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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of South Carolina ruled on Prisma Health’s motions
for reconsideration or clarification, dismissal, and to strike in Glytec LLC’s action concerning alleged
misuse of Glytec’s insulin-management software. The court denied reconsideration, granted
clarification in part, denied the motion to dismiss, and granted the motion to strike in part. The court
held that Glytec sufficiently pleaded claims for misappropriation of trade secrets under the federal and
South Carolina trade-secrets statutes, as well as related claims arising from the parties’ software
licensing agreement.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the District of South Carolina,
Greenville Division

WRITING FOR THE COURT Donald C. Coggins, Jr.

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the District of South Carolina,
Greenville Division

DECIDED March 31, 2026

DOCKET 6:25-cv-03211-DCC

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved for reconsideration or clarification of a prior
preliminary-injunction order, dismissal under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(6), and striking of Plaintiff's jury demand. The court
denied reconsideration, granted clarification in part and denied it in
part, denied the motion to dismiss, and granted the motion to strike in
part and denied it in part.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under Rule 54(b), reconsideration of an interlocutory order is
appropriate for an intervening change in controlling law, newly
discovered evidence, or a clear error of law or manifest injustice,
although the standard is less strict than reconsideration of a final
judgment. A Rule 12(b)(6) motion tests the legal sufficiency of the
complaint; well-pleaded factual allegations are accepted as true and



viewed in the plaintiff's favor, but unwarranted inferences and
unreasonable conclusions are not accepted. The complaint must state a
plausible claim for relief. Contractual jury-trial waivers are strictly
construed according to their plain, ordinary, and popular meaning.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Prisma established grounds under Rule 54(b) to reconsider the court's preliminary-injunction
order.

2. Whether clarification of the preliminary-injunction order was warranted concerning the identified trade
secrets, use of Prisma Software hosted on a third-party platform for direct patient care, and the
obligation to retrieve, return, and preserve documents.

3. Whether Glytec plausibly pleaded misappropriation of trade secrets under the SCTSA and FDTSA.

4. Whether Glytec plausibly pleaded breach of contract and whether the claim was preempted by federal
patent law.

5. Whether Glytec plausibly pleaded breach of contract accompanied by a fraudulent act.

6. Whether Glytec plausibly pleaded a violation of SCUTPA.

7. Whether Glytec could plead unjust enrichment in the alternative despite the alleged express contract.

8. Whether the contractual jury-trial waiver applied to Glytec's claims.

HOLDINGS

1. Reconsideration of the prior preliminary-injunction order was unwarranted because Prisma identified no
intervening change in law, newly discovered evidence, clear error, or manifest injustice, and its
arguments largely rehashed matters previously considered.

2. Clarification was granted in part: the injunction permits Prisma to maintain the Prisma Software on its
third-party platform in working condition for direct patient care, and the injunction's restrictions and
protections extend to that platform. The court otherwise found its prior description of the trade secrets
and its directions concerning document retrieval, return, and preservation sufficiently clear.



3. Glytec plausibly alleged the existence of trade secrets and actual or threatened misappropriation under
both the South Carolina Trade Secrets Act and the Federal Defend Trade Secrets Act.

4. Glytec plausibly alleged breach of the licensing agreement, and the breach-of-contract claim was not
shown at the pleading stage to be preempted by federal patent law.

5. Glytec plausibly alleged breach of contract accompanied by a fraudulent act, and the availability of
punitive damages against Prisma was not properly resolved on a motion to dismiss.

6. Glytec plausibly alleged a violation of SCUTPA because its allegations that Prisma tested insulin-
management software on patients without FDA approval or Glytec's permission plausibly implicated the
public interest.

7. Glytec plausibly alleged unjust enrichment and could plead that claim in the alternative to breach of
contract at the motion-to-dismiss stage.

8. The jury-trial waiver applied to Glytec's breach-of-contract, breach-of-contract-accompanied-by-a-
fraudulent-act, SCUTPA, and SCTSA and FDTSA misappropriation claims because those claims arose
out of or related to the agreement. It did not apply to unjust enrichment.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A motion to reconsider an interlocutory order is not an appropriate vehicle to rehash arguments already
considered by the court because the movant is displeased with the outcome.”

“The Court finds that a hospital system testing a product that regulates a patient’s insulin in another entity’s
test site without FDA approval or that other entity’s permission plausibly implicates the public interest.”

“It follows that Plaintiff’s claim for unjust enrichment cannot arise out of or be related to the Agreement, and
therefore it is not subject to the jury trial waiver.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Glytec licensed its Glucommander insulin-management software and related services to Prisma under a Master
Service Agreement. The agreement prohibited reverse engineering, use of the services to develop a competing
product, and unauthorized use or disclosure of Glytec's confidential information and trade secrets. Glytec alleged
that Prisma employees used the software's test site and other materials to reverse engineer Glucommander and
develop competing Prisma Software, including software used to treat patients before FDA approval. Glytec also
alleged that Prisma concealed its conduct and later terminated the agreement.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Glytec filed suit in the Greenville County Court of Common Pleas asserting breach of contract, breach of
contract accompanied by a fraudulent act, SCUTPA violations, and unjust enrichment. Glytec later amended its
complaint to add claims under the Federal Defend Trade Secrets Act and the South Carolina Trade Secrets Act.
Prisma removed the action to federal court. After the court granted Glytec's motion for a preliminary injunction
in part, Prisma filed the motions addressed in this Opinion and Order.
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