UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Paramount Tariff Services, Inc. v. Ace Tariff Solutions, Inc.

Paramount Tariff - No. 2:25-cv-03242-ODW (EX) - Decided December 9, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California granted in part and denied in part

Defendants’ motion to dismiss claims arising from alleged misappropriation of trade secrets. The court

held that the complaint adequately identified at least one trade secret—the bond lists—with sufficient

particularity to support the DTSA and CUTSA claims. The court dismissed claims for intentional

interference with contractual relations, UCL violations, and breach of the duty of loyalty as preempted

by CUTSA, with leave to amend.

CASE DETAILS

COURT

WRITING FOR THE COURT

JURISDICTION

DECIDED

DOCKET

DISPOSITION

PROCEDURAL POSTURE

STANDARD OF REVIEW

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE

TOPICS

United States District Court for the Central District of California
Otis D. Wright, 11

United States District Court for the Central District of California
December 9, 2025

2:25-cv-03242-ODW (Ex)

other

Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss claims for intentional interference with contractual relations,

trade secret misappropriation under the Defend Trade Secrets Act and
California Uniform Trade Secrets Act, violation of California's Unfair

Competition Law, and breach of the duty of loyalty.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court determines whether the
complaint alleges a cognizable legal theory and sufficient facts to state
a plausible claim for relief. Well-pleaded factual allegations are
accepted as true and construed in the light most favorable to the
plaintiff, but conclusory allegations, unwarranted deductions, and

unreasonable inferences need not be accepted.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Paramount Tariff sufficiently identified at least one alleged trade secret to state claims under
the DTSA and CUTSA.

2. Whether CUTSA preempted Paramount Tariff's claims for intentional interference with contractual
relations, violation of the UCL, and breach of the duty of loyalty because they arose from the same

nucleus of facts as the alleged trade-secret misappropriation.

3. Whether the dismissed claims should be dismissed with leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. A plaintiff need not disclose every detail of a trade secret at the pleading stage, but must describe its
subject matter with enough particularity to distinguish it from matters of general knowledge and to allow
the court and defendant to ascertain the boundaries of the secret. Paramount Tariff sufficiently identified
its bond lists by alleging that they contained customer bonds, costs, profit margins, and due dates;
because at least one trade secret was adequately identified, the DTSA and CUTSA claims survived

dismissal.

2. CUTSA preempts common-law and related claims when they arise from the same nucleus of facts and
have the same gravamen as the alleged trade-secret misappropriation. Paramount Tariff's claims for
intentional interference with contractual relations, violation of the UCL, and breach of the duty of
loyalty were preempted because each was based on the alleged taking and use of the same proprietary

information.

3. Dismissal of the intentional-interference, UCL, and duty-of-loyalty claims was granted with leave to
amend because the court could not conclude that amendment would be futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To sufficiently allege a trade secret, “a plaintiff need not spell out the details of the trade secret,” but must
“describe the subject matter of the trade secret with sufficient particularity to separate it from matters of

general knowledge in the trade.”” (at 3)

“As Paramount Tariff sufficiently identifies “at least one trade secret with sufficient particularity,” its
misappropriation claims survive, and the Court need not determine whether Paramount Tariff sufficiently

identifies any other trade secret.” (at 5)

“Thus, CUTSA preempts Paramount Tariff’s fourth, seventh, and eighth causes of action.” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Paramount Tariff operated a confidential system for publishing tariff rates and maintained proprietary customer,
financial, marketing, and bond-related data on its servers. Ray Nam, a former director of operations with access
to that system, allegedly downloaded and copied company data from January 2023 through December 2024 and
continued accessing the system after leaving the company. Nam allegedly used the information to form Ace

Tariff Solutions and solicit at least eleven Paramount Tariff customers.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Paramount Tariff Services filed this action on April 11, 2025, asserting eight federal and state causes of action
arising from alleged misappropriation of trade secrets. Defendants moved to dismiss the fourth through eighth
causes of action under Rule 12(b)(6). The district court granted the motion as to the intentional-interference,
UCL, and duty-of-loyalty claims, with leave to amend, and denied it as to the DTSA and CUTSA claims.
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