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SUMMARY

The Texas Business Court grants Galderma Laboratories, L.P.’s application for a temporary injunction

in part against former executive Erick Brenner. The court finds a probable right of recovery based on

Brenner’s alleged violation of a noncompete covenant through his service as CEO of direct competitor

Prollenium, but finds insufficient evidence at this stage to support relief based on confidentiality,

nonsolicitation, or trade-secret claims. The court addresses the temporal, activity, and geographic

scope of the noncompete and orders statutory reformation where necessary.
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Galderma sought a temporary injunction against its former executive,
Erick Brenner, based on alleged violations of a protective covenants
agreement and the Texas Uniform Trade Secrets Act. After an
evidentiary hearing, the Business Court granted temporary injunctive
relief in part and denied relief as to the customer-nonsolicitation,

worker-nonsolicitation, confidentiality, and TUTSA theories.

To obtain a temporary injunction, the applicant must establish a viable
cause of action, a probable right to the relief sought, and a probable,
imminent, and irreparable injury absent interim relief. The injunction
is an extraordinary remedy intended to preserve the status quo pending

trial.

Published Texas Business Court memorandum opinion and order;
temporary, interlocutory relief only and expressly not a final

adjudication of the parties' claims or defenses.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Galderma established a viable claim and probable right to relief under the protective covenants

agreement.

2. Whether Galderma established a probable, imminent, and irreparable injury warranting a temporary
injunction.

3. Whether the noncompete's time, geographic, and activity restrictions were reasonable under Texas law.

4. Whether the noncompete required reformation under Texas Business and Commerce Code section
15.51(c).

5. Whether Galderma established a probable right to temporary injunctive relief for customer solicitation,

worker solicitation, confidentiality breaches, or trade-secret misappropriation.

HOLDINGS

1. Galderma established a probable right to recover for Brenner's violation of the noncompete covenant
because the agreement was likely ancillary to an otherwise enforceable agreement, contained reasonable
limitations as to time, geographic scope, and activity as applied after reformation, and covered Brenner's

service as CEO of a direct competitor in the same product segment.

2. Galderma established a probable, imminent, and irreparable injury because Brenner's continued service
as CEO of a direct competitor created an ongoing risk that his recent and detailed knowledge of
Galderma's strategy would influence competitive decisions in ways that could not be adequately

measured or remedied by damages.

3. The court reformed the noncompete under section 15.51(c) by removing language covering ownership,
operation, or management of any competitor and by removing geographic coverage based solely on
Brenner's receipt of confidential information about a territory without material involvement or

operational responsibility.

4. Galderma did not establish a probable right to recovery on the customer-nonsolicitation, worker-

nonsolicitation, confidentiality, or TUTSA claims at the temporary-injunction stage.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Mere suspicion or apprehension of a possible breach is insufficient; injunctive relief requires evidence

establishing a probable violation.” (10)
“Where a covenant is overbroad, the Court must narrow it rather than invalidate it.” (18)

“This Order remains in effect until further order of the Court or entry of final judgment.” (23)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Brenner was a senior Galderma executive with responsibility for a substantial injectable-aesthetics portfolio and
access to pricing, strategy, customer, marketing, personnel, and training information. In June 2024, he signed a
protective covenants agreement containing a twelve-month noncompete, customer and worker nonsolicitation
provisions, and confidentiality obligations; his employment ended in November 2025. He became chief
executive officer of Prollenium, a direct competitor in the U.S. hyaluronic-acid dermal-filler market, despite
Galderma's objection. Before his departure, Brenner accessed company files, but Galderma's forensic evidence

was inconclusive as to whether he transferred or used confidential information.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Galderma filed an application for temporary injunction. The court conducted an evidentiary hearing on February
23, 2026, considered the pleadings, briefing, evidence, and arguments, and issued an interlocutory memorandum
opinion and order preserving the status quo pending trial. The court set the case for trial on January 11, 2027,

required a $150,000 injunction bond, and stated that the order was not a final adjudication.
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