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In recent years, an increasing number of corporate
boards have sought to avoid the risk of multi-forum
shareholder litigation by adopting exclusive forum selec-
tion clauses in their corporate bylaws.l These provisions
have been upheld by courts in Delaware, where over 50%
of U.S. publicly traded companies are incorporated, and
the Delaware legislature recently amended the state's
General Corporations Law to expressly permit corpo-
rations to select Delaware as the exclusive forum for
litigation of breach of fiduciary duty and other internal
corporate claims? Other recent case law developments
suggest that provisions providing for arbitration as the
exclusive forum for resolution of shareholder claims may
be the next frontier for corporations. We review the state
of the law regarding the enforceability of both types of
forum selection provisions below.

I. Delaware Law Permits Corporate Boards to
Adopt Exclusive Forum Selection Clauses in
Their Bylaws

A. Delaware Courts Uphold a Corporation's Right to
Impose an Exclusive Forum Selection Clause on
Shareholders

In 2013, in Boilermakers Local 154 Retirement Fund v.
Chevron Corp., the Delaware Chancery Court considered
challenges brought by the shareholders of Delaware
corporations FedEx and Chevron to forum selection
clauses in those companies' bylaws choosing Delaware
as the exclusive forum for litigation of internal corporate
claims 3 The court first established that the forum clauses
were permitted under § 109(b) of the Delaware General
Corporation Law (DGCL), which sets forth the permis-
sible content of a corporation's bylaws,4 because they
address the "rights" of shareholders by regulating where
shareholders can exercise their right to bring internal
corporate claims.5 The court went on to reject the share-
holders' argument that their lack of consent to the bylaws
rendered the forum provisions invalid as a matter of con-
tract law.b Rather, the court held that the shareholders'
purchase of shares in a Delaware corporation constituted
their consent to the statutory framework of the DGCL as
well as to the FedEx and. Chevron public certificates of
incorporation, which in turn provided that shareholders
are bound by bylaws unilaterally adopted by the board.

Another Delaware Chancery Court decision took
Chevron one step further, by suggesting that Delaware
corporations could also select an exclusive forum in a
state other than Delaware.8 In City of Providence v. Fa'rst
Citizens Bancshares, Inc. 9 the court upheld aboard-adopt-
ed forum selection bylaw exclusively selecting courts in
North Carolina, where the corporation was headquar-
tered but not incorporated.lo

Courts in other states, including New York, have
readily applied Chevron to uphold forum selection provi-
sions in the bylaws of Delaware corporations.11

B. Delaware Legislature Codifies Existing Case. Law
but Limits a Corporation's Ability to Select a
Forum Outside of Delaware

In August 2015, the Delaware legislature adopted
several amendments to the DGCL, including DGCL ~ 115,
which provides:

The certificate of incorporation or the by-
laws may require, consistent with appli-
cable jurisdictional requirements, that any
or all internal corporate claims shall be
brought solely and exclusively in any or
all of the courts in this State, and no pro-
vision of the certificate of incorporation
or the bylaws may prohibit bringing such
claims in the courts of this State. "Internal
corporate claims" means claims, includ-
ing claims in the right of the corporation,
(i) that are based upon a violation of a
duty by a current or former director or
officer or stockholder in such capacity, or
(ii) as to which this title confers jurisdic-
tion upon the Court of Chancery.12

In line with Chevron, DGCL § 115 gives Delaware
corporate boards the authority to unilaterally adopt a
forum selection provision in the company's certificate of
incorporation or bylaws, thereby requiring sharehold-
ers to litigate "internal corporate claims" exclusively in
Delaware.

The statute leaves certain important questions unan-
swered. Importantly, under DGCL ~ 115, it appears that
Delaware corporate boards cannot exclude Delaware as a
potential forum. A Delaware board can apparently adopt
a forum selection provision that directs litigation to a state
other than Delaware, but only if it also includes Delaware
courts as an option.13 This is in contrast to the Delaware
Chancery Court's Decision in City of Providence, and raises
questions as to how Delaware courts will rule on forum
selection provisions enacted prior to the statute's adop-
tionbut selecting fora other than Delaware.

Second, DGCL ~ 115 does not eliminate the possibility
that corporations will face "as-applied" challenges based
on the facts and circumstances of the board's adoption
of the forum selection bylaws. Following Chevron, most
courts have enforced forum selection bylaws even in cir-
cumstances where the shareholder claimed that the board
adopted the bylaw only to avoid litigation in the face of
corporate wrongdoing.14 At least one state court, however,
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has refused to uphold a forum selection clause adopted
unilaterally by a board in anticipation of the very lawsuit
in question. it therefore remains possible that sharehold-
ers will attempt to bring such as-applied challenges.ls

Finally, corporations may still be forced to appear in
a forum other than Delaware in order to move to dismiss
or transfer a shareholder action filed in violation of the
exclusive forum clause.lb In Edgers Group Inc. v. Genoud,
the Delaware Chancery Court recognized the validity of
a forum selection clause but refused to issue ananti-suit
injunction against shareholder litigation filed in Louisi-
ana, deferring to the courts of that state to consider the
enforceability of the forum selection clause in deciding
the motion to dismiss made by the corporation in that
court.l~ The court refused to issue the anti-suit injunction
despite the fact that the timing of the Louisiana litigation
might impede the corporation's pending merger.

II. Courts May Uphold Arbitration Agreements
in Corporate Bylaws

While Delaware law on forum selection clauses ap-
pears relatively settled, a question remains as to whether
corporate boards may adopt mandatory arbitration
clauses in their bylaws as an alternative to litigation.
DGCL §115's direction that corporations cannot exclude
Delaware as a forum for corporate claims suggests that
corporations might be precluded from adopting an
arbitration provision that would deny shareholders the
right to sue in Delaware court. This would arguably
contradict, however, the strong federal policy in favor
of arbitration and could lead to a dispute regarding
whether the Delaware statute is "preempted" by federal
arbitration law. It would also undermine Chevron's find-
ings regarding a board's broad discretion to adopt and
enforce bylaws.

The conflict between the imperatives of the Delaware
statute and the binding nature of arbitration provisions
could soon come to a head. Recent decisions suggest a
trend towards the recognition of non-negotiated arbitra-
tion clauses, including those found incorporate bylaws.
For example, in AT&T Mobility LLC v. Concepcion, the
U.S. Supreme Court held that the Federal Arbitration
Act (FAA) preempted California common law rendering
unenforceable the inclusion of class action waivers in
arbitration clauses in consumer contracts.i$ Similarly, in
Am. Express Co. v. Italian Colors Rest., the Supreme Court
reasserted the extensive reach of the FAA, declining to
invalidate a class arbitration waiver even where pursu-
ing claims on an individual basis was cost-prohibitive.19
State and federal courts have applied AT&T and Am.
Express. Co: to uphold arbitration agreements in non-ne-
gotiated contracts, even where those agreements would
strip claimants of protections such as the class action
mechanism?°

In the shareholder dispute context, the case law
remains limited, but a state court in Maryland recently

enforced an arbitration clause in corporate bylaws, relying
in part on Chevron's general principle that the shaxehold-
ers cannot invalidate a corporate bylaw based on their
lack of consent21 The same court also pointed to AT£~T's
recognition of the federal policy favoring arbitration to
suggest that mandatory arbitration of shareholder dis-
putes should be permitted.

Similarly, the Southern District of New York recently

enforced a mandatory arbitration clause adopted by the
Brazilian state-owned oil company Petr6leo Brasileiro
S.A. ("Petrobras")23 The court recognized that Brazilian
law permits companies to adopt mandatory arbitration
bylaws for claims arising from shares purchased on the
Bovespa, the Brazilian Stock Exchange, and held that un-
der Brazilian law, shareholders had constructively assent-
ed to the arbitration clause in Petrobras's bylaws when
purchasing shares on the Bovespa.24 The court dismissed
the shareholders' Brazilian law claims on this basis.

These decisions suggest a growing tendency on the
part of courts to look favorably upon mandatory arbitra-
tion provisions for shareholder disputes. The Securities
and Exchange Commission has, however, taken a less fa-
vorable view In 2012, the Carlyle Group, a private equity
firm, sought to include a clause in its initial public offer-
ing documents prohibiting its shareholders from initiating
class action lawsuits, instead directing all state law and
federal law securities claims to individual arbitrations.
Faced with vocal shareholder opposition, the Carlyle
group ultimately dropped the provision when the SEC
threatened to stall the Il'O by refusing to accelerate the
registration statement ~

III. Conclusion

The Delaware legislature has made clear that Dela-
ware corporations can direct shareholder litigation to Del-
aware courts by including forum selection clauses in their
corporate bylaws. Yet questions remain about whether
Delaware corporations may direct their litigation outside
of the exclusive forixm of Delaware—whether it be to
arbitration or to courts other than Delaware. Counsel for
public companies and institutional shareholders alike
should remain cognizant of this evolving legal landscape
in considering the enforceability of an exclusive forum for
shareholder litigation.
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In Section I.B , we refer to an Oregon state Circuit Court decision that invalidated a Delaware forum selection clause on the basis

that the board had “unjustly” adopted the bylaw in anticipation of merger litigation. See Section I.B., fn. 15, citing Roberts v.

TriQuint Semiconductor, Inc., No. 1402‐02441, 2014 WL4147465, at *5 (Or. Cir. Ct. Aug. 14, 2014). In December 2015, just

before this article went to print, the Oregon Supreme Court overturned the Circuit Court and enforced the Delaware exclusive

forum bylaw despite the timing of its adoption. See Roberts v. TriQuint Semiconductor, Inc., 358 Or. 413 (2015). The Court

applied the reasoning of an earlier Delaware court decision, City of Providence v. First Citizens BancShares, Inc., 99 A. 3d 229 (Del.

Ch. 2014), in finding that the plaintiffs had not shown that the Board had acted in its own interests or breached any fiduciary

duty by directing claims to a Delaware forum, which would be well equipped to adjudicate any shareholders’ claims. This

decision accords with a line of Delaware authorities invalidating “as applied” challenges to exclusive forum bylaws that are based

on the timing of the adoption of the bylaw.




