UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE

Cohen v. Hakim

Civil Action No. 25-320-RGA (D. Del. Mar. 2026) - No. Civil Action No. 25-320-RGA - Decided March 5, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Delaware grants Defendant Nouri Edward Hakim’s
motion to dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction. The court holds that Hakim’s incorporation of
Admar International, Inc., corporate activities, disputed ownership interest, and status as an officer did
not establish specific jurisdiction or consent to jurisdiction under Delaware law.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the District of Delaware
JURISDICTION United States District Court for the District of Delaware
DECIDED March 5, 2026

DOCKET Civil Action No. 25-320-RGA

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved to dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction or

improper venue, or alternatively to transfer the case under 28 U.S.C. §
1404(a). Defendant also moved to remand the action to state court
after removing it from the Delaware Court of Chancery. The court

denied remand and granted dismissal for lack of personal jurisdiction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(2) motion, the plaintiff bears the burden of
establishing a prima facie case for personal jurisdiction by showing
with reasonable particularity sufficient contacts between the defendant

and the forum state.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential

TOPICS

personal jurisdiction =~ motions to dismiss  civil procedure = corporate law = commercial litigation

PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure  personal jurisdiction = corporate law  commercial litigation

QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether Delaware's long-arm statute, 10 Del. C. § 3104(c)(1), authorized specific personal jurisdiction

over Hakim based on his incorporation of Admar or other corporate activities in Delaware.
2. Whether Hakim consented to personal jurisdiction through his disputed ownership of Admar's stock.

3. Whether Hakim consented to personal jurisdiction under Delaware's officer-and-director consent statute,
10 Del. C. § 3114(b).

4. Whether the action should be dismissed for lack of personal jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. Hakim's incorporation of Admar in Delaware and his other alleged corporate activities did not establish
specific personal jurisdiction because Cohen's ownership claims lacked the required nexus to those

activities.

2. Hakim's disputed ownership of stock in a Delaware corporation did not establish personal jurisdiction

because the action did not concern the legal existence, validity, or attributes of the stock itself.

3. Hakim did not consent to personal jurisdiction under 10 Del. C. § 3114(b) because Admar was only a
nominal defendant and the alleged wrongful conduct was personal to Hakim rather than conduct

undertaken through his corporate powers.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“As Cohen has not met his burden of establishing personal jurisdiction over Hakim, Hakim’s motion to
dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction is GRANTED.”

“Delaware courts have held consistently that forming a Delaware entity constitutes the transaction of

business within Delaware that is sufficient to establish specific personal jurisdiction under Section 3104(c)

a.”

“The action in this case is brought against Hakim. Admar is simply a Nominal Defendant.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The dispute concerns ownership and control of Admar International, Inc., a Delaware corporation incorporated
in 1994. Cohen alleged that Admar was created with him as sole shareholder during a reorganization of the
family business, while Hakim later asserted that he was Admar's sole shareholder and personally owned its
intellectual property. Cohen sought a declaration of ownership or validation of his stock, but the court found that
the alleged wrongful ownership assertion was not sufficiently connected to Hakim's incorporation, corporate

activities, stock ownership, or status as an officer of the Delaware corporation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Cobhen filed an action in the Delaware Court of Chancery seeking a declaration that he was the sole owner of
Admar International, Inc., or alternatively validation of his stock under Delaware law. Hakim removed the case
to the United States District Court for the District of Delaware, filed motions to remand and to dismiss or
transfer, and filed a mirror-image action in the Western District of Louisiana. The Delaware court denied

remand, declined to reach venue or transfer, and granted Hakim's Rule 12(b)(2) motion.



DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The court stated that an appropriate order would issue. It did not reach venue or transfer under 28 U.S.C. §
1404(a).
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