
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Regulus Global Services Mexico SA de CV et al. v. SpektreWorks
Incorporated

No. CV-25-01045-PHX-GMS (D. Ariz. Mar. 26, 2026) · No. CV-25-01045-PHX-GMS · Decided March 26,
2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Arizona denied SpektreWorks Incorporated’s
partial motion to dismiss a claim for tortious interference with prospective business relations under
Arizona law. The court held that Regulus plausibly alleged a valid business expectancy in a Mexican
government drone contract, despite not submitting its bid because SpektreWorks allegedly preempted
it with an allegedly identical bid. The court concluded that the claim could proceed beyond the Rule
12(b)(6) stage.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss the plaintiffs' claim for tortious interference with prospective
business relations. The district court denied the partial motion to
dismiss.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and construes the complaint in the light most
favorable to the nonmoving party, but does not accept unreasonable
inferences or conclusory legal allegations. The complaint must contain
sufficient factual matter to state a claim that is plausible on its face.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district court order; persuasive value only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged a valid and reasonable business expectancy in the SEDENA
drone contract and future Mexican government procurements for purposes of an Arizona tortious-
interference claim.

2. Whether the plaintiffs' failure to submit the joint bid defeated their alleged business expectancy as a
matter of law at the pleading stage.

3. Whether the court could consider facts from a publicly available website concerning the SEDENA
procurement process on the Rule 12(b)(6) motion.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint plausibly alleged a valid and reasonable business expectancy because it specifically
identified SEDENA as the existing business relationship and the SEDENA Drone Contract as the
expectancy, and alleged facts showing more than a speculative hope of obtaining that contract.

2. The plaintiffs' inability to submit the joint bid did not render their business expectancy unreasonable
because they alleged that they were prepared to submit it and were preempted by the defendant's
allegedly interfering bid.

3. The court declined to take judicial notice of the publicly available website concerning the SEDENA
procurement process.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A claim will not survive on a motion to dismiss if the plaintiff alleges only a “speculative hope of a business
expectancy.”” (at 3)

“Taken together, Plaintiff has plausibly pled that the Joint Bid would have been selected if Defendant had not
interfered.” (at 7)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Regulus Global LLC and Regulus Global Services Mexico SA de CV jointly pursued a Mexican government
contract to provide customized drones to the Mexican Air Force. Under their agreement, SpektreWorks would
design the drones and Regulus would provide logistical, financial, market, and technical support, with the parties
to split revenues equally. After Regulus and SpektreWorks developed a customized solution and prepared a joint
bid, SpektreWorks allegedly submitted a functionally identical bid through Aviatek, incorporating Regulus's
proprietary information and displacing Regulus from the procurement. SEDENA awarded the contract to the
Aviatek bid.
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Plaintiffs filed suit alleging misappropriation of trade secrets, breach of contract, breach of the implied covenant
of good faith and fair dealing, unjust enrichment, and tortious interference with prospective business relations.
Defendant moved to dismiss only the tortious-interference count for failure to state a claim. The court accepted
nonconclusory allegations as true, construed reasonable inferences in plaintiffs' favor, and denied the motion.
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