
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
ILLINOIS, EASTERN DIVISION

Quantix Liquid Transportation, Inc. v. Alejandro Gil, Gil's
Transportation Services, LLC a/k/a Gil's Transport, LLC, and Sindle

Trucking, LLC
No. 25-cv-4637 (N.D. Ill. Mar. 30, 2026) · No. 25-cv-4637 · Decided March 30, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois addresses motions to dismiss a
seven-count action brought by Quantix Liquid Transportation, Inc. against Alejandro Gil, Gil’s
Transportation Services, LLC, and Sindle Trucking, LLC. The court grants Sindle Trucking’s motion
to dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction, denies jurisdictional discovery, and grants in part and
denies in part the Gil Defendants’ Rule 12(b)(6) motion concerning alleged contractual breaches and
related tort and trade-secret claims.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois,
Eastern Division

WRITING FOR THE COURT Mary M. Rowland

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois,
Eastern Division

DECIDED March 30, 2026

DOCKET 25-cv-4637

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved to dismiss the Second Amended Complaint under
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) and 12(b)(2). The court
granted Sindle Trucking's Rule 12(b)(2) motion, denied jurisdictional
discovery, and granted in part and denied in part the Gil Defendants'
Rule 12(b)(6) motion.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(2) motion decided on written submissions without an
evidentiary hearing, the plaintiff need only establish a prima facie case
of personal jurisdiction, with conflicts in affidavits resolved in the
plaintiff's favor. On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-
pleaded facts as true, construes the complaint in the plaintiff's favor,



and determines whether the complaint states a plausible claim for
relief.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum opinion; persuasive only

TOPICS

personal jurisdiction motions to dismiss breach of contract trade secrets civil procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure contracts trade secrets commercial litigation torts

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Sindle Trucking was subject to specific personal jurisdiction in Illinois.

2. Whether Quantix was entitled to jurisdictional discovery concerning Sindle Trucking.

3. Whether Quantix plausibly stated claims against the Gil Defendants for breach of the independent-
contractor agreement.

4. Whether Quantix plausibly alleged a fiduciary duty arising from a principal-agent relationship.

5. Whether Quantix plausibly stated a claim for misappropriation of trade secrets under the Illinois
Uniform Trade Secrets Act.

6. Whether Quantix plausibly stated a claim for tortious interference with business relationships and
whether ITSA preempted that claim.

7. Whether the intracorporate conspiracy doctrine barred the civil-conspiracy claim against the Gil
Defendants.

HOLDINGS

1. Illinois lacked specific personal jurisdiction over Sindle Trucking because Quantix did not allege that
Sindle purposefully directed conduct at Illinois or otherwise created suit-related contacts with the forum.

2. Quantix was not entitled to jurisdictional discovery because it failed to make a colorable showing of
personal jurisdiction over Sindle Trucking.

3. Quantix plausibly stated a claim that the Gil Defendants breached the confidentiality provision by
disclosing contractor agreements, driver and employee lists, equipment lists, and load information.

4. Quantix failed to plausibly state claims for breach of Sections 9.8 and 10.1.

5. Quantix plausibly stated claims for breach of the equipment-return, carrier-identification, and accident-
reporting provisions.

6. Quantix failed to plausibly allege that the Gil Defendants owed it a fiduciary duty.

7. Quantix plausibly stated a claim for misappropriation of trade secrets.

8. Quantix plausibly stated a tortious-interference claim, and the claim was not preempted by ITSA
because it rested on conduct independent of trade-secret misappropriation.



9. The civil-conspiracy claim was barred by the intracorporate conspiracy doctrine because it was asserted
against a corporation and its agents, and no exception applied.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In other words, “the plaintiff cannot be the only link between the defendant and the forum. Rather, it is the
defendant’s conduct that must form the necessary connection with the forum State that is the basis for its
jurisdiction over him.”” (Section III(a)(i))

“Count I survives as to claims for breach of Sections 2.3, 13.3, 14, 17.2, and 25.1. Counts III and IV survive.
Count I is dismissed as to a claim for breach of Sections 9.8 and 10.1 and Counts II and VII are also
dismissed.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Quantix, an Illinois-based trucking company, had an independent-contractor agreement with Gil's Transport, a
Texas trucking business owned by Alejandro Gil. Quantix alleged that Gil misused its confidential information,
solicited Quantix customers and drivers for Sindle Trucking, shared company documents and load information
with Sindle, failed to return a trailer, displayed Quantix identification while operating for Sindle, and failed to
report property damage. Sindle was an Arkansas LLC with no alleged solicitation, employees, customers,
advertising, communications, or other suit-related contacts with Illinois.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Quantix filed a seven-count diversity action against Alejandro Gil, Gil's Transportation Services, LLC, and
Sindle Trucking, LLC. After Quantix filed a Second Amended Complaint, all defendants moved to dismiss for
failure to state a claim, and Sindle additionally moved to dismiss for lack of personal jurisdiction. The district
court dismissed all claims against Sindle, dismissed Quantix's fiduciary-duty and civil-conspiracy claims and
portions of its breach-of-contract claim, and allowed the confidentiality, equipment-return, carrier-identification,
accident-reporting, trade-secret, and tortious-interference claims to proceed against the Gil Defendants.
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