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arel LLC, v. Road Runner Sports, Inc. et al Do

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

PROFADE APPAREL, LLC, Case No.:18cv1254JAH (MDD)

Plaintiff,
ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANTS'
V. MOTION TO DISMISS [Doc. No. 5]

ROAD RUNNER SPORTS, INC.; and
ROAD RUNNER SPORTS RETAIL,
INC.,

Defendants.

INTRODUCTION
Pending before the Courtlefendant®oad Runner Sports, Inc. (“RRS”) and Rq

Plaintiff Profade Apparel, LLC'g“Plaintiff’) tradesecretmisappropriationfradedress,
andconversion claimsSeeDoc. No. 5.Plaintiff filed a response to Defendants’ mot
and Defendants filed a rgpiSeeDoc. Nos. 6, 7Havingcarefully considered the pleadin
in this action, and for the reasons set forth below, the GevebyGRANTS Defendants
motion to dismiss.
BACKGROUND
In or around June 2015, Defendants requested Plaintiff design and develop

1 On at least two occasions prior to the June 2015 request, Defendants had asked ®lastifblish
production of and to supply socks” to Defendants. Doc. No. 1 at 3.

1

Runner Sports Retail, Inc. (“RRSR”) (collectively “Defendantgiption to dismiss

and proprietary sock” to replace a sock that Defendants carried foryiacs.No. 1 at 3|
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From approximatelyJune 20130 March 2017, Defendants’ employees represented
Plaintiff would be compensated for the design, development, production, and suppl
“new and proprietary sock” through the number of bulk orders Defendants wouldqol

the “Trigonomic Arch Support Sock” (“Trigonomic Sock”). Doc. No. 1 aPdrsuant tg

that
y of tl
nce

D

Defendants’ request, Plaintiff independently designed, developed, and named t

Trigonomic Soclat a“significant expense,” and without any assistance from Defend
Id. Plaintiff relied on theseepresentations in deciding to enter into a vendor agreg
with Defendant RRS for the design and development of the Trigonomic Sock (“Cont
Doc. No. 1 at 5. Both parties signed an addendum to the Contract in April 2016
includes a Confidentiality Agreement. Doc. Ne2.1

In or around April 2016, Defendants placadorder of the Trigonomic Sock wit

Plaintiff. Doc. No. 1 at 5.Defendants placed additiahsmall batchorders of the

Trigonomic Sockn December 2016 and Mar@®17; however, theydid not adhere tf
prior representations afrdering sufficient bulk orders tlly compensa Plaintiff. Id.
Defendantsproceeded taerminate communications with Plaintiff and used ang
vendor, RRSR, to produce replications of the Trigonomic StitkPlaintiff alleges
Defendants violated the Contract by unlawfully utilizing Plaintiff’'s Trigonoi@mck
design to have RRSR, a vendor other than Plairtbffmanufacture replications ft
Defendantsld.

On June 12, 2018, Plaintiff filed the instant acti@gainst Defendanf
(“Complaint”). Doc. No. 1 Plaintiff alleges the followingcauses of actior(1) copyright
infringement (2) trade secret misappropriatjio(3) federal unfair competitign(4)
California unfair competition(5) breach of contrac{6) breach of contract implied
covenant of good faith and fair dealin@) breach of contract quantum merujt(8)
concealmeni(9) intentional misrepresentatigii0) negligent misrepresentatigfl) false
promise and (12) conversionid. On August 27, 2018, Defendants filed the pent

motion to dismiss Plaintiff'strade Secremisappropriationfradedress, andconversion

ants.
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causes of actiopursuant to Rule 12(b)(6) and Rule 8. Doc. No. 5. Plaintiff filed a resy
to Defendants’ motion and Defendants filed a regeDoc. Nos. 6, 7.
LEGAL STANDARD
Defendants seek dismissal pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6) and Rule 8. Rule 12(b)(
the sufficiency of the complainNavarro v. Block 250 F.3d 729, 732 (9th Cir. 200]

DONSE

6) te!
L).

Dismissal is warranted under Rule 12(b)(6) where the complaint lacks a cognizable lec

theory.Robertson v. Dean Witter Reynolds, &9 F.2d 530, 534 (9th Cir. 1984ge
Neitzke v. Williams490 U.S. 319, 326 (1989) (“Rule 12(b)(6) authorizes a court to di
a claimon the basis of a dispositive issue of law”). Further, a pleading must cont
short and plain statement of the claim showing that the pleader is entitled to relig
Fed. R. Civ. P. 8(a)(2). A complaint may be dismissed, however, where it {gres
cognizable legal theory yet fails to plead essential facts under that tRetsrtson749
F.2d at 534. While a plaintiff need not give “detailed factual allegations,” he must
sufficient facts that, if true, “raise a right to relief abovesibeculative level.Bell Atlantic
Corp. v. Twombly550 U.S. 544, 545 (2008e¢e also Pierce v. Wagndi34 F.2d 958, 95
(9th Cir. 1943)Patten v. Dennisl34 F.2d 137 (9th Cir. 1943).

To survive a motion to dismiss, “a complaint must contain sufficient factual
accepted as true, to ‘state a claim to relief that is plausible on its fAsactoft v. Igbal
556 U.S. 662, 678 (2009) (quotiigrombly 550 U.S. at 547). A claim is facially plausil
when the factual allegations permit “the courdtaw the reasonable inference that
defendant is liable for the misconduct allegdd.”In other words, “the neononclusory
‘factual content’ and reasonable inferences from that content, must be plausibly s&(
of a claim entitling the plaintiff to relief.Moss v. U.S. Secret Servi&¥2 F.3d 962, 96
(9th Cir. 2009) (quotindggbal, 556 U.S. at 678). “Determining whether a complaint st
a plausible claim for relief will be a contespecific task that requires the reviewing cc
to draw on its judicial experience and common sergbeadl, 556 U.S. at 679.

In reviewing a motion talismiss under Rule 12(b)(6), the Court must assum

truth of all factual allegations and must construe all inferences from them in the ligh
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favorable to the nonmoving partyjhompson v. Davj295 F.3d 890, 895 (9th Cir. 2002);
Cahill v. Liberty Mut. Ins. C.80 F.3d 336, 3338 (9th Cir. 1996). However, leggal
conclusions need not be taken as true merely because they are cast in the forml ¢f fac
allegations.lleto v. Glock, Inc.349 F.3d 1191, 1200 (9th Cir. 2008Y,estern Mining
Council v. Vitt, 643 F.2d 618, 624 (9th Cir. 1981). When ruling on a motion to dismiss,
the Court may consider the facts alleged in the complaint, documents attached to t
complaint, documents relied upon but not attached to the complaint when authenticity

Lv2)

not cortested, and matters of which the Court takes judicial nadtiee.v. City of Lo
Angeles250 F.3d 668, 6889 (9th Cir. 2001). If a court determines that a complaint fails
to state a claim, the Court should grant leave to amend unless it determirtes phedding
could not possibly be cured by the allegation of other f&s.Doe v. United States8
F.3d 494, 497 (9th Cir. 199%nappenberger v. City of Phoenb66 F.3d 936, 942 (9th
Cir. 2009).
Rule 8 requires plaintiffs only to set forth a “short and plain statement of the|clain
showing that the pleader is entitled to relief,” and “give the defendant fair notice of whe
the ... claim is and the grounds upon which it re®gll Atlantic Corp.550 U.S. at 555.
Each allegation in the complaint mus “simple, concise, and direct.” Fed. R. Civ] P.
8(d)(1).A complaint may not be dismissed for violating Rule 8 simple because it is vérbos
or lengthy.See Hearns v. San Bernardino Police Dep3) F.3d 1124, 11332 (9th Cir.
2008) (citations omittedHowever,‘the-defendanunlawfully-harmedme accusation[s]

and [a] pleading that offers labels and conclusions or a formulaic recitation térienés
of a cause of action will not doAshcroft 556 U.S. at 678.
DISCUSSION

A. Judicial Notice
Plaintiff hasrequestedhe Court to take judicial notice tife Copyright Registration
enumerated in Plaintifff €omplaint and attached to Plaintiff’'s Opposition to Defendants

motion to dismissSeeDoc. No. 61 at 2. However, it appears the Court imgeasked tq

<

take notice, not just as a government document, but to accept the noseictdd trutiof

4
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the facts contained in that materiddl. The Court may take judicial notice of

adjudicative fact “not subject to reasonable dispute because liecan. accurately an
readily determined from sources whose accuracy cannot be reasonablyngdes8ee
Fed. R. Evid. 201Grason Elec. Co. v. Saamento Mun. Util. Dist.571 F. Supp. 1504
1521 (E.D. Cal. 1983). Defendants dispitaintiff's request for the Court to take judic
notice of the Copyright Registration for the purpose of distinguishingltiggnomic
Sock’sfunctional or utilitarian aspects of the materials depicted from theunlaarian or

artistic design elementhat are capable of protectidBeeDoc. No. 8.The Court agrees.

Accordingly, the request for judicial noticeDENIED .
B. Trade Secret Misappropriation

Plaintiff's second cause of actionasviolation of the federal Defend Trade Sec
Act of 2016 (“DTSA")2 Doc. No. 1 at 6Defendant’s argue that Plaintiff's DTSA cla
fails because the existence of a trade secret is not sufficiently alleged. Doc. Ned 5
The DTSA contains a fedenativate cause of action in favor of the “owner dfeale secre
that is misappropriated.” 18 U.S.@. 1836(b)(1).To state a claim for trade sec
misappropriation under the DTSA, a plaintiff must allege that: “(1) the pllaowihed a
trade secret; (2he defendafg] misappropriated the trade secret; and (3) the defdsd4d
actions damaged the plaintifilta Devices, Inc. v. LG Elecs., In843 F. Supp. 3d 86¢
877 (N.D. Cal. 2018) (citations omittedpe alsd.8 U.S.C8 1839(5) The DTSAdefines
“trade secret” a “financial, business scientific, technical, economic, or engineg
information” that “(A) the owner thereof has taken reasonable measures to keep ..
and (B) ... derives independent economic value, actual or potential, fabnbeing
generally known to, and not being readicertainable through proper means by, ang
person who can obtain economic value from the disclosure or use of theatitor.” 18
U.S.C.§ 1839(3).

2 Note that Plaintiff alleges that Defendants engaged in trade secret misatjmmpnder 18 U.S.C. §
1831,et seq.which was amended by the Defend Trade Secrets Act of 3@&68 U.S.C. § 1836.

5
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Here,Defendants contend that Plaintiff®mplaintfails to provide facts alleging
specific trade secret. Doc. No 5 at IDefendard assertthat the Complaintmerely

“provide]] conclusory and nebulous statements regarding its purported trad¢’ seul

does not sufficiently notify Defendants of the boundaries of the alleged trade Becr.¢

No. 5 at 5Plaintiff contends it is only required generallydisclosethe misappropriate(

trade secret and not divulge into any details that would compeataigrade secret. Doc.

No. 6 at 910. “A plaintiff need not spell out the details of the trade secret,” but

“describe the subject matter of the trade secret with sufficient particularity to sep

a

1%
~—+

14

t.

==

must

prate

from matters of general knowledge in the trade or of special persons who are skhied i

trade, and to permit the defendant to ascertain at least the boundaries within wi
secret lies.”Alter Devices, Inc. v. LG Elecs., In43 F. Supp. 3d 868, 881 (N.D. C
2018) (internal citations and giations omitted).

Plaintiff's Complaint describes the trade secret information as “certain propr
and confidential information regarding the development, design, and manufacthes
Trigonomic Arch Support Sock.” Doc. No. 1 atFaintiff also asserts to have provid
Defendants with a “roadmap” to producing Defendants sddkén addition, Plaintiff's
attached Exhibit A contairthie Contract describing the typef confidential informatior
the parties contemplated under theeggnent. Doc. No.-2 at 5. The Contract describe
few of the confidential information as follows: Prototypes; Preproduction samples
dips; Fabrics; Trims; and items related to the production of the TrigonomicSAmbort
Sock.ld. at 2.Here, Plaitiffs Complaint andContractmerely provide a general higavel

overview of Plaintiff's purported trade secret, but do not satisfy the Byleading

nich 1

al.

letar
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5. Lal

requirementsPlaintiff’'s assertion of “confidential information regarding development,

design, and marfacture” do not provide theourt or Defendants notice of the boundar

of the purported trade secret.

Plairtiff relies onYeiser Research & Development LLC v. Teknor Apexo@taim
that it has sufficiently pled a trade seeresappropriation under the DTSA. 281 F.Supy
1021 (S.D. Cal. 20175eeDoc. No. 6 at 12. However, Plaintiff's case is dissimilar
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several reasons. First, the plaintiff'sYeiseralleged a misappropriation of trade sec
under the Delaware Unifor Trade Secret Acts (DUTSA), and nbe DTSA. Yeiser 281
F.Supp.3d at 1043. Second, the court in that d¢ased the plaintiff's trade secre
allegations sufficient when plaintiff alleged three categories of trade se@ahation,
including, among otér things: “factual allegations describing how its concepts ‘impro
on existing hoses in the market and identifies various attributes of its comodydjng
the use of protective sleeves at the connectors, a change in the design of the in
liner, and use of abrasion resistant castinggd.”at 1044. Here, Plaintifjprovides
conclusory allegations by stating “proprietary and confidential information” a
“roadmap” as the purported misappropriated trade secRdaintiff's trade secrg
allegatons are more similar t8pace Data Corp. v. 2017 WL 5013363, at *1 (N.D. Cg
2017).The plaintiff in that case claimed to identify the trade secrets at issue by a

they involved “data on the environmentthre stratosphere” and “data on the propaga|

of radio signals from the stratospheric ballmased transceiversld. at *2. The court

concluded that the “higlevel overview’of the plaintiff's purported trade secrets were
vagueld. Similarly, Plaintiff alleges no specific aspects or features of the Trigonomic|
to sufficiently identify the trade secret at issliee Courtconcludeghat Plaintifffails to
providefactsthat give riseo a plausible inference of the existence of a trade secret \
the meaning of the DTSA.

As such, the CouGRANTS Defendants’ motion to dismiss Plaintiff's DTSA cla
with leave to amend.

C. Trade Dress

Plaintiff’s third cause of actioseeks relief for unfair competition under 15 U.S.

8 1125(a)(1) by alleginthat its TrigonomicSock contains “distinctive elements of ng

functional trade dress protected under federal [8g&Doc. No. 1 at 7%In contrast to g

3 The Court does not assess whether Plaintiff's allegations are adequgipdd smferences of reasonable measures to
the informatim secret, independent economic value derived from the information not legi@gtly known, or harm from th
alleged misappropriatioisee§ 1839(3)(A), (B).
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trademark, ‘trade dress’ refers to the ‘total image of a product’ and may include ¢

such as size, shape, color combinations, textures or graphit$.'Jensen, Inc. v|

Metrosound U.S.A., Inc4 F.3d 819, 822 (9th Cir. 1993) (citation omitted). In ordg
state a valid claim for relieRlaintiff must show the alleged trade dreg4)sronfunctional;
(2) distinctive and (3)creates dikelihood of confusionId. at 823.

1. Distinctivenessor Secondary Meaning

Defendants contend that Plaintiff's asserted trade dress is not inherently dist

and has not acquired distinctiveness through secondary meaning. Doc. No. Sfa

bature

r to

nctiv
13.

mark is inherently distinctive it need not be shown to also have a secondary mdatiing.”

Jensen, Inc. v. Metrosound U.S.A., ldcE.3d 819, 824 (9th Cir. 1993). A trade dreg
inherently distinctive if its‘intrinsic nature serves to identify a particular source
product.” Two Pesos, Inc. v. Taco Cabana, In6Q5 U.S. 763, 768 (1992)[he

predominant test for evaluating inherent distinctiveness is whether “(1) the design @

S IS

Df a

r sha

IS common, basic shape design; (2) it was unique or unusual in a particular field; a2|d (3)
n

it was a mere refinement of a commaoalyopted and weknown form of ornamentati
for a particular class of goods which consumers view as mere ornament&ies|
Seabrook Foods, Inw. BarWell Foods, Ltd.568 F.2d 1342 (C.C.P.A.1977).
Secondary meaning is defined as “the mental association by a substantial g
of consumes and potential consumers between the alleged mark and a single sourg
product.” Levi Strauss & Co. v. Blue Bell, Inc78 F.2d 1352, 1354 (9th Cir. 198

(internal quotations omitted). A plaintiff malegesecondary meaning througlirect or

circumstantial evidencé&ee Express, LLC v. Forever 21, Ir2)10 WL 3489308 (C.D.

Cal. 210). A plaintiff may alsoallege secondary meaning througclusivity, manney
and length of use, amount and manner of advertising, amount of sales and the n(
customers, and plaintiff's established place in the mar&etit'l Lab. Prod., Inc. iMedax
Int'l, Inc., 114 F.Supp.2d 992, 1000 (S.D. Cal. 2000).

Here,Plaintiff alleges the Trigonomic Sock is an inherently distinctive trade
and is protected without secondary meaning. Doc.6Nt16. Plaintiff contends that th
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depictions of theTrigonomic Sockdisplayedon the copyright registration certificat
provides a feature of the sock that constitute evidence of a trade dcesdowever,
Plaintiff has not provided any evidence or augment to support the “distinctivergfesh
the Trigonomic Sock. As discussed abowe Court deniedaking judicial notice of the
copyright registratiorand the registratioms a government documealone does not
provide any factual support as to whether the alleged trade dress is distMotigever,
trade dress in product configuratj@s those at issue in this case, can nevémnberently
distinctive” WalMart Stores, Inc. v. Samara Bros., In629 U.S. 205, 213 (200(
(holding thata consumer’s disposition to equate the features with the source does n
since product designs almost always serve a different purmiker than sourc
identification). As for the secondary meaning, Plairft@ffs to raise any facts to supp

the notion that the Trigonomic Sodlas acquired distinctiveness through “secont

meaning” or that a customer recognized the sock as belonging to PI8e¢ifPaperCuttef

Inc. v. Fay’s Drug C0.900 F.2d 558, 564 (2@ir. 1990) Plaintiff's Complaint does ng
allege sufficient facts from which a reasonable inferen@an be drawno advance th
theory thalPlaintiff's trade dress acquired secondary meaning

2. Non-functional

Defendand arguethat Plaintiff's Trigonomic Sockis a functional itemand that
Plaintiff fails to identify which elements or features of the sock are allegedly consi
nonfunctional. Doc. No. 5 at 13. Trade dress protection extends only to design f¢
that are nbfunctional. Seel5 U.S.C. § 1125(a)(3)[o determine whether a produc
feature is functional, theourt considers several factors: “(1) whether the design yie
utilitarian advantage, (2) whether alternative designs are available, (3) whetkeetising
touts the utilitarian advantagestbe design, and (4) whether the particular design re
from a comparatively simple or inexpensive method of manufactiiec. Golf Ass’n
Inc. v. Champion Discs, Ind58 F.3d 1002, 1006 (9th Cir. 1998).

Here, Plaintiffdoes not allege any facts to support the-fumctionality of its
purported trade dress. Instead, Plaintiff provides a conclusory statemenCamitdaint
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contendinghat the sock “contains distinctive elements of-hamctional trade dressDoc.

No. 1 at 7.Plantiff does not allege that the design features distinguish the look

Trigonomic Sock, but rathethe design features were created to provide comfqg
consumersA product feature is considered “functional and cannot serve as a trade
[the product feature is] essential to the use or purpose of the .arficf@ualitex Co. v
Jacobson Prods. Co., InG14 U.S. 159, 165 (1995). The functional arch support fe
in the sok constitutesthe actual benefit a consumer gains in purchasing Pl&n
Trigonomic SockAlthough Plaintiffis not required tplead “detailed factual allegation

in its Complaint, Rule 8 does require sufficient facts to “state a claim to relief t

plausible on its face,” including how the trade dress isfooational.lgbal, 556 U.S. at

678 (citations omitted)see also Deckers Outdoor Corp. v. Fortune Dynamic, Bl
WL 12731929, at *1 (C.D. Cal. May 2015) (holding that “Plaintiff's conclusory state
of nonfunctionality fails to sufficiently allege the elementPlaintiff hasnot sufficiently
allegedthat its product design is ndunctional. Accordingly Faintiff has failed to allegg
a nonfunctional trade dress.

3. Likelihood of Confusion

A trademark infringement plaintiff must also establish that defendafiesyed
infringement is likely to cause consumer confusioap’t of Parks and Recreation of t
State of California v. Bazzar Del MundBl8 F.3d 1118, 1124 (9th Cir. 2006)kelihood
of confusion exists whenever “consumers are likely to assume that a product or sq
associated with a source other than its actual source because of similarities biay
two sources’ marks or marketing techniqueséLitri/System, Inc. v. Ce@tan Indus., Inc
809 F.2d 601, 605 (9th Cir. 1987) (citation omitteit)the pleading stage, a plaintiff fa

Of the
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to sufficiently allege the likelihood of confusion when the marks are patently dissimilar o

the channels in which the marks are used are completely unr&8atdRVCA Platforn
LLC v. Nudie Jeans Co. AB)08 WL 11337820, at *3 (C.D. Cal. Aug. 2008) (“[D]ismis
at the pledings stgetends to be appropriate when it is clear both that the goods or s¢

in question are not related and that confusion is not likely.”).
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While Plaintiff sufficiently alleges the goods areateld Plaintiff has not allege
any factsto supports its allegations of a likelihood of confusion. Plainti@amplaint
provides a conclusory allegation that Defendants are likely causing confusionsamonc
consumers regarding the origin of the socks by placing their product on the markétf Plai
is correct that the Ninth Circuits likelihood of confusion analysis focuses on “whether
‘reasonably prudent consumer’ in the marketplace is likely to be confused as to the oric
of the good or service bearing one of the markearden LLC v. Rearddbommerce}
Inc., 683 F.3d 1190, 1214 (9th Cir. 2012) (citations omittéthwever, Plaintiff has nqt
alleged any facts to support the allegation, such as whbtikrparties productare

—+

marketed through the same channels of trade, advertised in the salnens) or targe

the same customers. Althoudhaintiff and Defendantsocks appear to be relatively
similar, Plaintiff has not adequately pled that the use is likely to cause customer confusic
Therefore, the Court finds Plaintiff hassufficiently alleged a likelihood of confusion.

Accordingly, the CourGRANTS Defendants motionto dismiss Plaintiff's trads

1%}

dress claim with leave to amend
D. Conversion

Defendants move to dismiss Plaintiff's conversion claim for failing to identify the
alleged “proprietary property” at issue. Doc. No. 5 at 15. Defendants also contepd th
Plaintiff's failure to seek the return of any tangible property preventsrdahts from
formulating a proper defenskl. Conversion ighe “wrongful exercise of dominion over
the property of anotherSpates v. Dameron Hosp. Assii4 Cal. App. 4th 208, 221
(2003) To state a claim for conversion, Plaintiff must allég#) the plaintiff'sownership
or right to possession of th@opery at the time of the conversion; (2)e defendants
conversion by a wrongful act of disposition of plainsifpropertyights; and (3) damages.
Mindys Cosmetic, Inc. v. Daka11 F.3d 590, 601 (9th Cir. 2010)

Here Plaintiff alleges that Defendantsntentionally interfered with [Plaintiff's]
property by intentionally allowing another vendor accegk ittformation.” Doc. No. 1 at
13. Although Plaintifs opposition contends “intangible property, like designs |and

11
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manufacturing plans, are susceptible to conversion,” PlainGiifmplaintfails to identify
the alleged “proprietary information” converted. Consequently, it is unclear what a
Defendants have taken that amount to a wrongful disposition of Plaintiff's profes
e.g., Eunice v. United State&13 WL 756168, at *5 (S.D. Cal. Feb. 2013) (granting R
12(b)(6) motion to dismiss conversion claim where the “[p]laintiff does not provide
to support allegation as to each Defendant and each Defendant’s role in the violati
to give them notice under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure B\"accordance with th
Courts findingof insufficient allegations teupporttrade secret misappropriatiand trade
dressviolation causs of action, the Court adopts teanilar reasoningpere, and findghat
Plaintiff has insufficiently alleged a conversion cause of action.

As such, the CoutBRANTS Defendants’ motion to dismiss Plaintiff's convers
claim with leave to amend.

CONCLUSION
For the reasons set forth above, IT IS HEREBRDERED:
1. Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss (SRANTED.

2. Plaintiff's Trade Secret Misappropriation, Trade Dress, and Conve

claims areDIMISSED with leave to amend
3. Plaintiff may file an amended Complaint on or befGxtober 142020.
IT IS SO ORDERED.

DATED: Septembep, 2020 L %& /Mz g

Hpn. John A. Houston
fited States District Judge

12

ction:
V.
Rule

facts
DN SC

e

on

rsion




