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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California granted Plaintiffs’ request for
expedited discovery in an action involving alleged trade-secret misappropriation and breach of
contract by former employees. The Court ordered forensic examination of the defendants’ personal
electronic devices and authorized specified written discovery, depositions, and third-party subpoenas
before a forthcoming preliminary-injunction hearing. The Court declined to require a trade-secret
disclosure under California law or assess the validity of the challenged noncompete clause at that
stage.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs sought expedited discovery before the Rule 26(f) conference
in connection with a forthcoming motion for a preliminary injunction
in an action alleging violations of the Defend Trade Secrets Act and
breach of contract. The court granted the request and ordered forensic
examination, written discovery, depositions, and third-party
subpoenas.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Good cause and reasonableness standard for expedited discovery
sought before the Rule 26(f) conference.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; persuasive only

PARTIES Praecipio Consulting, LLC, Gaia Praecipio Buyer, Inc. v. Nicholas
Howser, James Areias, catworkx GmbH



TOPICS

discovery dispute civil procedure trade secrets misappropriation of trade secrets restrictive covenants

PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure intellectual property trade secret misappropriation contracts commercial litigation

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiffs established good cause for expedited discovery before the Rule 26(f) conference in
connection with a forthcoming preliminary-injunction motion.

2. Whether the court should require plaintiffs to disclose their trade secrets under California Code of Civil
Procedure section 2019.210 before allowing expedited discovery on a DTSA claim.

3. Whether the validity and enforceability of the agreements' noncompete clause should be resolved before
allowing expedited discovery.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiffs established good cause for expedited discovery because the requested discovery was directed
toward developing the factual record for a preliminary-injunction hearing, was sufficiently limited and
important, and defendants failed to substantiate their overbreadth and burden objections.

2. The court declined to require plaintiffs to make a trade-secret disclosure under California Code of Civil
Procedure section 2019.210 before obtaining expedited discovery because plaintiffs asserted a DTSA
claim rather than a CUTSA claim, and defendants identified no authority requiring such disclosure
before expedited discovery preceding a preliminary-injunction hearing.

3. The court declined to assess the validity or enforceability of the noncompete clause before granting
expedited discovery.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A party seeking expedited discovery in advance of a Rule 26(f) conference has the burden of showing good
cause for the requested departure from usual discovery procedures.” (at 2)

“The good cause standard may be satisfied where a party seeks a preliminary injunction, it is not
automatically granted merely because a party seeks a preliminary injunction.” (at 2)

“this reliance may be particularly appropriate in cases in which a plaintiff raises both federal DTSA and state
law trade secrets claims” (at 5)

“This argument “put[s] the cart before the horse.”” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Praecipio Consulting, LLC and Gaia Praecipio Buyer, Inc. sued former employees Nicholas Howser and James
Areias, who were working for competitor catworkx GmbH, alleging trade-secret misappropriation under the
DTSA and breach of contract. Plaintiffs sought forensic examination of the defendants' personal electronic



devices and limited written discovery, depositions, and third-party subpoenas to prepare for a preliminary-
injunction hearing. Plaintiffs alleged that, after receiving an evidence-preservation notice, Areias destroyed two
Praecipio-owned laptops; defendants did not rebut that allegation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed the action and moved for a temporary restraining order and expedited discovery on March 28,
2025. After a status conference, the parties reached agreement on most temporary relief and filed a stipulated
temporary restraining order, which the court entered. The parties submitted simultaneous briefs concerning the
remaining dispute over the scope and sequence of expedited discovery, and the court granted plaintiffs' request.
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