12(b)(3), arguing that a foreign forum-selection clause
required litigation in Germany. The court treated the motion as one to
enforce the foreign forum-selection clause through forum non
conveniens and granted dismissal without prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court accepted the well-pleaded allegations as true and viewed
them in the light most favorable to the plaintiff when setting out the
alleged facts. It applied the forum non conveniens framework
governing enforcement of a foreign forum-selection clause.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; federal district court opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Global Framework Supply Agreement's forum-selection clause was mandatory or
permissive under the governing law.

2. Whether the forum-selection clause was enforceable despite the plaintiff's arguments concerning
inconvenience, the location of evidence and witnesses, the adequacy of German law and courts, and
Texas public policy.

3. Whether the public-interest factors under the Atlantic Marine forum non conveniens framework justified
retaining the case in Texas despite the mandatory and enforceable German forum-selection clause.

HOLDINGS

1. The forum-selection clause was mandatory because Article 25(1) of the Brussels Ia Regulation supplied
exclusivity unless the parties had clearly agreed otherwise, and the agreement's drafting variance
between exhibits did not establish such an agreement.

2. The mandatory forum-selection clause was enforceable because Rocket did not show fraud or
overreaching, deprivation of its day in court, fundamental unfairness in the chosen law, or contravention
of a strong Texas public policy.

3. The public-interest factors favored dismissal because court congestion and the application of German
law favored dismissal, while the local-interest, conflict-of-laws, and jury-duty considerations did not
overcome the parties' forum selection.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Since the doctrine of forum non conveniens is the correct procedural avenue to enforce a foreign forum
selection clause, we apply that legal standard to Defendant’s Motion.”

“The Court further finds that the forum non- conveniens does not justify disturbing the Parties’ choice of
forum.”

“Because Rocket points to no express agreement displacing exclusivity, its argument that the Parties “agreed
otherwise” is unpersuasive.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

RKR Technologies, doing business as Rocket Air Supply, and Recaro Aircraft Seating Americas entered into a
Global Framework Supply Agreement in October 2018, followed by several amendments, concerning the supply
of aircraft-seat parts. Recaro later invoked the agreement's termination provision, while Rocket alleged that
Recaro was required to provide twelve months' notice, continue purchasing forecasted parts during that period,
and purchase specified stock remaining in Rocket's warehouse. The agreement provided that German law



governed and that the place of jurisdiction would be Recaro Aircraft Seating GmbH & Co. KG in Heilbronn,
Germany; both parties principally operated in Texas, but Recaro was ultimately owned by a German corporation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

RKR Technologies filed an action concerning Recaro's alleged failure to comply with termination and purchase
obligations under a Global Framework Supply Agreement. Recaro moved to dismiss under Rule 12(b)(3). After
determining that German law governed the interpretation of the forum-selection clause, the court ordered and
received supplemental briefing on the applicable German legal framework, concluded that the clause was
mandatory and enforceable, and dismissed the action without prejudice.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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