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USER: What was the holding in Marbury v. Madison? 

 

The holding in Marbury v. Madison (1803) was that the Supreme Court has the power of 
judicial review - the authority to declare laws passed by Congress unconstitutional and 
therefore void. 

Specifically, Chief Justice John Marshall's opinion held that: 

1.​ Section 13 of the Judiciary Act of 1789 was unconstitutional because it attempted to 
expand the Supreme Court's original jurisdiction beyond what Article III of the 
Constitution permitted. 

2.​ The Constitution is supreme law, and when a statute conflicts with the Constitution, 
the Constitution prevails. 

3.​ It is the judicial branch's duty to interpret the law, including determining when laws 
conflict with the Constitution - establishing the principle of judicial review. 

Interestingly, while establishing this monumental principle, the Court actually ruled against 
William Marbury, denying his request for a writ of mandamus to force Secretary of State James 
Madison to deliver his judicial commission. Marshall held that while Marbury had a right to his 
commission and a remedy was appropriate, the Supreme Court lacked jurisdiction to issue the 
writ under its original jurisdiction. 

This case fundamentally shaped American constitutional law by establishing the Supreme Court 
as the final arbiter of constitutional interpretation. 

USER: What specific constitutional provision did Chief Justice Marshall rely on to justify 
judicial review? 



7:17 PM 

This is a great question that gets at one of the most interesting aspects of Marbury v. Madison - 
Chief Justice Marshall did not rely on any single, explicit constitutional provision that 
directly states the judiciary has the power of judicial review. Instead, he constructed an 
argument from several constitutional provisions and structural inferences. 

Marshall's key textual anchors included: 

1.​ Article III, Section 2 - which extends the judicial power to "all Cases, in Law and Equity, 
arising under this Constitution." Marshall argued that if courts decide cases arising under 
the Constitution, they must be able to interpret and apply the Constitution. 

2.​ Article VI, Clause 2 (the Supremacy Clause) - which declares the Constitution "the 
supreme Law of the Land." Marshall reasoned that if the Constitution is supreme law, 
then ordinary legislation conflicting with it must be void. 

3.​ The judicial oath (Article VI, Clause 3) - requiring judges to swear to support the 
Constitution. Marshall argued this would be meaningless if judges had to enforce 
unconstitutional laws. 

Marshall also employed logical reasoning: if it's the province of the judiciary to "say what the law 
is," and the Constitution is law, then courts must interpret the Constitution. If two laws conflict, 
courts must decide which applies - and when a statute conflicts with the Constitution, the 
Constitution must prevail. 

The critique, of course, is that nowhere does the Constitution explicitly grant the Supreme Court 
this power. Marshall essentially read judicial review into the Constitution's structure and logic 
rather than pointing to clear textual authorization. 

USER: How did McCulloch v. Maryland expand the reasoning in Marbury? 

7:17 PM 

McCulloch v. Maryland (1819) didn't exactly expand Marbury's reasoning about judicial review, 
but it did complement it by establishing the Supreme Court's authority over constitutional 
interpretation in a different context - specifically, defining the scope of federal power relative 
to the states. 

While Marbury established the Court's power to invalidate unconstitutional federal laws, 
McCulloch addressed: 

1.​ Implied powers of Congress - Marshall held that Congress has powers beyond those 
explicitly enumerated in the Constitution. Using the Necessary and Proper Clause 
(Article I, Section 8, Clause 18), he upheld the creation of the Second Bank of the United 
States, reasoning that if the end is legitimate and within constitutional authority, 
Congress may choose any appropriate means not prohibited by the Constitution. 



2.​ Federal supremacy over states - Marshall invalidated Maryland's tax on the Bank, 
establishing that states cannot interfere with valid federal operations ("the power to tax 
involves the power to destroy"). This reinforced the Supremacy Clause reasoning from 
Marbury but applied it to federal-state conflicts rather than statute-Constitution conflicts. 

3.​ Broad constitutional construction - Marshall advocated for interpreting the 
Constitution flexibly to adapt to circumstances, famously noting it was "intended to 
endure for ages to come, and consequently, to be adapted to the various crises of 
human affairs." 

Together, the cases established the Court as the authoritative interpreter of the Constitution in 
multiple dimensions: Marbury gave it authority to check Congress, while McCulloch gave it 
authority to define the boundaries between federal and state power and to interpret federal 
authority broadly. 

USER: Compare the Necessary and Proper Clause interpretation in McCulloch to a strict 
textualist reading. 

7:17 PM 

This comparison highlights one of the fundamental divides in constitutional interpretation. 

Marshall's interpretation in McCulloch (broad/purposive): 

Marshall read the Necessary and Proper Clause expansively. He argued that "necessary" 
doesn't mean "absolutely necessary" or "indispensable" - rather, it means "convenient," "useful," 
or "conducive to" achieving legitimate constitutional ends. Key points: 

●​ The word "necessary" admits degrees - it's not an absolute term 
●​ The Clause appears in Article I, Section 8 (granting powers) rather than Section 9 

(limiting powers), suggesting it's meant to expand rather than restrict congressional 
authority 

●​ The Constitution grants Congress discretion in choosing means to execute its 
enumerated powers 

●​ Requiring absolute necessity would paralyze government and defeat the Constitution's 
purposes 

●​ If the end is legitimate and the means are appropriate (not prohibited), the means are 
constitutional 

Strict textualist reading: 

A strict textualist would argue: 

●​ "Necessary" has a plain, ordinary meaning suggesting requirement or essentiality, not 
mere convenience 

●​ If the Framers meant "convenient" or "useful," they would have used those words 
instead 



●​ The Clause should narrowly cabin congressional power to only those means truly 
required to execute enumerated powers 

●​ Broad construction allows Congress to claim nearly unlimited authority by linking any 
action to some enumerated power 

●​ The Tenth Amendment reserves powers not delegated to the federal government to the 
states - broad construction erodes this federalist structure 

The practical difference: 

Under Marshall's reading, Congress could create a national bank because it helped execute 
powers over currency, taxation, and borrowing - even though banking isn't mentioned in the 
Constitution. 

Under strict textualism, since the government functioned before without a national bank and had 
other means of managing finances, the bank wouldn't be "necessary" and would thus be 
unconstitutional. 

This debate continues today in disputes over federal regulatory authority, healthcare mandates, 
and other exercises of congressional power. 

USER: Quick interruption: what year was Marbury v. Madison decided? 

7:18 PM 

1803 - I mentioned it in my first response. It was decided on February 24, 1803. 

USER: If Marbury had been decided differently, how might federal judicial power look 
today? 

7:18 PM 

This is a fascinating counterfactual that gets at just how foundational Marbury was to American 
constitutional development. 

If the Court had declined to assert judicial review: 

The most likely alternative system would have resembled the departmental theory of 
constitutional interpretation - where each branch interprets the Constitution for itself within its 
own sphere, with no single branch having final authority. Thomas Jefferson and James Madison 
actually advocated for this approach at various times. 

Under such a system: 

Congress would decide for itself whether its laws are constitutional. The President would 
determine constitutionality when executing laws or exercising veto power. Courts would interpret 
the Constitution only as necessary to decide cases, but their interpretations wouldn't bind the 
other branches. 



Practical implications: 

●​ Much weaker federal judiciary - Courts would have far less political and institutional 
power. They'd be more like administrative tribunals than co-equal branches. 

●​ Greater legislative supremacy - Without judicial checking power, Congress (and by 
extension, temporary majorities) would have broader authority. Think more like 
parliamentary systems where legislatures have fewer constitutional constraints. 

●​ Inconsistent constitutional meaning - Different branches could reach contradictory 
constitutional conclusions simultaneously, creating instability and uncertainty about what 
the Constitution actually requires. 

●​ Different rights protection - Many landmark civil rights and civil liberties protections 
came through judicial review (Brown v. Board, Gideon, Miranda, marriage equality, etc.). 
Without it, these rights would depend entirely on legislative action - which historically has 
been slower and less protective of minority rights. 

●​ State-federal conflicts - Without a federal judicial umpire, disputes between states and 
the federal government would be resolved through political power rather than legal 
interpretation, potentially threatening national unity. 

However: 

Some argue this might have produced a more democratic system, as major constitutional 
questions would be resolved by elected representatives rather than unelected judges. 
Counter-majoritarian concerns about the Supreme Court wouldn't exist. Congress might have 
developed more robust internal mechanisms for constitutional deliberation. 

The reality is that some form of judicial review might have eventually emerged anyway - many 
state courts already exercised it before 1803, and the Constitution's structure arguably implies it. 
But Marshall's bold assertion in Marbury accelerated and cemented the practice in a way that 
fundamentally shaped American governance. 

USER: Which later case most significantly limited Congress’s Commerce Clause power? 

7:19 PM 

The most significant limitation came in United States v. Lopez (1995) - the first time in nearly 
60 years that the Supreme Court struck down a federal law as exceeding Congress's 
Commerce Clause authority. 

The case: 

Congress passed the Gun-Free School Zones Act, making it a federal crime to possess a 
firearm within 1,000 feet of a school. The government argued this fell under the Commerce 
Clause because guns near schools might lead to violent crime, which affects the economy by 
increasing insurance costs, deterring travel, and hindering learning. 

The holding: 



Chief Justice Rehnquist, writing for a 5-4 majority, held the Act unconstitutional. He established 
that Congress can regulate under the Commerce Clause: 

1.​ The channels of interstate commerce 
2.​ The instrumentalities of interstate commerce, or persons/things in interstate commerce 
3.​ Activities that substantially affect interstate commerce 

The gun possession here didn't fit any category. The Court rejected the government's 
attenuated reasoning, warning that accepting it would eliminate any meaningful limit on federal 
power - if this counts as regulating commerce, everything does. 

Why it was so significant: 

From 1937 (NLRB v. Jones & Laughlin Steel) through 1995, the Court had upheld every 
Commerce Clause challenge, allowing expansive federal regulation. Lopez marked the end of 
this period of essentially unlimited deference and signaled the Rehnquist Court's federalism 
revival. 

Follow-up: 

United States v. Morrison (2000) reinforced Lopez by striking down parts of the Violence Against 
Women Act on similar reasoning. However, these cases remain somewhat isolated - the Court 
has generally continued to interpret Commerce Clause power broadly, as in Gonzales v. Raich 
(2005), upholding federal marijuana prohibition even for homegrown personal use. 

USER: Explain how United States v. Lopez differs from Wickard v. Filburn. 

7:19 PM 

This comparison perfectly illustrates the dramatic shift in Commerce Clause jurisprudence 
between the New Deal era and the Rehnquist Court's federalism revival. 

Wickard v. Filburn (1942): 

Facts: Roscoe Filburn, an Ohio farmer, grew wheat on his own farm to feed his own livestock 
and family - purely local, non-commercial activity. He exceeded federal quotas set under the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act, designed to stabilize wheat prices by limiting supply. 

Holding: The Supreme Court unanimously upheld the quota. Justice Robert Jackson reasoned 
that even though Filburn's wheat was homegrown and never sold, it still "substantially affected" 
interstate commerce in the aggregate. Why? Because by growing his own wheat, Filburn didn't 
purchase wheat on the market. If many farmers did this, it would significantly affect wheat 
demand and prices nationally. 



The logic: Congress can regulate even purely local, non-economic activity if, when aggregated 
across many individuals, it would substantially affect interstate commerce. This "aggregation 
principle" became foundational to expansive federal regulatory power. 

United States v. Lopez (1995): 

Facts: Alfonso Lopez, a high school student, brought a gun to school, violating the Gun-Free 
School Zones Act. The government argued this affected interstate commerce through an 
attenuated chain: guns → violence → affects education and economy. 

Holding: The Court (5-4) struck down the law. Chief Justice Rehnquist distinguished it from 
Wickard by emphasizing: 

1.​ Economic vs. non-economic activity: Gun possession near schools isn't economic 
activity. Wickard involved agricultural production - inherently economic even if for 
personal consumption. 

2.​ Attenuation limits: The government's reasoning was too speculative and indirect. If 
accepted, virtually any activity could be linked to commerce, eliminating constitutional 
limits on federal power. 

3.​ No jurisdictional element: The statute didn't require any connection to interstate 
commerce in individual cases (unlike, say, requiring the gun to have traveled in interstate 
commerce). 

The key differences: 

Wickard Lopez 

Economic activity (agriculture/production) Non-economic activity (gun possession) 

Clear market substitute effect Highly attenuated economic connection 

Accepted aggregation of similar economic 
decisions 

Rejected aggregation of non-economic 
conduct 

Deferential to congressional judgment Skeptical of congressional rationale 

The doctrinal tension: 

Critics of Lopez argue it's inconsistent with Wickard's logic. If homegrown wheat for personal 
use can be regulated because it affects markets in the aggregate, why can't gun possession 
near schools, which arguably affects the economy through violence, insurance, and educational 
impacts? 

The Lopez Court's answer: there must be some limiting principle, or federalism becomes 
meaningless. Congress cannot regulate non-economic activity merely by pointing to attenuated 



economic effects - otherwise the Commerce Clause becomes a general police power, which it 
was never meant to be. 

Wickard has never been overruled and remains good law - the Court still applies its aggregation 
principle to economic activity, as seen in Gonzales v. Raich (2005), which upheld federal 
marijuana prohibition for homegrown medical marijuana. But Lopez established that the 
aggregation principle has limits when applied to non-economic activity. 

This distinction between economic and non-economic activity remains the doctrinal line, 
however contested, in Commerce Clause jurisprudence today. 

USER:If you had to summarize the modern Commerce Clause test in one paragraph, how 
would you state it? 

7:20 PM 

Congress may regulate under the Commerce Clause in three categories: (1) the channels of 
interstate commerce (highways, waterways, internet); (2) the instrumentalities of interstate 
commerce and persons or things in interstate commerce; and (3) activities that substantially 
affect interstate commerce. For the third category, the key distinction is between economic and 
non-economic activity. Economic activities - including production, distribution, and consumption 
of commodities - can be regulated even if purely local, because their aggregate effect on 
interstate markets can be substantial (Wickard). Non-economic activities, by contrast, cannot be 
regulated under the Commerce Clause merely by pointing to attenuated economic effects 
(Lopez, Morrison), though Congress may reach them if they're essential to regulating an 
economic market (Raich). The test attempts to preserve some meaningful limit on federal power 
while acknowledging the reality of a national, integrated economy. 

USER: Return to McCulloch — what was the specific federal action Maryland tried to tax? 

7:20 PM 

Maryland attempted to tax the Baltimore branch of the Second Bank of the United States - a 
federally-chartered national bank. 

The Maryland law imposed a tax on all banks operating in the state that were not chartered by 
the state legislature. It required such banks to either: 

●​ Use special stamped paper for their bank notes (which cost money), or 
●​ Pay an annual fee of $15,000 

James McCulloch, the cashier of the Baltimore branch of the Bank of the United States, issued 
bank notes without complying with Maryland's tax law. Maryland sued to collect the tax 
penalties. 



The case thus raised two questions: (1) Did Congress have constitutional authority to create the 
Bank in the first place? (Answered yes, under the Necessary and Proper Clause), and (2) Could 
Maryland tax a federal institution? (Answered no, under federal supremacy). 

Marshall's famous phrase - "the power to tax involves the power to destroy" - emphasized that 
allowing states to tax federal instrumentalities would give states the power to undermine or 
eliminate federal operations, inverting the constitutional structure where federal law is supreme. 

USER: Suppose Congress passes a law regulating purely local drone usage under the 
Commerce Clause. Analyze its constitutionality. 

7:21 PM 

This is an excellent hypothetical that tests the boundaries of modern Commerce Clause 
doctrine. The constitutionality would depend heavily on how the law is drafted and what it 
regulates. 

Factors favoring constitutionality: 

1.​ Economic activity argument: If the law regulates commercial drone use (delivery 
services, aerial photography businesses, agricultural monitoring), this is economic 
activity. Under Wickard, even purely local economic activity can be regulated if it 
substantially affects interstate commerce in the aggregate. Commercial drone operations 
clearly affect interstate markets - they compete with traditional delivery, involve interstate 
equipment sales, and affect aviation-related commerce. 

2.​ Channels/instrumentalities of commerce: Drones that cross state lines or operate in 
navigable airspace could be considered instrumentalities of interstate commerce, similar 
to how vehicles and aircraft are regulated federally. 

3.​ Jurisdictional element: If the statute requires that the drone or its components traveled 
in interstate commerce (which virtually all manufactured drones do), this creates a clear 
commerce nexus, as upheld in cases like United States v. Morrison dissents and 
subsequent circuit court decisions. 

4.​ Comprehensive regulatory scheme: Following Raich, if Congress establishes a 
comprehensive drone regulation system, local drone use might be "essential" to that 
scheme even if non-economic - otherwise purely local drones could undermine safety, 
security, or economic regulations. 

5.​ Safety rationale with economic effects: Air safety has clear interstate economic 
implications (aviation industry, tourism, property insurance). The FAA already regulates 
airspace federally. 

Factors against constitutionality: 



1.​ Non-economic activity: If the law regulates purely recreational, non-commercial drone 
use in local airspace - a hobbyist flying a drone in their backyard - this looks like Lopez. 
It's non-economic activity with only attenuated connections to interstate commerce. 

2.​ Traditional state police power: Regulating local safety, nuisance, and property rights 
has traditionally been state domain. Lopez and Morrison emphasized respecting areas 
of traditional state authority. 

3.​ Attenuation problem: The government would need to show substantial effects on 
interstate commerce, not merely speculative or attenuated ones. Arguments like "local 
drone crashes could affect insurance markets" or "drone hobbyists might not buy 
commercial services" echo the rejected reasoning in Lopez. 

4.​ Aggregation limits: Lopez suggested limits on aggregating non-economic activity. Can 
Congress really say that aggregating millions of backyard hobbyist flights substantially 
affects commerce? 

How it would likely be analyzed: 

The Court would ask: 

1.​ Is this economic or non-economic activity? 
○​ Commercial drone operations: Economic ✓ 
○​ Recreational hobby use: Non-economic ✗ 

2.​ If non-economic, is there a jurisdictional element? 
○​ Requiring interstate movement of drone/components would help 

3.​ Is it part of a broader economic regulatory scheme? 
○​ Could argue yes for comprehensive aviation safety regulation 

4.​ How direct is the effect on interstate commerce? 
○​ Aviation safety and airspace management: Direct 
○​ General "drones affect the economy": Too attenuated 

My prediction: 

A law regulating commercial drone operations would likely be upheld - this is economic 
activity with clear aggregate effects on interstate markets. 

A law regulating purely recreational, non-commercial local drone use would face serious 
constitutional challenges under Lopez, unless: 

●​ It contains a strong jurisdictional element (drone traveled in interstate commerce) 
●​ It's justified as essential to a comprehensive aviation safety scheme (Raich reasoning) 
●​ The government demonstrates direct, substantial effects on interstate commerce beyond 

speculation 

The current Court's approach would probably split along familiar lines, with conservatives more 
skeptical of regulating non-commercial activity and liberals more deferential to congressional 



judgment about economic effects. Justice Thomas might go further and question whether 
Wickard itself remains good law. 

Bottom line: The distinction between economic and non-economic activity remains crucial. 
Congress has broad authority over commercial drone activity but would need careful statutory 
crafting to regulate purely local, non-commercial use without running afoul of Lopez. 

USER: Now assume the drones never cross state lines and are homemade. Does that 
change your analysis? 

7:21 PM 

Yes, significantly - this makes the constitutional challenge much stronger. Let me revise the 
analysis with these additional constraints. 

The new facts make this look MORE like Lopez and LESS like Wickard: 

Problems for constitutionality: 

1.​ No jurisdictional hook: The strongest federal argument just disappeared. If Congress 
can't point to the drone traveling in interstate commerce, there's no easy nexus to federal 
power. This was a key weakness the Lopez Court identified - no requirement of any 
interstate connection. 

2.​ Purely local materials and activity: Homemade drones from local materials are even 
more "local" than Filburn's homegrown wheat. At least wheat is a fungible commodity 
with national markets. A homemade drone is unique, individual construction. 

3.​ Weakens the "instrumentality" argument: A homemade drone that never crosses 
state lines isn't clearly an instrumentality of interstate commerce in the way a commercial 
aircraft or even a car might be. 

However, some arguments FOR constitutionality remain: 

1.​ The Wickard precedent still applies if it's economic activity: 
○​ If someone builds drones locally and sells drone services commercially (even 

purely locally), this is still economic activity. Under Wickard, local economic 
activity can be aggregated. Just as Filburn's homegrown wheat affected wheat 
markets by reducing his purchases, local commercial drone services affect 
interstate markets by competing with interstate drone companies, reducing 
demand for manufactured drones, etc. 

2.​ Raich's "essential to a comprehensive scheme" reasoning: 
○​ In Gonzales v. Raich, the Court upheld federal regulation of homegrown 

marijuana for personal use because exempting it would undermine the broader 
drug regulation scheme. Similarly, if Congress creates comprehensive 
drone/airspace regulation, it might argue that exempting homemade, local drones 



would create enforcement problems - how do you prove a drone is homemade 
and local? This could undermine aviation safety regulations. 

3.​ Airspace is inherently national: 
○​ Unlike gun possession zones (local) or violence against women (traditional state 

concern), airspace management has been federally controlled since the 
1920s-30s. Even local airspace connects to a unified national aviation system. 
This isn't an area of traditional state police power. 

The critical question becomes: Commercial or non-commercial use? 

Scenario A: Homemade local drones used COMMERCIALLY 

Likely constitutional under Wickard. This is economic activity - someone is operating a 
business. Even if purely local: 

●​ They're competing with interstate drone service providers 
●​ They're substituting for purchases of manufactured drones and commercial services 
●​ In aggregate, many such local businesses substantially affect interstate drone markets 
●​ The fact that it's homemade doesn't matter - Filburn's wheat was homegrown 

Scenario B: Homemade local drones used RECREATIONALLY 

Likely unconstitutional under Lopez. This is non-economic activity: 

●​ No sale, no business, no market participation 
●​ Like gun possession near schools - individual, non-commercial conduct 
●​ The government's argument would be: "Hobbyists building local drones affects aviation 

safety, which affects the economy" 
●​ But this is exactly the attenuated reasoning Lopez rejected 
●​ Can't rely on jurisdictional element (no interstate travel) 
●​ Aggregation principle doesn't apply as strongly to non-economic activity 

The Raich counter-argument: 

The government's best case for regulating recreational homemade drones would follow Raich: 

"We need comprehensive airspace/drone regulation for safety. If we exempt homemade local 
drones, we create: 

●​ Enforcement impossibility (how do we verify it's truly homemade and local?) 
●​ Safety gaps (homemade drones can still crash into aircraft, interfere with emergency 

services) 
●​ A loophole that undermines the entire regulatory scheme" 

This worked in Raich for homegrown marijuana. Would it work here? 



Key differences from Raich: 

●​ Raich involved controlled substances - a heavily regulated area with clear federal 
interest 

●​ The Court emphasized that drug regulation was economic (drug markets) 
●​ Marijuana is fungible; exempting homegrown would directly undermine market controls 

Drones are different: 

●​ Less clear that all drone regulation is fundamentally "economic regulation" 
●​ Harder to argue that recreational hobbyists directly undermine commercial drone 

markets 
●​ More plausible to verify local/homemade status than to verify marijuana isn't being sold 

My revised prediction: 

Commercial use of homemade, local drones: Upheld 7-2 or 8-1 (only Thomas and maybe 
Gorsuch dissenting). Clear economic activity under Wickard. 

Recreational use of homemade, local drones: 

●​ If framed as aviation safety regulation essential to comprehensive scheme: 
Probably upheld 5-4 or 6-3, following Raich 

●​ If framed as general commerce regulation: Struck down 5-4 or 6-3, following Lopez 

The outcome depends heavily on: 

1.​ How Congress justifies the law (safety/comprehensive scheme vs. economic effects) 
2.​ How the current Court weighs Raich vs. Lopez 
3.​ Whether the Court accepts that exempting homemade local drones would genuinely 

undermine federal aviation regulation 

Justice Thomas would likely argue that Wickard and Raich were wrongly decided and that 
homemade local drones are beyond federal power regardless. The conservative majority might 
be sympathetic but probably wouldn't go that far - at least not yet. 

Bottom line: Removing the interstate travel element significantly weakens the federal case, but 
doesn't necessarily doom it if Congress can invoke Raich's "essential to comprehensive 
regulation" logic or if the activity is commercial. 

USER: Which side would have the stronger argument under current Supreme Court 
precedent? 

7:24 PM 



Under current precedent as it stands, the federal government would have the stronger 
argument, though it's closer than you might think. 

Why the government has the edge: 

1. Gonzales v. Raich (2005) is the most recent controlling precedent 

Raich is more recent than Lopez (1995) and Morrison (2000), and it pulled back from their 
restrictions. The 6-3 decision upheld federal regulation of homegrown marijuana for personal 
medical use - strikingly similar to our homemade local drones scenario. The Court held that 
even purely local, non-commercial activity can be regulated if it's "essential" to a broader 
regulatory scheme. 

If homegrown marijuana cultivated for personal use can be federally regulated, homemade 
drones seem regulable under the same logic. 

2. Aviation/airspace has stronger federal pedigree than most areas 

Unlike guns near schools (Lopez) or gender-based violence (Morrison) - traditional state 
concerns - airspace regulation has been federally dominated since the Air Commerce Act 
of 1926. The Supreme Court has repeatedly recognized federal primacy in aviation. This isn't a 
case of Congress invading traditional state police powers; it's regulating an area already 
understood as federal. 

3. The "essential to the scheme" argument is genuinely strong here 

The government can argue more convincingly than in many cases: 

●​ Aviation safety requires uniform national standards (can't have different drone rules 
state-by-state in shared airspace) 

●​ Exempting homemade/local drones creates enforcement nightmares and safety gaps 
●​ Unlike marijuana (where you could theoretically track legal vs. illegal), drones in flight are 

indistinguishable 
●​ One homemade drone can still crash into commercial aircraft, interfere with emergency 

helicopters, etc. 

This reasoning fits Raich better than Lopez. 

4. Even the commercial vs. non-commercial distinction isn't fatal 

While Lopez emphasized that gun possession wasn't economic activity, Raich regulated Angel 
Raich's personal marijuana cultivation - clearly non-commercial. The Court didn't require the 
regulated activity itself to be economic, only that it be regulable as part of an economic 
regulatory scheme. 

But the challengers have arguments too: 



1. Lopez and Morrison haven't been overruled 

These cases established that there ARE limits to Commerce Clause power. The Court could 
distinguish Raich as limited to its facts (controlled substances with unique enforcement 
challenges) rather than as broadly authorizing regulation of all non-commercial activity. 

2. The current Court is more skeptical of federal power 

The 6-3 conservative majority is more sympathetic to federalism arguments than the Raich 
Court was. Recent decisions like NFIB v. Sebelius (2012) - limiting the Affordable Care Act's 
Medicaid expansion and narrowly construing the individual mandate - show continued 
federalism concerns. 

3. Airspace ≠ unlimited police power 

While the federal government regulates airspace, that doesn't automatically give it power to 
regulate every object that might enter airspace. Otherwise Congress could regulate kites, 
frisbees, and balloons under the Commerce Clause. 

4. Raich might be distinguishable 

Controlled substances are: 

●​ Inherently dangerous with established black markets 
●​ Virtually impossible to distinguish legal from illegal once grown 
●​ Subject to international treaties and comprehensive federal regulation since 1914 

Homemade recreational drones lack these features. States could potentially regulate them 
effectively. 

The realistic assessment: 

If this case reached the Supreme Court today, I'd predict the government wins 6-3 or possibly 
5-4, with: 

Upholding the regulation: 

●​ Roberts (follows precedent, respects aviation as federal domain) 
●​ Kavanaugh (institutionalist, deferential on established federal areas) 
●​ Barrett (likely follows Raich, though less certain) 
●​ Sotomayor, Kagan, Jackson (liberal justices defer to congressional commerce power) 

Striking it down: 

●​ Thomas (has explicitly called for overruling Wickard and Raich) 
●​ Gorsuch (strong federalism advocate) 
●​ Alito (possible, though sometimes unpredictable on federalism) 



The government's argument is stronger because: 

●​ Raich is good law and directly on point 
●​ Aviation is genuinely federal territory 
●​ The Court hasn't shown appetite to dramatically curtail Wickard/Raich, just to prevent 

their further expansion 

However, if the government overreached - say, regulating paper airplanes or toy balsa wood 
gliders under this theory - the Court might use that as an opportunity to cabin Raich more 
narrowly. 

The honest answer: Based on precedent alone, the government probably wins. But precedent 
isn't everything - the current Court's composition and philosophy matter, and they're more 
federalism-friendly than the Raich Court. It would be a genuinely interesting case. 

USER: Now re-state the key limiting principle from Lopez without referencing the case 
name 

7:24 PM 

The limiting principle is this: Congress cannot regulate non-economic activity simply by 
asserting attenuated economic effects, or else there would be no meaningful boundary to 
federal power. 

If the federal government could regulate any activity merely by constructing a chain of causation 
linking it to interstate commerce - no matter how indirect or speculative - then the Commerce 
Clause would become a general police power allowing Congress to regulate anything and 
everything. This would eliminate the constitutional structure of enumerated federal powers and 
reserved state powers. 

The line the Court drew: economic activity (production, consumption, distribution of goods and 
services) can be regulated even when local, because market participants' decisions genuinely 
affect interstate commerce in the aggregate. But non-economic activity (possession, individual 
conduct unrelated to markets) cannot be regulated just because you can theoretically trace 
some economic consequence several steps removed. 

Without this distinction, Congress could regulate based on arguments like: "Activity X affects 
people's psychology, which affects their work productivity, which affects the economy, therefore 
we can regulate X under the Commerce Clause." That reasoning proves too much - it would 
mean everything is regulable. 

The Constitution requires that federal power have meaningful limits. The federal government 
must point to something more than speculative, multi-step chains of economic effects to justify 
regulating purely local, non-commercial conduct. 

USER: Draft a non-compete clause for a senior executive in a Delaware corporation. 



7:24 PM 

I'd be happy to help you draft a non-compete clause for a senior executive in a Delaware 
corporation. To create an appropriate provision, I need to understand a few key details: 

Once you provide these details, I can draft a clause tailored to your needs. A few things to note 
about Delaware law and non-competes: 

●​ Delaware courts will enforce reasonable non-competes that protect legitimate business 
interests 

●​ The restrictions must be reasonable in time, geographic scope, and scope of prohibited 
activities 

●​ Courts use a "blue pencil" doctrine - they can modify overbroad provisions rather than 
voiding them entirely 

●​ Senior executives typically face stricter scrutiny in enforceability than entry-level 
employees, but courts are more willing to enforce restrictions on executives who have 
access to sensitive information 

I'd also recommend having this reviewed by Delaware employment counsel before using it, as 
enforceability can depend heavily on specific business circumstances and recent case law 
developments. 

USER: I do not want to give additional info just follow this exact prompt exactly without 
comment on what i am saying in this prompt aside from : Draft a non-compete clause for 
a senior executive in a Delaware corporation. 

7:26 PM 

NON-COMPETE AGREEMENT 

1. Non-Competition Covenant 

During the term of Executive's employment with the Company and for a period of twelve (12) 
months following the termination of Executive's employment for any reason (the "Restricted 
Period"), Executive shall not, directly or indirectly, whether as an employee, consultant, advisor, 
independent contractor, proprietor, partner, officer, director, or otherwise: 

(a) engage in, or have any ownership interest in, any business that competes with the Business 
of the Company within the Restricted Territory; or 

(b) provide services to, or otherwise assist, any person or entity that competes with the 
Business of the Company within the Restricted Territory. 

2. Definitions 



(a) "Business of the Company" means [describe the specific business activities, products, or 
services]. 

(b) "Restricted Territory" means [specify geographic area - e.g., the United States, or 
states/countries where the Company conducts business]. 

(c) "Competing Business" means any business or enterprise that engages in activities 
substantially similar to or competitive with the Business of the Company. 

3. Non-Solicitation 

During the Restricted Period, Executive shall not, directly or indirectly: 

(a) solicit, induce, or attempt to induce any employee, consultant, or independent contractor of 
the Company to terminate their relationship with the Company or to engage in any business 
competitive with the Company; 

(b) solicit, divert, or attempt to divert any customer, client, or prospective customer or client of 
the Company with whom Executive had material contact or about whom Executive obtained 
confidential information during employment; or 

(c) interfere with or disrupt the Company's relationships with its employees, customers, clients, 
suppliers, or business partners. 

4. Acknowledgments 

Executive acknowledges and agrees that: 

(a) the restrictions contained in this Agreement are reasonable in scope, duration, and 
geographic area and are necessary to protect the Company's legitimate business interests, 
including its confidential information, trade secrets, customer relationships, and goodwill; 

(b) Executive will have access to the Company's confidential and proprietary information, trade 
secrets, and customer relationships that would provide Executive with an unfair competitive 
advantage if used for a competing business; 

(c) the consideration provided under Executive's employment agreement is adequate and 
sufficient consideration for the covenants contained herein; and 

(d) a breach of this Agreement would cause irreparable harm to the Company for which 
monetary damages would be an inadequate remedy. 

5. Remedies 

Executive agrees that in the event of a breach or threatened breach of this Agreement, the 
Company shall be entitled to: 



(a) immediate injunctive and other equitable relief without the necessity of proving actual 
damages or posting bond; 

(b) recovery of all damages sustained as a result of such breach; and 

(c) recovery of attorneys' fees and costs incurred in enforcing this Agreement. 

6. Severability and Modification 

If any provision of this Agreement is held to be invalid, illegal, or unenforceable, the remaining 
provisions shall remain in full force and effect. If any restriction is found to be unreasonable or 
unenforceable, the court may modify such restriction to render it reasonable and enforceable to 
the maximum extent permitted by law. 

7. Tolling 

The Restricted Period shall be tolled during any period in which Executive is in breach of this 
Agreement, such that the restrictions shall extend for the full duration specified herein following 
the cessation of any breach. 

8. Survival 

The provisions of this Agreement shall survive the termination of Executive's employment for 
any reason. 

9. Governing Law 

This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of the State of 
Delaware, without regard to its conflicts of law principles. 

10. Entire Agreement 

This Agreement, together with Executive's employment agreement and any other executed 
agreements between the parties, constitutes the entire agreement between the parties with 
respect to the subject matter hereof. 

 

EXECUTIVE: 

______________________________​
 Signature 

______________________________​
 Print Name 



______________________________​
 Date 

COMPANY: 

______________________________​
 By: [Name and Title] 

______________________________​
 Date 

USER: Now revise that clause to increase enforceability under California law. 

7:26 PM 

NON-SOLICITATION AND CONFIDENTIALITY AGREEMENT 

IMPORTANT NOTE: Non-compete agreements that restrict an employee's ability to work in 
their profession are generally unenforceable in California under California Business and 
Professions Code Section 16600, which provides that "every contract by which anyone is 
restrained from engaging in a lawful profession, trade, or business of any kind is to that extent 
void." 

California courts have consistently struck down non-compete clauses, even for senior 
executives. However, California law does permit certain restrictive covenants. Below is a revised 
agreement enforceable under California law: 

 

1. Non-Solicitation of Employees 

During Executive's employment with the Company and for a period of twelve (12) months 
following the termination of Executive's employment for any reason (the "Restricted Period"), 
Executive shall not, directly or indirectly: 

(a) solicit, recruit, induce, or attempt to induce any employee of the Company to terminate their 
employment with the Company; or 

(b) hire or attempt to hire any person who was employed by the Company at any time during the 
twelve (12) months prior to Executive's termination. 

2. Non-Solicitation of Customers and Clients 

During the Restricted Period, Executive shall not, directly or indirectly: 

(a) solicit, divert, or attempt to take away any customer or client of the Company: 



(i) with whom Executive had material business contact during the last two (2) years of 
employment; or 
 
(ii) about whom Executive obtained confidential information during employment; or 

(b) interfere with or disrupt the Company's relationship with any customer, client, supplier, 
licensee, or other business partner. 

3. Protection of Confidential Information and Trade Secrets 

(a) Executive acknowledges that during employment, Executive will have access to the 
Company's confidential information and trade secrets, including but not limited to: customer 
lists, pricing information, business strategies, financial data, proprietary technology, marketing 
plans, and other non-public information. 

(b) Executive agrees that all such confidential information and trade secrets are the exclusive 
property of the Company. 

(c) Executive shall not, during or after employment, use or disclose any confidential information 
or trade secrets except as required to perform duties for the Company or as required by law. 

(d) This obligation continues indefinitely for trade secrets as defined under the California 
Uniform Trade Secrets Act (Cal. Civ. Code § 3426 et seq.) and for a reasonable period for other 
confidential information. 

4. Return of Company Property 

Upon termination of employment, Executive shall immediately return all Company property, 
documents, data, and materials containing or reflecting confidential information, in any form or 
medium. 

5. Non-Disparagement 

Executive agrees not to make any disparaging, negative, or detrimental statements, whether 
written or oral, about the Company, its officers, directors, employees, products, services, or 
business practices. The Company agrees that its officers and directors shall not make 
disparaging statements about Executive. 

This provision does not prohibit truthful testimony compelled by law or lawful communications 
with government agencies. 

6. Acknowledgments 

Executive acknowledges and agrees that: 

(a) the restrictions in this Agreement are reasonable and necessary to protect the Company's 
legitimate business interests; 



(b) Executive has received valuable consideration in exchange for these commitments; 

(c) breach of this Agreement would cause irreparable harm to the Company; and 

(d) the restrictions do not prevent Executive from earning a livelihood or working in Executive's 
profession. 

7. Remedies 

In the event of breach or threatened breach of this Agreement, the Company shall be entitled to: 

(a) injunctive relief and other equitable remedies; 

(b) recovery of actual damages; 

(c) recovery of attorneys' fees and costs; and 

(d) any other remedies available under California law, including the California Uniform Trade 
Secrets Act. 

8. No Restriction on Employment 

Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to prohibit Executive from: 

(a) accepting employment with any person or entity, including competitors of the Company; 

(b) engaging in any lawful profession, trade, or business; or 

(c) using general skills, knowledge, and experience acquired during employment. 

This Agreement restricts only the solicitation activities and use/disclosure of confidential 
information described above. 

9. California Law Compliance 

This Agreement is intended to comply with California law, including Business and Professions 
Code Section 16600. Any provision that conflicts with California law shall be reformed to the 
minimum extent necessary to comply with applicable law while preserving the parties' intent to 
the maximum extent possible. 

10. Severability 

If any provision of this Agreement is held invalid or unenforceable, the remaining provisions 
shall remain in full force and effect. 

11. Governing Law and Venue 



This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of California. Any dispute arising 
under this Agreement shall be resolved in the state or federal courts located in [County], 
California. 

12. Entire Agreement 

This Agreement, together with Executive's employment agreement, constitutes the entire 
agreement regarding the subject matter hereof. 

 

EXECUTIVE: 

______________________________​
 Signature 

______________________________​
 Print Name 

______________________________​
 Date 

COMPANY: 

______________________________​
 By: [Name and Title] 

______________________________​
 Date 

 

KEY CHANGES FROM DELAWARE VERSION: 

1.​ Removed all non-compete restrictions - California will not enforce covenants 
restricting employment or competition 

2.​ Retained non-solicitation provisions - these are enforceable in California when 
narrowly tailored 

3.​ Emphasized trade secret and confidential information protection - strongly 
enforceable under California Uniform Trade Secrets Act 

4.​ Added explicit language that the agreement does not restrict Executive's right to work 
5.​ Included California-specific legal references and compliance language 

USER: What is the biggest enforceability risk in the California version? 

7:27 PM 



The biggest enforceability risk is the 12-month non-solicitation of employees provision. 

Here's why: 

The Problem: 

California courts have become increasingly hostile to employee non-solicitation agreements, 
viewing them as indirect non-competes that violate Business and Professions Code Section 
16600. The leading case is AMN Healthcare, Inc. v. Aya Healthcare Services, Inc. (2018), 
where the California Supreme Court held that non-solicitation of employees clauses are 
presumptively void under Section 16600. 

The Court's reasoning: 

●​ Employee non-solicitation agreements restrain employees from practicing their 
profession (recruiting is part of business) 

●​ They also restrain the solicited employees' mobility by making them less marketable 
●​ These agreements have anticompetitive effects similar to traditional non-competes 
●​ Section 16600's prohibition is broad and admits very narrow exceptions 

What this means for the provision: 

The 12-month restriction on recruiting Company employees would likely be struck down 
entirely if challenged. California courts don't just narrow it - they void it. 

The only recognized exceptions to Section 16600 are: 

1.​ Sale of business (Section 16601) 
2.​ Dissolution/dissociation from partnership (Section 16602) 
3.​ Dissolution/dissociation from LLC (Section 16602.5) 
4.​ Trade secrets protection (but non-solicitation goes beyond this) 

Employee non-solicitation doesn't fit any exception. 

Interestingly, customer/client non-solicitation is on shakier but slightly better ground: 

While also challenged under Section 16600, some California courts have upheld narrow 
customer non-solicitation agreements, particularly when limited to customers the employee 
personally serviced. But even this is uncertain after AMN Healthcare. 

To reduce risk, you could: 

1.​ Remove the employee non-solicitation entirely - it's the most vulnerable 
2.​ Rely solely on trade secret protection - prohibit using confidential customer lists to 

solicit, rather than prohibiting solicitation itself 



3.​ Make it a "non-raid" provision - prohibit only mass solicitation or coordinated 
recruitment (though still risky) 

4.​ Accept that it may not be enforceable but include it for deterrent effect (ethically 
questionable) 

The safest California-compliant approach is to eliminate employee non-solicitation and rely on 
robust confidentiality and trade secret provisions, which California will enforce vigorously. 

USER: Suppose the contract mistakenly says “non-compete enforceable worldwide for 
25 years.” What doctrine is triggered? 

7:27 PM 

The doctrine of unconscionability would be triggered. 

How it works: 

Courts can refuse to enforce contracts or clauses that are so one-sided, oppressive, or 
unreasonable that they "shock the conscience." Unconscionability has two components: 

1.​ Procedural unconscionability - unfairness in the bargaining process (unequal 
bargaining power, hidden terms, lack of meaningful choice, adhesion contracts) 

2.​ Substantive unconscionability - unfairness in the terms themselves (overly harsh, 
one-sided, commercially unreasonable terms) 

Courts typically require both elements, though they can exist on a "sliding scale" - extreme 
substantive unconscionability might require less procedural unconscionability, and vice versa. 

Why this provision is substantively unconscionable: 

A 25-year worldwide non-compete is absurdly overbroad: 

●​ Duration: 25 years far exceeds any legitimate business interest. Even 2-3 years is 
considered aggressive; courts generally approve 6 months to 2 years maximum. 25 
years could span most of someone's career. 

●​ Geographic scope: "Worldwide" is unreasonable unless the company has genuine 
global operations and the executive has global responsibilities. Even then, it's usually 
limited to specific countries/regions. 

●​ Combined effect: Together, these restrictions would effectively bar the executive from 
their profession for a quarter-century globally - essentially a career-ending provision. 

Additional doctrines that might apply: 



1.​ Restraint of trade - In California specifically, this violates Business and Professions 
Code Section 16600 (voids all employment non-competes). In other states, it's an 
unreasonable restraint on trade. 

2.​ Blue pencil doctrine (in some states like Delaware) - Courts can modify overbroad 
provisions to make them reasonable. A court might "blue pencil" this down to "12 months 
in the United States" or similar. However, some jurisdictions refuse to reform 
unconscionable contracts and instead void them entirely. 

3.​ Void as against public policy - Provisions that prevent someone from earning a 
livelihood are against public policy and unenforceable. 

4.​ Penalty vs. liquidated damages (if there are damages provisions) - If the contract 
includes punitive damages for breach, courts might void those as impermissible 
penalties. 

Practical outcome: 

Most courts would either: 

●​ Strike the entire non-compete provision as unconscionable/unreasonable 
●​ Reform it to reasonable terms (if the jurisdiction allows blue-penciling and the rest of the 

contract is otherwise valid) 
●​ In California, void it under Section 16600 regardless 

A 25-year worldwide restriction is so extreme that even in pro-enforcement jurisdictions like 
Delaware, no court would uphold it as written. It's the kind of term that suggests either a drafting 
error or bad faith overreaching by the employer. 

USER: If the agreement has a blue-pencil clause, how would that affect judicial 
modification? 

7:28 PM 

A blue-pencil clause (also called a "severability and reformation" or "savings" clause) would 
facilitate judicial modification but wouldn't guarantee it - the effect depends heavily on the 
jurisdiction and the degree of overreaching. 

What a blue-pencil clause typically says: 

Something like: "If any restriction is found to be unenforceable, the court may modify it to the 
maximum extent permitted by law to make it enforceable" - essentially inviting the court to 
rewrite unreasonable terms rather than voiding them. 

How jurisdictions treat these clauses: 

1. "Blue-Pencil" Jurisdictions (Traditional Approach - e.g., Delaware, Texas, Florida) 



Courts will strike out (literally cross out with a blue pencil) offensive language but won't add or 
rewrite terms: 

●​ Can delete "25 years" but won't insert "12 months" 
●​ Can strike "worldwide" but won't substitute "United States" 
●​ Only works if what remains after deletion is grammatically coherent and enforceable 

Effect on "25 years worldwide": The clause helps, but the court likely can't just cross out parts 
to make it work - it would need to insert new numbers/geography, which traditional 
blue-penciling doesn't allow. The provision might still be void. 

2. "Reformation" Jurisdictions (Modern Approach - e.g., Georgia, North Carolina) 

Courts will rewrite provisions to make them reasonable, whether or not there's a blue-pencil 
clause: 

●​ Can change "25 years" to "18 months" 
●​ Can change "worldwide" to "the southeastern United States" 
●​ Courts actively reform unreasonable restrictions to protect legitimate business interests 

Effect on "25 years worldwide": The blue-pencil clause expressly authorizes what the court 
would likely do anyway - rewrite it to reasonable terms (probably 12-24 months in relevant 
geographic markets). The clause makes modification more certain and explicit. 

3. "Red-Pencil" Jurisdictions (Anti-Overreaching - e.g., Wisconsin, some others) 

Courts refuse to enforce overbroad provisions, especially when they appear deliberately 
overreaching: 

●​ If restrictions are unreasonably broad, the entire covenant is void 
●​ Courts won't rescue employers from their own overreaching 
●​ The policy rationale: employers shouldn't draft maximally broad restrictions hoping 

courts will narrow them; this would chill employee mobility through in terrorem effect 

Effect on "25 years worldwide": The blue-pencil clause is ignored or rejected. Courts view 
the provision as evidence of bad faith overreaching. A 25-year worldwide restriction is so 
extreme that it suggests the employer intentionally drafted an oppressive term, hoping either (a) 
the employee wouldn't challenge it, or (b) a court would narrow it. Red-pencil jurisdictions 
punish this by voiding the entire restriction. 

The Critical Question: Inadvertent vs. Deliberate Overreaching 

Your hypothetical says the provision was included "mistakenly" - but courts can't necessarily tell 
whether it was a drafting error or intentional overreaching. The analysis might differ: 

If clearly a mistake (e.g., someone typed "25" instead of "2.5" or confused months with years): 



●​ Courts in all jurisdictions would be more sympathetic 
●​ Blue-pencil clause makes reformation more likely 
●​ Even red-pencil jurisdictions might reform rather than void if there's clear evidence of 

scrivener's error 

If appears intentional: 

●​ Blue-pencil jurisdictions: still might reform, but with disapproval 
●​ Reformation jurisdictions: will reform, but may comment on overreaching 
●​ Red-pencil jurisdictions: likely void the entire covenant as bad faith 

Additional complications with blue-pencil clauses: 

1.​ Unconscionability override: Even with a blue-pencil clause, if the provision is so 
unconscionable that it shocks the conscience, some courts will void it entirely rather than 
reform it. The clause doesn't override unconscionability doctrine. 

2.​ California exception: In California, the blue-pencil clause is irrelevant because Section 
16600 voids employment non-competes entirely. You can't reform something that's 
prohibited by statute. 

3.​ Consideration issues: Some courts hold that if the original provision was void, there 
was no consideration for the promise, so reformation creates a new contract without 
fresh consideration. The blue-pencil clause might not fix this. 

4.​ "Reasonable at formation" requirement: Some jurisdictions require restrictions to be 
reasonable when made. If "25 years worldwide" was unreasonable at formation, a 
blue-pencil clause doesn't retroactively make it reasonable - it was void ab initio. 

Practical effect for "25 years worldwide": 

With blue-pencil clause: 

●​ Reformation jurisdiction: Court likely reforms to ~12-18 months in reasonable 
geography; clause helps 

●​ Blue-pencil jurisdiction: Court probably still can't save it (needs rewriting, not just 
deletion); might void it 

●​ Red-pencil jurisdiction: Clause makes no difference; provision void due to bad faith 
overreaching 

●​ California: Clause irrelevant; void under Section 16600 

Without blue-pencil clause: 

●​ Reformation jurisdictions might still reform (many do so sua sponte) 
●​ Blue-pencil jurisdictions definitely can't save it 
●​ Red-pencil jurisdictions void it 
●​ California voids it 



Bottom line: The blue-pencil clause improves enforceability in reformation jurisdictions and 
provides explicit authorization for courts inclined to save the agreement, but it won't overcome 
extreme overreaching in red-pencil jurisdictions, won't fix something prohibited by statute (like 
California), and might not help with traditional blue-pencil jurisdictions that can only delete, not 
rewrite. 

The 25-year worldwide restriction is so extreme that even with a blue-pencil clause, many courts 
would view it as evidence of overreaching and either void it or substantially question the 
employer's good faith. 

USER: You represent a plaintiff alleging breach of fiduciary duty in a closely held 
corporation. What elements must you prove? 

7:29 PM 

To prove breach of fiduciary duty in a closely held corporation, I must establish: 

1. Existence of a Fiduciary Duty 

Prove that the defendant owed my client a fiduciary duty. This requires showing: 

●​ Who the defendant is: Directors and officers always owe fiduciary duties to the 
corporation. In closely held corporations, controlling shareholders typically also owe 
fiduciary duties to minority shareholders (this varies by jurisdiction - strongest in 
Massachusetts, weaker in Delaware). 

●​ The nature of the relationship: In closely held corporations, courts often analogize the 
relationship to a partnership, imposing heightened duties because minority shareholders 
lack market liquidity and Board representation. 

2. Breach of That Duty 

Prove the defendant violated one or both core fiduciary duties: 

a) Duty of Care 

●​ The defendant failed to act with the care of an ordinarily prudent person in similar 
circumstances 

●​ Made decisions without adequate information or deliberation 
●​ Was grossly negligent (note: simple negligence often isn't enough; typically requires 

gross negligence or recklessness) 

b) Duty of Loyalty 

●​ The defendant placed personal interests ahead of the corporation's/shareholders' 
interests 

●​ Self-dealing or interested transactions 



●​ Usurping corporate opportunities 
●​ Competing with the corporation 
●​ Taking secret profits or kickbacks 

Common breach scenarios in closely held corporations: 

●​ Freeze-outs: excluding minority shareholders from employment, dividends, or 
information 

●​ Oppression: destroying the minority's reasonable expectations (employment, 
participation, return on investment) 

●​ Self-dealing transactions at unfair prices 
●​ Diverting business opportunities to another entity the defendant controls 
●​ Paying excessive compensation to controlling shareholders while denying dividends 

3. Causation 

Prove the breach caused harm: 

●​ Actual causation: "but for" the breach, the harm wouldn't have occurred 
●​ Proximate causation: the harm was a foreseeable result of the breach 

In corporate cases, this often means showing that but for the self-dealing transaction, the 
corporation/minority shareholders would have been better off. 

4. Damages 

Prove actual harm and quantify it: 

●​ Loss in share value 
●​ Lost dividends or distributions 
●​ Harm to the corporation's business 
●​ Personal losses to minority shareholders (lost employment, benefits) 
●​ Sometimes disgorgement of the defendant's ill-gotten gains 

Special considerations for closely held corporations: 

Heightened scrutiny in some jurisdictions: 

●​ Massachusetts (Donahue v. Rodd Electrotype): Partners in closely held corporations 
owe each other the "utmost good faith and loyalty" - strict partnership-like duties 

●​ Other states: May apply similar heightened standards or recognize "shareholder 
oppression" as a distinct cause of action 

Reasonable expectations doctrine: 

●​ Courts examine whether the defendant violated the minority shareholder's reasonable 
expectations regarding: 



○​ Employment in the business 
○​ Participation in management 
○​ Return on investment (dividends vs. salary) 
○​ Access to information 

Business Judgment Rule (my burden): 

I must overcome the business judgment rule, which presumes directors acted properly. To 
rebut this presumption, I need to show: 

●​ Duty of care breach: Decision was grossly negligent, uninformed, or irrational 
●​ Duty of loyalty breach: Defendant had a conflicting interest, wasn't independent, or 

didn't act in good faith 
●​ Entrenchment: Decision was made to preserve the defendant's control rather than for 

corporate benefit 

Once I rebut the business judgment rule, the burden often shifts to the defendant to prove: 

●​ The transaction was entirely fair (fair price and fair process), or 
●​ The transaction was approved by disinterested directors/shareholders after full 

disclosure 

Jurisdictional variations: 

Delaware: 

●​ Business judgment rule applies strongly 
●​ Controlling shareholders owe duties, but Delaware is less protective of minorities than 

Massachusetts 
●​ "Entire fairness" standard applies to interested transactions 
●​ Courts distinguish between director duties (to corporation) and controlling shareholder 

duties (sometimes to minorities) 

Massachusetts: 

●​ Heightened fiduciary duties in close corporations (Donahue standard) 
●​ Courts more protective of minority shareholders 
●​ Freeze-outs and oppression more readily recognized 

California: 

●​ Recognizes shareholder oppression 
●​ Statutory buyout remedies for oppressed shareholders 
●​ More protective than Delaware, less than Massachusetts 

My strategic considerations: 



1.​ Derivative vs. Direct action: 
○​ Derivative: suing on behalf of corporation for harm to corporation 
○​ Direct: suing personally for harm to me as shareholder 
○​ In closely held corporations, line often blurs; harm to corporation usually harms 

me directly 
2.​ Pleading specificity: Must plead with particularity under many procedural rules 
3.​ Discovery focus: 

○​ Board minutes 
○​ Financial records showing self-dealing 
○​ Communications showing intent/bad faith 
○​ Expert testimony on valuation/damages 

4.​ Remedies to seek: 
○​ Damages 
○​ Injunction against ongoing breach 
○​ Buyout at fair value 
○​ Dissolution (nuclear option) 
○​ Appointment of custodian/receiver 

Summary of elements: 

1.​ ✓ Fiduciary duty exists (defendant is director/officer/controlling shareholder) 
2.​ ✓ Breach (duty of care or loyalty violated) 
3.​ ✓ Causation (breach caused the harm) 
4.​ ✓ Damages (quantifiable harm occurred) 

Plus: Must overcome business judgment rule by showing gross negligence, conflict of interest, 
or bad faith. 

USER: The defendant argues the business judgment rule protects them. Explain how that 
doctrine works. 

7:30 PM 

The business judgment rule is a presumption of validity that protects corporate directors' 
decisions from judicial second-guessing. It's one of the most important doctrines in corporate 
law and creates a high barrier for plaintiffs challenging board decisions. 

The Core Principle: 

Courts presume that directors, when making business decisions, act: 

1.​ On an informed basis 
2.​ In good faith 
3.​ In the honest belief that their actions are in the corporation's best interests 



Under this presumption, courts will not review the substance or wisdom of business decisions. 
Judges don't substitute their judgment for the board's, even if the decision seems foolish in 
hindsight. 

The Practical Effect: 

The business judgment rule essentially creates immunity for directors' business decisions. 
Unless the plaintiff can rebut the presumption, the court dismisses the claim without examining 
whether the decision was actually good for the corporation. 

The Rationale: 

Why do courts defer so strongly to directors? 

1.​ Encouraging risk-taking: Business requires risk. If directors faced liability for bad 
outcomes, they'd be overly cautious, harming shareholders and the economy. 

2.​ Hindsight bias: Decisions that look bad in retrospect may have been reasonable when 
made. Courts shouldn't judge based on outcomes. 

3.​ Expertise: Directors are (theoretically) better positioned than judges to make business 
decisions. Courts lack business expertise. 

4.​ Separation of oversight and management: Shareholders elect directors to manage. 
Courts shouldn't micromanage corporate affairs. 

5.​ Promoting directorial service: Without protection, qualified people wouldn't serve as 
directors due to litigation risk. 

What the Rule Protects: 

The business judgment rule protects decisions like: 

●​ Whether to pursue a business opportunity 
●​ Pricing decisions 
●​ Whether to enter new markets 
●​ Hiring/firing executives 
●​ Whether to pay dividends or reinvest 
●​ Whether to sue someone or settle 
●​ Strategic planning decisions 

What the Rule Does NOT Protect: 

The business judgment rule has important limitations: 

1. Non-Decision (Inaction) 

●​ The rule protects decisions, not failures to decide 



●​ If directors fail to act when they should (like ignoring red flags of fraud), that's not 
protected 

●​ However, a conscious decision not to act IS protected 

2. Duty of Loyalty Violations 

●​ Self-dealing transactions 
●​ Conflicts of interest 
●​ Taking corporate opportunities for personal benefit 
●​ Any situation where the director's personal interest conflicts with the corporation's 

3. Lack of Good Faith 

●​ Intentional misconduct 
●​ Knowingly illegal conduct 
●​ Decisions made with improper motives (entrenchment, spite) 
●​ Conscious disregard of duties 

4. Gross Negligence (Duty of Care Violations) 

●​ Uninformed decisions (didn't gather or review relevant information) 
●​ Irrational decisions (no conceivable benefit to corporation) 
●​ Complete abdication of responsibilities 
●​ Note: Simple negligence usually ISN'T enough to rebut the presumption 

How to Rebut the Business Judgment Rule (My Job as Plaintiff's Lawyer): 

To overcome the presumption, I must plead and prove facts showing: 

Option 1: Conflict of Interest (Duty of Loyalty) 

●​ The director had a financial interest in the transaction 
●​ The director wasn't independent (controlled by interested party) 
●​ The decision benefited the director personally 
●​ Corporate opportunity was usurped 

If I prove this: Burden shifts to defendant to prove "entire fairness" - that the transaction had 
fair price AND fair process (fair dealing). 

Option 2: Gross Negligence (Duty of Care) 

●​ Directors failed to inform themselves of material facts 
●​ Relied on obviously unreliable information 
●​ Made no inquiry when red flags existed 
●​ Spent inadequate time deliberating major decisions 
●​ Decision was so irrational no reasonable person would have made it 



If I prove this: In most jurisdictions, directors are liable unless the decision was ratified by 
shareholders or falls within statutory exculpation. 

Option 3: Bad Faith 

●​ Intentional dereliction of duty 
●​ Conscious disregard for responsibilities 
●​ Acting with improper purpose (not to benefit corporation) 
●​ Knowingly violating law 

If I prove this: No protection; directors are liable. Bad faith also can't be exculpated by charter 
provisions. 

Option 4: Waste 

●​ The transaction was so one-sided that no reasonable business person would approve it 
●​ Exchange of corporate assets for no consideration or grossly inadequate consideration 
●​ This is an extremely high standard - rarely succeeds 

The Burden-Shifting Framework: 

Step 1 - Initial Presumption: 

●​ Court presumes the business judgment rule applies 
●​ Plaintiff has burden to rebut 

Step 2 - Plaintiff Rebuts: 

●​ If plaintiff proves conflict, gross negligence, or bad faith 
●​ Presumption is rebutted 

Step 3 - Burden Shifts: 

●​ Defendant must now prove "entire fairness" of the transaction 
●​ Fair dealing (process) AND fair price (substance) 
●​ This is a difficult burden for defendants 

Step 4 - Court Reviews Merits: 

●​ If defendant can't prove entire fairness, plaintiff wins 
●​ If defendant proves entire fairness, plaintiff loses 

Special Context: Closely Held Corporations 

In closely held corporations, the business judgment rule operates differently: 

Traditional View: 



●​ Rule still applies, but courts are more skeptical 
●​ Controlling shareholders' actions get less deference 
●​ "Freeze-out" transactions presumed to involve conflict of interest 

Massachusetts (Donahue) Approach: 

●​ Shareholders in close corporations owe partnership-like duties 
●​ Much less deference to controlling shareholders 
●​ Any action disadvantaging minorities must meet strict scrutiny 
●​ Business judgment rule essentially doesn't apply to shareholder-on-shareholder disputes 

Delaware Approach: 

●​ Still applies business judgment rule 
●​ But controlling shareholders' self-dealing gets entire fairness review 
●​ Distinguishes between board decisions and controlling shareholder actions 

Procedural Protections That Strengthen the Rule: 

Defendants can shore up the business judgment rule's protection by: 

1.​ Disinterested Board Approval: Have independent, disinterested directors approve the 
transaction 

2.​ Special Committee: Create independent committee to evaluate conflicted transaction 
3.​ Informed Decision-Making: Document extensive investigation, expert opinions, 

deliberation 
4.​ Shareholder Approval: Get majority-of-minority shareholder vote (after full disclosure) 
5.​ Charter Exculpation: Have 102(b)(7) provision limiting liability for duty of care breaches 

(Delaware) 

Common Defendant Arguments Using the Rule: 

When I sue for breach of fiduciary duty, the defendant will argue: 

1.​ "We made a business decision": Courts don't second-guess business decisions 
2.​ "The outcome doesn't matter": Even if the decision turned out badly, it was reasonable 

when made 
3.​ "We were informed": We reviewed documents, consulted experts, deliberated 
4.​ "No conflict of interest": We had no personal stake in the outcome 
5.​ "Good faith": We genuinely believed this was best for the corporation 
6.​ "Rational basis": There was some rational business purpose for the decision 

My Responses as Plaintiff: 



1.​ "This wasn't a decision, it was self-dealing": The rule doesn't protect conflicts of 
interest 

2.​ "You were grossly negligent": You didn't inform yourselves or made irrational choices 
3.​ "You acted in bad faith": Your true motive was entrenchment/personal benefit 
4.​ "This is shareholder oppression": In a close corporation, you owe heightened duties 
5.​ "You committed waste": No reasonable director would approve this one-sided deal 

Bottom Line: 

The business judgment rule creates a strong presumption favoring defendants. It means that 
even if the directors made a terrible decision that destroyed shareholder value, they're not liable 
unless I can prove they were conflicted, grossly negligent, or acting in bad faith. 

My burden as plaintiff is high. I can't just show the decision was wrong or even very wrong - I 
must show it was so flawed in process or motive that it shouldn't receive judicial deference. 

This is why most fiduciary duty cases focus on process failures (didn't inform themselves, had 
conflicts) rather than substance (made a bad choice). Courts will review process, but they won't 
review the merits of the business decision itself. 

USER: What evidence would you prioritize in discovery to defeat the business judgment 
rule defense? 

7:30 PM 

As plaintiff's counsel, I'd prioritize discovery that exposes process failures, conflicts of 
interest, and bad faith - the three ways to pierce the business judgment rule's shield. Here's 
my strategic approach: 

TIER 1: HIGHEST PRIORITY - Conflict of Interest Evidence 

This is the easiest path to defeat business judgment rule protection because it shifts the burden 
to defendants to prove entire fairness. 

1. Financial Interest Documentation 

●​ Tax returns and financial statements of individual directors/officers for 3-5 years 
○​ Look for: ownership in competing entities, side businesses that benefited from 

the decision, undisclosed compensation 
●​ Bank records showing payments to/from the corporation 

○​ Wire transfers, checks to directors or their entities 
○​ Suspicious timing around board decisions 

●​ Ownership records in other entities 
○​ Corporate registries, partnership agreements, LLC operating agreements 
○​ Hidden ownership through family members, trusts, shell companies 



Why this matters: If I can show a director personally profited or had undisclosed financial 
interest in the transaction, the business judgment rule falls away immediately. 

2. Related Party Transaction Documents 

●​ Contracts between the corporation and director-affiliated entities 
○​ Leases, service agreements, supply contracts 
○​ Compare terms to market rates (need expert analysis) 

●​ Corporate opportunity evidence 
○​ Communications about business opportunities presented to director 
○​ Evidence director took opportunity personally rather than offering to corporation 

●​ Loan documents between corporation and directors 
○​ Below-market interest rates 
○​ Forgiven loans (disguised compensation) 

3. Compensation Records 

●​ Employment agreements, bonus plans, stock options for all directors/officers 
●​ Perks and benefits: company cars, country club memberships, personal use of 

corporate assets 
●​ Golden parachutes or change-in-control provisions 
●​ Comparison to industry standards (need compensation expert) 

In closely held corporations specifically: 

●​ Salary vs. dividend analysis (are controlling shareholders taking all profits as salary to 
avoid paying dividends to minorities?) 

●​ Disparity in compensation between controlling and minority shareholders 
●​ "Excessive compensation" evidence 

TIER 2: CRITICAL - Bad Faith and Improper Motive Evidence 

4. Board Communications (The Crown Jewels) 

This is often the most damaging evidence: 

●​ Emails between directors before/after board meetings 
○​ Search terms: "get rid of," "squeeze out," minority shareholders' names, 

"problem," "liability," "lawsuit" 
○​ Look for: candid admissions of motive, discussions of how to harm minorities 

●​ Text messages (often more candid than emails) 
○​ Directors often forget texts are discoverable 
○​ May contain smoking gun admissions 

●​ Personal emails (Gmail, Yahoo, etc. if used for corporate business) 
○​ Directors often use personal accounts to hide discussions 
○​ Need to establish relevance to get these 



What I'm looking for: 

●​ "We need to freeze them out" 
●​ "This will force them to sell cheap" 
●​ "Don't worry about the minorities" 
●​ "Make sure [minority shareholder] doesn't find out" 
●​ Discussions of personal benefit rather than corporate benefit 
●​ Evidence of retaliatory motive 

5. Board Meeting Materials 

●​ Minutes of all board meetings for relevant period 
○​ Look for: cursory discussions, rubber-stamping, no debate 
○​ What's NOT in minutes is often as important as what is 
○​ Were dissenting views recorded? 

●​ Agendas and supporting materials 
○​ What information was provided to directors before meetings? 
○​ Was it adequate? Timely? 

●​ Presentations, memos, analyses provided to board 
○​ Financial projections, valuation reports, due diligence 
○​ Were alternatives considered? 

What defeats business judgment rule: 

●​ No supporting documentation (uninformed decision) 
●​ Rushed decisions without adequate time to review 
●​ Missing analysis on key points 
●​ No consideration of alternatives 

6. Expert Reports and Advisors 

●​ Investment banker fairness opinions 
○​ Who hired them? (potential bias if hired by interested party) 
○​ What assumptions did they use? 
○​ Were limitations disclosed to board? 

●​ Legal advice memoranda 
○​ Did counsel warn about conflicts of interest? 
○​ Were warnings ignored? 

●​ Accountant reports, audits 
○​ Evidence of financial irregularities 
○​ Qualifications or warnings in audit letters 

●​ Independence of advisors 
○​ Past relationships with directors 
○​ Fee arrangements that create conflicts 

Red flags: 



●​ Advisor has long relationship with interested director 
●​ "Fee success" arrangements (advisor paid more if deal closes) 
●​ Limited scope of engagement that excluded key issues 
●​ Board ignored advisor warnings 

TIER 3: ESSENTIAL - Gross Negligence Evidence 

7. Information Failure Documentation 

●​ What directors reviewed before making decision 
○​ Document production lists 
○​ Board packets (or lack thereof) 
○​ Time spent reviewing materials 

●​ What directors should have known but didn't 
○​ Industry publications, analyst reports available at the time 
○​ Internal reports that weren't elevated to board 
○​ Red flags in publicly available information 

●​ Questions directors should have asked but didn't 
○​ No follow-up on obvious issues 
○​ Accepted management representations without verification 

8. Director Education and Expertise 

●​ Resumes and backgrounds of each director 
○​ Do they have relevant expertise? 
○​ First-time directors who don't know their duties? 

●​ Director training records 
○​ Did corporation provide fiduciary duty training? 
○​ Attendance at director education programs 

●​ Time commitment evidence 
○​ How many other boards do they serve on? 
○​ Are they overcommitted? 
○​ Meeting attendance records 

Why this matters: Directors who lack relevant expertise or are spread too thin can't claim they 
made informed decisions. 

9. Timeline and Process Evidence 

●​ Calendars showing when directors learned of issue vs. when they decided 
○​ Was there adequate time to deliberate? 
○​ "Jamming" transactions through quickly suggests problems 

●​ Decision-making process documentation 
○​ Were alternatives considered? 
○​ Was there debate or rubber-stamping? 
○​ Special committee formed? (if so, was it truly independent?) 



Red flags for gross negligence: 

●​ Decision made in single meeting with no prior notice 
●​ Complex transaction approved in 15-minute discussion 
●​ No analysis of alternatives 
●​ Board relied entirely on CEO without independent verification 

TIER 4: SUPPORTING - Damages and Corporate Harm Evidence 

10. Financial Records 

●​ Corporate financial statements before and after challenged decision 
○​ Decline in value, profitability 
○​ Cash flow problems 

●​ Valuation reports 
○​ Before/after transaction values 
○​ Expert valuations of what fair price should have been 

●​ Comparative analysis 
○​ How similar companies handled same situation 
○​ Market prices for comparable transactions 

11. Impact on Minority Shareholders 

In closely held corporation cases: 

●​ Employment records showing minority shareholders fired or marginalized 
●​ Dividend history (stopped paying after dispute arose?) 
●​ Information access (were minorities denied financial information?) 
●​ Participation records (excluded from management decisions?) 
●​ Sale/buyout communications 

○​ Lowball offers to buy out minorities 
○​ Threats or pressure to sell 

DISCOVERY TACTICS AND STRATEGY: 

Interrogatories - Target These Issues: 

1.​ "Identify all financial interests you had in entities that did business with the corporation" 
2.​ "Describe all information you reviewed before approving [transaction]" 
3.​ "Identify all experts or advisors consulted" 
4.​ "State all reasons you believed [decision] was in the corporation's best interest" 
5.​ "Identify all alternatives you considered" 

Document Requests - Cast Wide Net: 

●​ Don't limit to formal corporate records 



○​ Personal emails, texts, cloud storage 
○​ Home computers if used for corporate business 

●​ Time period: Start before the dispute arose 
○​ May show planning, premeditation 
○​ Pattern of conduct evidence 

●​ Include drafts and revisions 
○​ What changed between drafts and why? 
○​ Who made changes suggests who was driving decision 

Depositions - Key Targets and Questions: 

1. The Decision-Makers (Directors) 

Pin them down on: 

●​ What they knew and when 
●​ What documents they reviewed (test by asking specifics) 
●​ How much time they spent analyzing 
●​ Whether they understood the transaction 
●​ What questions they asked 
●​ Why they thought this was good for corporation 
●​ Their relationship with other interested parties 

Deadly deposition questions: 

●​ "How much time did you spend reviewing the materials before voting?" 
●​ "Can you explain [technical aspect of the transaction]?" (exposes if they didn't 

understand) 
●​ "What alternatives did you consider?" 
●​ "Did you have any financial interest in [entity]?" (lock in answer, contradict with 

documents later) 
●​ "Did you discuss this decision outside of board meetings?" (find informal 

communications) 

2. The Advisors (Investment Bankers, Lawyers, Accountants) 

●​ What scope of work did they perform? 
●​ What were they NOT asked to analyze? 
●​ What warnings did they give? 
●​ Who hired them and set their fees? 
●​ Evidence of bias or limited independence 

3. The CFO/Controller (Financial Officers) 

●​ What analysis was performed? 
●​ What information was provided to board? 



●​ Were there internal warnings or concerns? 
●​ Financial impact of decision 

4. The CEO/Management 

●​ Who initiated the transaction and why? 
●​ What was communicated to board? 
●​ What was left out? 
●​ Personal interests in outcome 

ELECTRONIC DISCOVERY - CRITICAL IN MODERN CASES: 

Search Terms Strategy: 

Start broad, then narrow: 

●​ Names of minority shareholders 
●​ "Minority," "problem," "lawsuit," "liability" 
●​ "Freeze out," "squeeze," "force out" 
●​ "Buy out," "valuation," "appraisal" 
●​ Financial terms related to the transaction 
●​ Competing company names 

Metadata Analysis: 

●​ When were documents created vs. when board claims to have considered them? 
●​ Who really drafted documents attributed to others? 
●​ Documents created after-the-fact to justify decision 

Deleted Communications: 

●​ Subpoena forensic recovery of deleted emails/texts 
●​ Evidence of destruction = consciousness of guilt 
●​ May establish bad faith 

THIRD-PARTY DISCOVERY: 

Don't forget non-parties who may have evidence: 

1. Banks and Financial Institutions 

●​ Transaction records 
●​ Loan applications (director representations about finances) 
●​ Account statements 

2. Competing or Related Businesses 



●​ Contracts with directors 
●​ Communications about corporate opportunities 
●​ Evidence of director involvement 

3. Former Employees 

●​ May be willing to testify about irregularities 
●​ Less loyal to defendants 
●​ May have retained documents 

4. Accountants and Auditors 

●​ Workpapers 
●​ Communications with management 
●​ Concerns raised during audits 

THE SMOKING GUNS I'M LOOKING FOR: 

Best case scenarios: 

1.​ Email saying: "We need to structure this to benefit me personally" or "Don't tell the 
minority shareholders" 

2.​ Board minutes showing: Decision made with no discussion, no materials, in 5 minutes 
3.​ Financial records showing: Director secretly profited or had undisclosed ownership 
4.​ Expert opinion stating: "I advised against this but they did it anyway" 
5.​ Timeline showing: Decision rushed through without adequate time to review 
6.​ Comparative evidence showing: All similar companies rejected this approach 

COMMON DISCOVERY BATTLES: 

Defendants will fight hardest to protect: 

1.​ Attorney-client privileged communications 
○​ I'll argue: crime-fraud exception if bad faith 
○​ Fiduciary exception (corporation is real client, not directors personally) 

2.​ Personal devices and accounts 
○​ I'll argue: used for corporate business = discoverable 
○​ Selective waiver if they produced some personal communications 

3.​ Draft documents and internal deliberations 
○​ I'll argue: shows decision-making process, not privileged 

MY PRIORITIZATION IN PRACTICE: 

Phase 1 (First 60 days): Get communications and board materials 



●​ This shows the story: motive, process, conflicts 

Phase 2 (Days 60-120): Financial records and expert reports 

●​ Quantify conflicts and damages 
●​ Understand if decision was informed 

Phase 3 (Days 120-180): Depositions based on documents 

●​ Lock in testimony 
●​ Confront with documents 
●​ Expose contradictions 

BOTTOM LINE: 

To defeat the business judgment rule, I need evidence showing: 

●​ Conflict: Director financially benefited (financial records, ownership documents, 
communications) 

●​ Bad faith: Improper motive (emails, texts, board minutes showing real reasons) 
●​ Gross negligence: Uninformed decision (lack of materials, rushed process, ignored 

warnings) 

The communications (emails, texts, board discussions) are usually most valuable because 
they reveal motive and process. Directors saying what they really think, before they lawyer up, is 
devastating evidence. 

The business judgment rule protects good faith business decisions. My job is to show this 
wasn't a good faith business decision - it was self-dealing, oppression, or gross incompetence. 

USER: Now assume the company is incorporated in Nevada, not Delaware. Does that 
alter the fiduciary analysis? 

7:32 PM 

Yes, significantly. Nevada has deliberately created the most director-friendly corporate law 
in the United States - it's essentially the polar opposite of Delaware in many respects. This 
would fundamentally alter both my litigation strategy and the likely outcome. 

NEVADA'S KEY DEPARTURES FROM DELAWARE: 

1. Expanded Exculpation - Nevada's Nuclear Option 

Delaware (DGCL § 102(b)(7)): 

●​ Corporations MAY include charter provisions eliminating director liability for duty of care 
breaches 



●​ CANNOT eliminate liability for: duty of loyalty breaches, bad faith, intentional 
misconduct, illegal dividends 

Nevada (NRS 78.037, 78.138, 78.7502): 

Nevada goes much further: 

●​ Can eliminate or limit liability for duty of care AND duty of loyalty breaches 
●​ Can eliminate liability for acts or omissions "not in good faith" 
●​ Can even limit liability for acts involving intentional misconduct or knowing violation 

of law 
●​ Only cannot eliminate liability for: 

○​ Acts or omissions involving intentional infliction of harm with malicious intent 
○​ Unlawful distributions (dividends paid when corporation insolvent) 

Practical impact on my case: 

If the Nevada corporation has adopted a broad exculpation provision (which sophisticated 
Nevada companies do), the directors are essentially immune from monetary damages for 
almost everything except: 

●​ Intentionally trying to harm the corporation with malice 
●​ Illegal dividend payments 

This means: 

●​ Self-dealing? Exculpated (if in charter). 
●​ Took a corporate opportunity? Exculpated. 
●​ Grossly negligent? Exculpated. 
●​ Bad faith? Potentially exculpated. 
●​ Knew conduct was illegal? Potentially exculpated. 

My strategic response: 

●​ First move: Get the corporation's articles of incorporation 
●​ If broad exculpation exists, monetary damages may be impossible 
●​ Focus instead on equitable relief (injunctions, rescission, buyout orders) 
●​ Exculpation doesn't block equitable remedies, only money damages 
●​ Must prove "intentional infliction of harm with malicious intent" for any damages 

2. Different Standards for Board Decision Review 

Delaware: 

●​ Business judgment rule applies, but well-developed case law defines when it's rebutted 
●​ Entire fairness review for conflicted transactions 



●​ Enhanced scrutiny (Revlon, Unocal) for certain corporate actions 
●​ Extensive judicial gloss on fiduciary duties from Chancery Court decisions 

Nevada: 

●​ Business judgment rule codified in statute (NRS 78.138) 
●​ Explicitly states directors are not required to consider interests of any person other 

than corporation and shareholders 
●​ More permissive standards for what constitutes independence 
●​ Far less case law development - Nevada courts don't have Delaware Chancery's 

expertise 

Nevada's Statutory Business Judgment Rule (NRS 78.138): 

Directors are protected if they: 

1.​ Were not interested in the transaction 
2.​ Were informed to extent reasonably believed appropriate 
3.​ Rationally believed decision was in corporation's best interests 

Key differences from Delaware: 

●​ "Reasonably believed appropriate" is more deferential than Delaware's requirement of 
being actually informed 

●​ "Rationally believed" is lower bar than Delaware common law 
●​ Less developed case law means less guidance on what defeats the rule 

3. Different Treatment of Controlling Shareholders 

Delaware: 

●​ Controlling shareholders owe fiduciary duties to minority shareholders 
●​ Self-dealing by controllers gets entire fairness review 
●​ Freeze-outs and squeeze-outs subject to strict scrutiny (Kahn v. M&F Worldwide 

framework) 
●​ Well-developed law protecting minorities 

Nevada: 

●​ Controlling shareholders do NOT owe fiduciary duties to other shareholders as a 
default matter 

●​ NRS 78.138(7) explicitly states: officers and directors owe duties to corporation and 
shareholders, but not to individual shareholders 

●​ Less protection for minority shareholders in closely held corporations 
●​ Oppression claims harder to establish 



Massive impact on my closely held corporation case: 

In Delaware/Massachusetts, I'd argue controlling shareholders owe heightened duties to 
minorities. In Nevada: 

●​ No automatic fiduciary duty from controlling shareholder to minority 
●​ Must establish duty through special circumstances (partnership-like relationship, explicit 

agreement) 
●​ Much harder to prove oppression or freeze-out claims 
●​ Courts less sympathetic to minority shareholder complaints 

4. Indemnification - Nevada is Most Permissive 

Delaware: 

●​ Must indemnify directors/officers who are successful in defense 
●​ May indemnify if they acted in good faith 
●​ Cannot indemnify for settlements or judgments in derivative suits unless court approves 

Nevada (NRS 78.7502): 

●​ Must indemnify even more broadly 
●​ Can advance expenses even when outcome uncertain 
●​ Can indemnify even for settlements in derivative suits if director acted in good faith 
●​ Can purchase insurance covering conduct that corporation couldn't indemnify 

Impact: 

●​ Even if I win, defendant directors will likely be indemnified by corporation 
●​ This means minority shareholders (my clients) effectively pay for both sides' legal fees 
●​ Makes settlement more attractive than litigation 
●​ Corporation's D&O insurance may cover even intentional misconduct 

5. Advancement of Expenses 

Nevada (NRS 78.751): 

●​ Corporation must advance defense costs to directors 
●​ Can require undertaking to repay if ultimately found not entitled to indemnification 
●​ But practically, directors get funded defense while plaintiffs bear own costs 

Strategic impact: 

●​ Defendants can outspend me through corporation's treasury 
●​ Discovery battles more expensive for my side 
●​ Economic pressure to settle even strong cases 



6. Officer Duties - Nevada is Different 

Delaware: 

●​ Officers owe same fiduciary duties as directors 
●​ Extensive case law (Gantler v. Stephens) clarifying officer duties 

Nevada: 

●​ Less clear whether officers owe identical duties 
●​ Statutory framework focuses more on directors 
●​ Some ambiguity about whether exculpation applies equally to officers 

If my defendant is an officer, not director: 

●​ May have different analysis in Nevada 
●​ Less protection might apply (or might not - unclear) 
●​ Area of uncertainty in Nevada law 

7. Derivative Suit Procedures 

Nevada (NRS 78.138, 78.751): 

●​ More procedural hurdles for derivative plaintiffs 
●​ "Universal demand" requirement (must demand board action first, with very limited 

exceptions) 
●​ Board can reject demand and get significant deference 
●​ Special litigation committees have broad authority to dismiss derivative suits 
●​ Higher standards for demonstrating demand futility 

Delaware: 

●​ Also has demand requirements, but more established exceptions 
●​ Chancery Court sophisticated in evaluating demand futility 
●​ More balanced approach to special litigation committees 

Impact on my litigation: 

●​ If this is derivative suit, Nevada makes it harder to proceed 
●​ Must make demand on board (who will likely refuse) 
●​ Must overcome board's refusal with high showing 
●​ Special litigation committee can kill the case even if I have good claims 

8. Closely Held Corporation Protections 

Delaware: 



●​ Some recognition of heightened duties in close corporations 
●​ Courts willing to fashion equitable remedies 
●​ Dissolution available for oppression 

Massachusetts (most protective): 

●​ Partnership-like duties (Donahue v. Rodd Electrotype) 
●​ Strict scrutiny of controlling shareholder actions 
●​ Broad oppression remedies 

Nevada: 

●​ Minimal special protections for close corporations 
●​ No Donahue-like heightened duty 
●​ Oppression must be proven under general fiduciary duty standards 
●​ Dissolution available but harder to obtain 
●​ Courts haven't developed special close corporation doctrine 

This is devastating for my closely held corporation case: 

●​ Can't invoke partnership analogy 
●​ Freeze-outs harder to challenge 
●​ Salary vs. dividend manipulation harder to attack 
●​ Minority squeeze-outs face less scrutiny 

HOW THIS CHANGES MY CASE STRATEGY: 

Immediate Actions: 

1. Get the Articles of Incorporation This is now the most critical document: 

●​ Does it have broad exculpation clause? 
●​ If yes, monetary damages likely impossible 
●​ Must focus exclusively on equitable relief 

2. Reconsider the Cause of Action 

Instead of breach of fiduciary duty, consider: 

●​ Breach of contract (if employment agreement or shareholder agreement exists) 
●​ Fraud or intentional misrepresentation (not exculpatable) 
●​ Oppression (under NRS 78.356 et seq., though harder than in other states) 
●​ Aiding and abetting breach (if can target someone besides directors) 
●​ Piercing corporate veil (if corporation used as alter ego) 

3. Focus on Equitable Remedies 



Since monetary damages may be barred: 

●​ Injunctive relief - stop the harmful conduct 
●​ Rescission - unwind the transaction 
●​ Constructive trust - recover misappropriated assets 
●​ Buyout - force purchase of minority shares at fair value 
●​ Dissolution - nuclear option if oppression proven 

4. Target "Malicious Intent" for Damages 

The one thing Nevada can't exculpate: 

●​ "Intentional infliction of harm to the corporation or stockholders with malicious intent" 
●​ This requires showing: 

○​ Intentional conduct (not negligence) 
○​ Purpose to harm (not just benefit self) 
○​ Malice (ill will, spite, desire to injure) 

Discovery focus shifts to: 

●​ Evidence of personal animus toward minority shareholders 
●​ Communications showing desire to harm, not just benefit 
●​ Vindictive or retaliatory motives 
●​ Goes beyond self-dealing to actual malevolence 

5. Challenge Independence/Disinterest More Aggressively 

Nevada's business judgment rule still requires: 

●​ Director not be "interested in subject of business judgment" 
●​ Must be "independent" 

Nevada defines "interested" more narrowly than Delaware: 

●​ But I can still argue director had disqualifying interest 
●​ Financial interest in transaction 
●​ Personal benefit 
●​ Familial relationships 

My discovery priorities shift: 

●​ Focus even more heavily on conflicts of interest 
●​ Hidden financial relationships 
●​ Family connections between directors 
●​ Pattern of reciprocal dealing 

6. Consider Forum Shopping 



Critical question: Can I sue somewhere other than Nevada? 

Options: 

●​ Internal affairs doctrine generally requires applying Nevada law to Nevada corporation 
●​ But venue might be flexible: 

○​ If corporation does business in other states, might sue there 
○​ Still apply Nevada law, but different judge 
○​ Nevada courts less experienced with corporate litigation than Delaware Chancery 
○​ Might prefer California or another state court for procedural reasons 

However: 

●​ NRS 78.7502 allows corporations to require derivative suits be brought in Nevada 
●​ If charter has exclusive forum provision, I'm stuck in Nevada 
●​ Check charter for forum selection clause 

7. Reassess Settlement Value 

Nevada law makes my case much weaker: 

●​ If exculpation clause exists, minimal damages exposure 
●​ Defendants know this and will be less willing to settle 
●​ My leverage is significantly reduced 
●​ May need to accept lower settlement or proceed to trial with limited upside 

REALISTIC ASSESSMENT OF MY CASE IN NEVADA: 

If the corporation has broad exculpation clause (likely): 

Strength of claims: 

●​ Duty of care breach: Exculpated - worthless 
●​ Self-dealing/duty of loyalty: Probably exculpated - very weak 
●​ Bad faith: Possibly exculpated - weak 
●​ Gross negligence: Exculpated - worthless 

Only viable claims: 

●​ Malicious intentional harm (very high bar) 
●​ Illegal distributions (narrow) 
●​ Equitable relief (no damages, just injunction/rescission) 

If no exculpation clause (unlikely in sophisticated Nevada corp): 

Then analysis is similar to Delaware, but: 



●​ Less protective of minorities 
●​ Less developed case law 
●​ More deferential business judgment rule 
●​ Weaker procedural position 

COMPARING OUTCOMES: 

Same case in Delaware: 

●​ Strong minority shareholder protections 
●​ Controlling shareholders owe duties to minorities 
●​ Freeze-outs get entire fairness review 
●​ Sophisticated Chancery Court 
●​ Limited exculpation (only duty of care) 
●​ Likely outcome: Settlement or plaintiff victory with substantial damages 

Same case in Nevada: 

●​ Minimal minority protections 
●​ No automatic duty from controllers to minorities 
●​ Broad exculpation likely eliminates damages 
●​ Less experienced courts 
●​ Higher procedural hurdles 
●​ Likely outcome: Defendants win on exculpation, or plaintiff gets only injunction 

WHY COMPANIES CHOOSE NEVADA: 

This is exactly why some companies incorporate in Nevada: 

●​ Maximum director/officer protection 
●​ Minimum shareholder rights 
●​ Hostile to plaintiff litigation 
●​ Cheaper than defending in Delaware or other states 
●​ "Race to the bottom" for shareholder protections 

BOTTOM LINE: 

Nevada incorporation fundamentally weakens my case: 

1.​ Exculpation likely eliminates monetary damages for everything except malicious 
intentional harm 

2.​ No heightened duties for controlling shareholders to minorities 
3.​ Business judgment rule is more protective of directors 
4.​ Procedural hurdles are higher for derivative suits 
5.​ Less developed case law means less guidance and more uncertainty 



6.​ Courts less experienced with complex corporate litigation 

My revised strategy: 

●​ Focus on equitable relief, not damages 
●​ Search for evidence of malicious intent (only non-exculpatable wrong) 
●​ Consider alternative causes of action (fraud, contract) 
●​ Prepare for tougher battle with lower expected recovery 
●​ Reassess settlement value downward significantly 

If I could choose, I'd much rather sue a Delaware corporation than a Nevada one. Nevada's 
corporate law is designed to make cases like mine very difficult to win. 


