
The laudable objective of the
Uniform Trade Secrets
Act1 is to codify the com-

mon law protection of confiden-
tial business information that has
competitive value. Information
that is not protected or protectible
by patent, copyright, or trade-
mark may be denied to others if
the broadly worded requirements
of the UTSA are met. Under the
UTSA, protectible information—
whether it is a formula, pattern,
compilation, program, device,
method, technique, or process2—
must have some economic value
from not being generally known
to the public or to those to whom
it would be eco-
nomically useful.3

Additionally, the
information must
be the subject of
reasonable efforts
to maintain its se-
crecy.4 If business
information meets
these rather simple
criteria, anyone
who has posses-
sion or makes use
of the information without con-
sent may be enjoined from fur-
ther use and may be liable for
compensatory damages, unjust
enrichment, a reasonable royalty,
exemplary damages, and attor-
ney’s fees.5

The UTSA is a powerful tool
for businesses that seek to pro-
tect their investment in valuable
competitive information. Unfor-
tunately, it has also become a
weapon used by aggressive busi-
nesses bent on stifling legitimate
competition. The problem is
inherent in the act’s definition of
a trade secret, which when taken
at face value applies to practically
every kind of information that a
business possesses. If informa-
tion that is not published in a
trade publication or otherwise
demonstrably known to most
competitors is used in a business,
the information presumably has
economic value to that business.
And if the business employs at
least some security measures—
computer password access, con-
fidentiality agreements, or even
locks on office doors—a possi-
ble trade secret is born.

The ease of stating at least a
prima facie case for a trade secret
and the development of sympa-
thetic California case law has

made the UTSA a
route to anticom-
petitive conduct
that would other-
wise contravene
California public
policy. California
law strongly favors
vigorous competi-
tion in the market-
place6—so much
so that, in contrast
to the laws of many

states,7 California generally pro-
hibits employers from enforcing
covenants not to compete with
employees who leave.8 The UTSA
has in many ways undermined
this procompetitive policy. An
astute defense and judicial aware-

ness of the dangers can help to
ensure that the UTSA is not mis-
used. How these dangers might
arise, and some strategies for
avoiding them, are important
areas of concern for litigators.

Ways of Misapplication

The anticompetitive danger
of the UTSA often begins with
employment contracts and con-
fidentiality agreements that have
an overbroad definition of trade
secrets. Employers often hope to
avoid California’s prohibition on
covenants not to compete by
defining every piece of informa-
tion that an employee receives in
the course of employment as a
trade secret. A typical provision
states: “[F]inancial, personnel,
sales, scientific, technical and
other information regarding for-
mulas, patterns, compilations,
programs, devices, methods,
techniques, operations, plans and
process…[constitute] the Em-
ployer’s ‘trade secrets.’”9

When an employee quits to
join or form a competing busi-
ness, a foundation has been laid
for the charge that the employee
is using the former employer’s
trade secrets in the new employ-
ment. Trade secret law has been
employed in many jurisdictions to
enjoin former employees from
working for a competitor in cases
in which the “new employment
will inevitably lead [the em-
ployee] to rely on the [former
employer’s] trade secrets.”10 As
one commentator has observed,
“[U]sing principles of commer-
cial morality, most…courts [other
than California’s] have been
inclined to protect trade secrets
over an employee’s freedom to
work for a direct competitor.”11

In 1999, a court of appeal in
California adopted this doctrine,
finding that the “inevitable dis-
closure rule is rooted in common
sense,”12 but the California
Supreme Court ordered the opin-
ion depublished. Recently, in
Schlage Lock Company v. Whyte,13

a California appellate cour t
rejected the “inevitable disclo-
sure” doctrine, finding that it is
contrary to California law and
policy because it creates an after-
the-fact covenant not to compete,
restricting employee mobility.14

Strong public policy, ex-
pressed in a legislative prohibi-
tion of contracts in restraint of a
trade or profession,15 is an impor-
tant reason that the inevitable dis-
closure doctrine historically has
not gained favor in California.
The Schlage decision, however,
notes that California public policy
also protects trade secrets. In
rejecting the inevitable disclosure
doctrine, Schlage does not regard
as dispositive California’s public
policy favoring employee mobil-
ity and instead relies on principles
of contract law. Namely, Schlage
holds that employees should not
be held to a restrictive employ-
ment covenant imposed “after the
employment contract is made and
[that] therefore alters the employ-
ment relationship without the
employee’s consent.”16

However, the extent to which
this rationale favoring employee
mobility will yield to trade secret
protections incorporated into
carefully drawn employment
agreements remains unclear—
even after Schlage. There was no
employment agreement with a
covenant not to compete in
Schlage. Yet the court noted that
“under the circumstances pre-
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sented in this case, an employer might pre-
vent disclosure of trade secrets through, for
example, an agreed-upon and reasonable non-
solicitation clause that is narrowly drafted
for the purpose of protecting trade secrets.”17

As a result, the UTSA may have renewed
potency in California to limit competition.

Often, plaintiffs use the allegation that
trade secrets have been misappropriated as
a springboard to other causes of action. For
example, California law defines “unfair com-
petition” as “any unlawful, unfair or fraudulent
business act or practice.”18 Plaintiffs alleging
misappropriation of trade secrets invariably
allege unfair competition as well, citing the
misappropriation of trade secrets as the “un-
lawful” conduct engaged in by the defendant
competitor.

Often, plaintiffs invoke the business tort
of interference with prospective economic
advantage, which requires pleading and proof
that “the defendant not only knowingly inter-
fered with plaintiffs’ expectancy, but engaged
in conduct that was wrongful by some legal
measure other than the fact of interference
itself.”19 The UTSA frequently supplies this
legal measure of wrongful conduct, with plain-
tiffs alleging that defendants used their knowl-
edge of misappropriated trade secrets to
obtain business from plaintiffs’ customers.
Frequently these other causes of action can-
not be pled without allegations of trade secret
misappropriation.

The trade secret lawsuit can be a devas-
tating competitive weapon, particularly against
start-up or marginally financed smaller busi-
nesses. The charge is made that the depart-
ing employee or employees have taken their
former employer’s trade secrets and are using
them to compete in their new business. The
trade secrets may be described as customer
information, supplier information, manufac-
turing processes, financial information, or
any of these in combination. If the employees
have in their possession or take with them any
papers or electronic information relating to
their former employment, as many employees
do, a preliminary injunction against the use
of these materials and information derived
from them is a serious risk. If a preliminary
injunction—even of limited scope—issues, it
places the defendant business at a serious
competitive disadvantage. Even though the
scope of the injunction may be relatively
benign, the existence of such a court order
may discourage customers, lenders, and
investors from doing business with the defen-
dant.

Crushing and intrusive discovery may be
the next order of business for the aggressive
trade secrets plaintiff. The discovery may be
designed to learn the customers, product
lines, processes, and finances of the defendant

business—all of which is valuable competitive
information.20 The cost of gathering and pro-
ducing this information may be great, in terms
of attorney’s fees, employee time, and
employee morale. Key employees of the
defendant business may spend their work-
days preparing and sitting for depositions.
The trade secret claim, regardless of its ulti-
mate merit, can force the defendant business
to yield sensitive business information to an
aggressive and hated competitor and hobble
the defendant business by distracting its
employees and straining its financial
resources.

Third-party discovery may be even more
destructive. Existing and potential investors,
lenders, and suppliers to the defendant busi-
ness may all be targeted. The message that
this discovery conveys to the investors, sub-
tly or directly, is that they may soon be defen-
dants. Lenders will fear that their loans may
involve substantial risk. Suppliers will fear
that selling to the defendant may not be worth
the loss of goodwill to a larger client or the
expense of becoming involved in a lawsuit.

Trade secret litigation in California poses
a unique threat to investors in start-up busi-
nesses. In PMC v. Kadisha,21 the California
Court of Appeal articulated a new theory of
officer and director liability when a new busi-
ness is the beneficiary of trade secret mis-
appropriation or other unlawful conduct.
Corporate officers or directors “may be liable
for an intentional tort if: (1) the officer or
director purchased or invested in the corpo-
ration the principal assets of which were the
result of unlawful conduct; (2) the officer or
director took control of the corporation and
appointed personnel to run the corporation;
and (3) the officer or director did so with
knowledge or, with respect to trade secret
misappropriation…had reason to know, of
the unlawful conduct.”22

In PMC, the plaintiffs—PMC and its sub-
sidiary WFI—sued WFI’s former president
and other senior managers, who left WFI to
form a competing plastics manufacturing
business that the plaintiffs alleged was an
“exact replica of WFI.”23 The plaintiffs alleged
that the defendants formed this competing
business, which they also sued, by engaging
in tortious conduct that included the misap-
propriation of trade secrets consisting of
WFI’s customer lists, customer product spec-
ifications, and manufacturing specifications
and processes.24 After the lawsuit was filed,
defendant Neil Kadisha and others invested
in the defendant start-up business; became
majority shareholders, officers, and direc-
tors; appointed personnel to run the busi-
ness; and effectively took control of the new
corporation.25 The plaintiffs demanded that
the investor defendants cause the new busi-

ness to “cease and desist from the ongoing
use of WFI’s confidential and proprietary
information,” and then added the investor
defendants to the lawsuit when they refused
to comply.26

The investor defendants moved for sum-
mary judgment on the grounds that they
could not be personally liable for misappro-
priation of trade secrets and the other alleged
wrongful conduct because they had not autho-
rized or participated in any of the wrongful
conduct, and had not done anything more
than serve as directors and officers of the
defendant business.27 The trial court granted
the investor defendants summary judgment,
but the court of appeal reversed, rejecting
the investor defendants’ argument that they
could not be held vicariously liable for the tor-
tious conduct of the corporation. Noting that
the “defendants purchased a corporation
whose sole assets were purportedly corruptly
acquired resources,” the court of appeal
opined, “Liability imposed on a corporate
shareholder, officer, or director who knows or
has reason to know about tortious misap-
propriation under these circumstances and
allows it to occur is not vicarious.”28

This new business tort, born of allega-
tions of trade secret misappropriation, poses
clear risks for new business formation.
Investors willing to risk a capital investment
in a new business may be loathe to risk per-
sonal liability if the new business is later
adjudged to have misappropriated trade
secrets. Established companies, facing incip-
ient competition from former employees, now
have a powerful new strategy to stifle com-
petition if they can make a colorable claim of
misappropriation of trade secrets. By putting
new investors and the officers and directors
they appoint on notice of the trade secret
claim, plaintiffs can make investors face a
difficult choice. They can withdraw from the
corporation and risk the loss of their invest-
ment or be defendants in a lawsuit, facing
potential personal liability for compensatory
and punitive damages. Used aggressively in
this way, a claim of misappropriation of trade
secrets can bring even greater pressure than
before on a fragile start-up business.

The Lessons of PMC

PMC demonstrates the aggressive use of
the UTSA. The court of appeal reversed a
summary judgment in favor of the defendant,
Kadisha, who was a director of the defendant
start-up business, based in part on the fact
that the plaintiffs had put Kadisha on notice
of their assertion that the new business was
started with the plaintiffs’ trade secrets. Yet
at trial the plaintiffs’ trade secret claims were
defeated and adjudged by the court to have
been brought in bad faith. Just as the court of
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❏ No. 6: (Legal Ethics credit) TURNING
OVER CLIENT FILES What you don’t
know can hurt you-2/93 #222

❏ No. 24: (Law Practice Management
credit) A FIRM GRIP Unwinding a law
firm partnership requires strict adher-
ence to legal and ethical principles-
12/94 #233

❏ No. 42: (Legal Ethics credit) GOLD-
EN RULES A series of decisions and
opinions issued in 1995 provides
lawyers with clear guidance through
ethical minefields-7-8/96 #253

❏ No. 46: FOR WHAT IT’S WORTH
Recent California rules that allow the
buying and selling of law practices have
opened up opportunities for small firms
and solo practitioners-12/96 #257

❏ No. 57: WISE DEDUCTIONS (Law
Practice Management credit) The de-
ductibility of a lawyer’s educational ex-
penses may be more questionable than
you think-12/97 #269

❏ No. 60: AN INDISCRIMINATE
MEASURE (Elimination of Bias credit)
Now that Proposition 209 has survived
judicial scrutiny, considerable litigation
to determine its scope and reach can
be expected-3/98 #273

❏ No. 63: RULING ON THE RULES
(Legal Ethics credit) While 1997 was a
busy year for the development of legal
ethics, no dramatic departures from
precedent emerged-6/98 #276

❏ No. 75: FIRING AT WILL Has the
Green decision opened the floodgates
for the use of wrongful termination liti-
gation to achieve public policy goals?-
7-8/99 #289

❏ No. 76: ON TO A HIGHER COURT
The outcome of an appeal will often
depend on important strategic deci-
sions that must be made soon after fil-
ing the notice of appeal-9/99 #291

❏ No. 77: THE UNTOUCHABLES The
Foreign Sovereign Immunity Act has
failed to provide practitioners with a

blueprint for resolving conflicts involv-
ing foreign nations and their instru-
mentalities-10/99 #292

❏ No. 78: PUT UP OR SHUT UP An
understanding of the shifting burdens
of production is central to arguing sum-
mary judgment motions-11/99 #293

❏ No. 79: STOPPING THE MERRY-
GO-ROUND The choice between Cal-
ifornia and federal preclusion law can
determine the outcome of a second ac-
tion-12/99 #294

❏ No. 80: STAYING CLEAN To avoid
problems with the IRS, tax advisers
need to consider the imprecise distinc-
tions between environmental remedia-
tion costs that can be expensed and
those that must be capitalized-1/00
#295

❏ No. 81: DISABLING SWITCH Un-
der a recent U.S. Supreme Court deci-
sion, lower courts will have to deter-
mine when a claim for disability dis-
crimination is barred by an application
for disability benefits-2/00 #296

❏ No. 82: ABOUT FACE Does the
1992 amendment to Code of Civil Pro-
cedure Section 1008 violate the doc-
trine of separation of powers?-3/00
#297

❏ No. 83: CHILDREN OF FORTUNE
High-earning entertainers may be able
to avoid the use of the statutory guide-
lines when calculating child support
payments-4/00 #298

❏ No. 84: 1999 ETHICS ROUNDUP
(Legal Ethics credit) Court decisions in
1999 make it clear that a risk man-
agement strategy is a lawyer’s best
method of preventing ethical liabili-
ties-5/00 #299

❏ No. 85: WHO’S THE CLIENT? (Le-
gal Ethics credit) Last year’s court deci-
sions on lawyer conflicts of interest
have handed attorneys an array of
sometimes conflicting rules-6/00 #311

❏  No. 86: CHOICE LOCATIONS

While public policy favors the enforce-
ment of contractual choice of law pro-
visions, practitioners need to be mindful
of the general exceptions-7-8/00 #312

❏ No. 87: BONUS POINTS (Legal
Ethics credit) Bonus provisions agreed
to by attorneys and their clients will
likely be enforceable if the agreement
clearly delineates an “extraordinarily fa-
vorable result”-9/00 #313

❏  No. 88: STOCK IN TRADE To
achieve maximum advantages for the
company and recipients, an equity
compensation plan must comply with a
host of securities and tax laws-10/00
#314

❏ No. 89: WILL POWER With good
communications and effective educa-
tion most will contests can be resolved
short of a trial-11/00 #315

❏ No. 90: RESPECTING OUR EL-
DERS The California Supreme Court’s
decision in Delaney has alerted litigators
to the strength of the Elder Abuse Act-
12/00 #316

❏  No. 91: TOXIC TIMELINE The
Supreme Court’s decision in Hamilton
will have little relevance when applying
the statute of limitations in other toxic
tort contexts-01/01 #317

❏ No. 92: DRIVEN TO EXCESS In
judging the potential liability of excess
insurers, courts must look to the lan-
guage of the contract to determine
whether vertical or horizontal exhaus-
tion is required-02/01 #318

❏  No. 93: TIME BANDITS (Legal
Ethics credit) Attempts by lawyers to
pad hours can often be uncovered by a
careful examination of billing state-
ments-03/01 #319

❏  No. 94: MINDING YOUR O’S
AND P’S U.S. immigration law pro-
vides special visa categories to facilitate
the entry of foreign entertainers into
the country-04/01 #321

❏ No. 95: MAGNIFICENT EXCEP-

TIONS Practitioners can sometimes
overcome a Statute of Frauds defense
by asserting equitable estoppel-05/01
#322

❏ No. 96: 2000 ETHICS ROUNDUP
(Legal Ethics credit) Last year’s court de-
cisions affecting legal ethics clarified
the duties of lawyers to clients and
nonclients alike-06/01 #323

❏ No. 97: PARTNERSHIPS IN LAW
(Elimination of Bias credit) California’s
new Domestic Partnership Registration
Act may aid same-sex partners in pro-
viding a legal basis for their life relation-
ships-07-08/01 #324

❏ No. 98: BY ANY OTHER NAME
No matter what workers are called,
their status and treatment as employ-
ees are subject to a variety of fact-
based tests-09/01 #325

❏ No. 99: PERSONNEL IMPACT
Technology companies facing layoffs
must navigate through a complex set
of state and federal laws protecting
employees-10/01 #326

❏ No. 100: EXPERT GRILLING To
prevent experts in legal malpractice cas-
es from wielding undue influence,
counsel must crack their facade of im-
partiality and reliability-11/01 #327

❏ No. 101: THE COSTLY CLIENT
Case law provides guidance on how
lawyers can void the Trope rule against
awarding attorney’s fees-12/01 #328

❏ No. 102: IN THE LAND OF AAS
The California Supreme Court has ruled
that damages from construction de-
fects must be manifest in order to bring
a tort cause of action-1/02 #329

❏ No. 103: TIED TO THE STAKE
Trends in federal securities fraud legisla-
tion and case law may not fully protect
attorneys from the reach of common
law negligence claims-2/02 #331

❏ No. 104: RICKETY SHELTERS Tax-
payers have a unique opportunity to
limit their exposure to the conse-

quences of controversial tax-sheltered
transactions-4/02 #332

❏ No. 105: FIVE CASES THAT
SHOOK HOLLYWOOD What court
cases make Hollywood’s A-list?-5/02
#333

❏ No. 106: 2001 ETHICS ROUNDUP
(Legal Ethics credit) Old issues and new
forms of practice defined developments
in legal ethics in 2001-6/02 #334

❏ No. 107: HARASSMENT MEA-
SURES (Elimination of Bias credit) Re-
cent court decisions have more sharply
defined the contours of sexual harass-
ment and provided a means of mini-
mizing employer liability-7-8/02 #335

❏ No. 108: NO ASSURANCES Insur-
ance coverage for the events of Sep-
tember 11 will hinge upon the interpre-
tation of often ambiguous policy lan-
guage-9/02 #336

❏ No. 109: UNCERTAIN APPEAL
Both opponents and advocates of ex-
panded judicial review of arbitration de-
cisions invoke the intent of the Federal
Arbitration Act-10/02 #337

❏ No. 110: HIGH ACCOUNTABILITY
The enforcement of previous legislation
offers important lessons on how the
new executive certification require-
ments will be applied -11/02 #338
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appeal decision reversing the investor defen-
dants’ summary judgment became final, the
case went to trial against the other defen-
dants. After more than two months of a jury
trial, the court granted the defendants a
directed verdict on the plaintiffs’ trade secret
claims on the grounds that the plaintiffs had
not proved the alleged misappropriation
involved any trade secrets. Thereafter, the
jury returned verdicts against the plaintiffs on
their other tort claims.29 The investor defen-
dants then obtained a second summary judg-
ment in their favor, on the grounds that the
lack of any wrongful conduct on their behalf
was conclusively established by the verdicts
in favor of the other defendants. In PMC, the
investors in the start-up company had the
financial resources and the willingness to
weather the litigation, which could otherwise
have put the new company out of business.
Other investors may not have this fortitude,
and other start-up companies may not be so
fortunate.

Defendants charged with misappropriat-
ing trade secrets have a variety of tools avail-
able to minimize the damage of trade secrets
claims that are marginal or made in bad faith. 

An aggressive judicial response in cases
in which the suppression of legitimate com-
petition may be the intended or even unin-
tended result of the litigation should flow
from healthy judicial skepticism of trade
secret allegations. The first order of business
in trade secrets cases is usually the plaintiffs’
application for a temporary restraining order
and preliminary injunction. Aggressive plain-
tiffs’ counsel typically seek a broadly worded
order to prohibit a range of competitive activ-
ity that may not be tightly connected to the
allegedly misappropriated trade secrets, or the
trade secrets themselves may be broadly and
vaguely described. There may be evidence
that a defendant left the plaintiff’s employ
and took hard copy or electronic information
belonging to the plaintiff. If injunctive relief
is to issue, it should be carefully limited to the
protection of well-defined trade secrets and
not used merely as a punishment against for-
mer employees for taking property belonging
to their former employer. Because the
issuance of injunctive relief, no matter how
narrowly constrained, may have serious com-
petitive ramifications, courts should carefully
balance the equities and enjoin the use of
information only when the information clearly
qualifies as a trade secret.

The legislature has enacted some discov-
ery protection in the form of Code of Civil
Procedure Section 2019(d), which requires a
party alleging trade secret misappropriation
to “identify the trade secret with reasonable
particularity” before commencing discovery
relating to the trade secret. Before forcing

defendants to comply with the intrusive and
burdensome discovery that legitimate trade
secret claims may justify, courts should
require plaintiffs to state the specific infor-
mation that constitutes the trade secret. Such
broadly stated trade secrets as customer iden-
tities, customer purchasing requirements,
the process for manufacturing certain prod-
ucts, or cost and profit information should not
suffice. These may or may not be protectible
trade secrets. Without specific information, it
is impossible to tell.30

All too often, employees take information
belonging to their former employer with
them. They may have been given the infor-
mation to do their job, they may have accu-
mulated the information themselves during
their employment, or they may have taken the
information when leaving. The information
may be useful to the employee in taking a new
position with a competitor, the information
may be proprietary to the former employer in
the sense that it is physical property that
belongs to the former employer or was com-
piled by the former employer, and it may be
to some extent confidential because the infor-
mation or the compilation is not published or
disseminated by the former employer.

But is the information a trade secret? To
make this determination, courts should
require objective evidence that the informa-
tion has independent economic value.31

Although there is little case law on the mean-
ing of this UTSA requirement, courts most
frequently look to the “work effort” and cost
of developing or compiling the confidential
information.32 Cour ts may also look to
whether the information itself is marketable33

or whether the information provides a com-
petitive advantage in the industry, one exam-
ple being an “innovator’s premium.”34

Beyond demonstrating that time and effort
were required to compile the confidential
information, a party suing on a true trade
secret should be able to produce evidence that
the same or similar information is sold or
licensed in the industry. The absence of such
evidence would seem to belie an argument
that the information has independent eco-
nomic value. The information must also be
“the subject of efforts that are reasonable
under the circumstances to maintain its
secrecy.”35 Here the required proof should
demonstrate steps taken specifically to main-
tain the secrecy of the alleged trade secret,
rather than more generalized business secu-
rity measures.

The UTSA authorizes the court to award
reasonable attorney’s fees to the prevailing
party if “a claim of misappropriation is made
in bad faith.”36 The legislature intended this
attorney’s fees provision “as a deterrent to
specious claims of misappropriation.”37

Recently, the California Court of Appeal has
interpreted this bad faith standard to require
a showing of the “objective speciousness of
[the plaintiff’s] claim, as opposed to frivo-
lousness, and its subjective bad faith in bring-
ing or maintaining the claim.”38 Moreover,
“[b]ad faith may be inferred where the spe-
cific shortcomings of the case are identified
by opposing counsel, and the decision is made
to go forward despite the inability to respond
to the arguments raised.”39 Awarding attor-
ney’s fees liberally when confronted with spe-
cious trade secret claims should prove to be
an effective deterrent to such claims.

The final outcome of PMC demonstrates
effective judicial use of the attorney’s fee pro-
vision of the UTSA. Following the entry of
judgment in their favor, the defendants moved
for an award of attorney’s fees under the
authority of the UTSA. The court granted
the defendants’ motions for attorney’s fees,
finding that the plaintiffs’ trade secret claims
were brought in bad faith and rejecting the
plaintiffs’ argument that attorney’s fees should
be strictly limited to the trade secret cause of
action. Because the trade secrets claims were
linked with the plaintiffs’ other claims, the
court awarded the defendants most of the
attorney’s fees they incurred over more than
two years of intense litigation defending the
trade secrets claims and the related causes of
action.40

The UTSA provides important protections
for valuable business information but if mis-
used has the potential for serious anticom-
petitive harm. Trade secret claims based on
broadly defined, arguably confidential busi-
ness information may be used to discourage
employees from accepting employment with
competing businesses; to discourage invest-
ment in start-up businesses; to support other
causes of action with anticompetitive poten-
tial; and to sustain prolonged, intensive, and
expensive litigation that itself may discourage
or even eliminate competition. An aggressive
defense of marginal trade secret claims and
judicial awareness of the dangers trade secret
litigation may pose are the keys to containing
the dark side of the UTSA.                             ■

1 The Uniform Trade Secrets Act, CIV. CODE §§3426 et
seq.
2 See CIV. CODE §3426.1(d).
3 CIV. CODE §3426.1(d)(1).
4 CIV. CODE §3426.1(d)(2).
5 See CIV. CODE §§3426.2, 3426.3, 3426.4.
6 See, e.g., The Unfair Competition Act, BUS. & PROF.
CODE §§17200 et seq.; The Unfair Practices Act, BUS. &
PROF. CODE §§17000 et seq.; The Cartwright Act, BUS.
& PROF. CODE §§16700 et seq.; and the prohibition on
restraints of profession, trade, or business, BUS. &
PROF. CODE §16600.
7 See generally B. MALSBERGER, COVENANTS NOT TO

COMPETE: A STATE-BY-STATE SURVEY (2d ed. 1996).
8 The exceptions include a person who sells the good-
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will of a business or all of his or her shares in a corpo-
ration (BUS. & PROF. CODE §1660) and a partner who
sells his or her interest in a partnership (BUS. & PROF.
CODE §16602).
9 28 CALIFORNIA LEGAL FORMS, TRANSACTION GUIDE

§85.200[2], at 85-121 (2002).
10 Pepsi Co. Inc. v. Redmond, 54 F. 3d 1262, 1269 (7th
Cir. 1995).
11 Keith A. Roberson, Annual Survey of South Carolina
Law: Employment Law, 52 S.C. L. REV. 895 (Summer
2001).
12 Electro Optical Indus. v. White, 76 Cal. App. 4th 653,
90 Cal. Rptr. 2d 680 (1999) (depublished Apr. 12, 2000).
13 Schlage Lock Co. v. Whyte, 2002 Daily Journal D.A.R.
10594, 2002 WL 31040309 (Sept. 12, 2002).
14 Id.
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Yes, it’s true. By properly restructuring your clients’ estate plan, their assets and the
assets they leave to their family will be protected from judgment creditors. Here are
some of the situations in which our plan can help protect your clients' assets:

■ Judgments exceeding policy limits or exclusions from 
policy coverage.

■ Judgments not covered by insurance.
■ Children suing each other over your client's estate.
■ A current spouse and children from a prior marriage 

suing each other over your client's estate.
■ A child’s inheritance or the income from that 

inheritance being awarded to the child’s former spouse.
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Mr. Gleitman has practiced sophisticated estate planning for 24 years, specializing for more than 12
years in offshore asset protection planning. He has had and continues to receive many referrals from
major law firms and the Big Four.   He has submitted 36 estate planning issues to the IRS for private let-
ter ruling requests; the IRS has granted him favorable rulings on all 36 requests. Twenty-three of those
rulings were on sophisticated asset protection planning strategies.
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