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SUMMARY

This memorandum opinion addresses Plaintiffs’ request for a preliminary injunction against Prime
Capital Investment Advisors, LLC, arising from alleged violations of restrictive covenants and misuse
of confidential client information by former Edelman financial planners. The court converts an
existing temporary restraining order into a preliminary injunction and imposes additional restrictions
pending trial. The opinion sets out findings concerning solicitation, confidentiality, alleged
inducement, and the credibility of witnesses and declarations.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs sought a preliminary injunction against a competitor accused
of inducing two financial planners to breach restrictive covenants,
disclose confidential information, solicit former clients, and accept
former clients. After entering a temporary restraining order, the court
conducted expedited discovery and a preliminary injunction hearing,
then converted the TRO into a preliminary injunction and imposed
additional restrictions pending trial.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A party seeking a preliminary injunction must make a clear showing of
a likelihood of success on the merits, irreparable harm absent relief, a
balance of equities in its favor, and that the public interest supports
relief. The likelihood-of-success showing required a reasonable
probability of success, while irreparable harm had to be shown by a
preponderance of the evidence.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court opinion; persuasive rather than precedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Edelman showed a reasonable probability of success on its claim that Prime tortiously
interfered with enforceable restrictive-covenant contracts.

2. Whether Edelman demonstrated irreparable harm absent preliminary injunctive relief.

3. Whether the balance of equities and the public interest favored converting the TRO into a preliminary
injunction.

4. Whether the non-solicitation, confidentiality, and non-acceptance provisions were sufficiently likely to
be enforceable at the preliminary-injunction stage.

HOLDINGS

1. Edelman demonstrated a reasonable probability of success on its tortious-interference claim because it
showed the existence of enforceable contracts, Prime's knowledge of those contracts, intentional conduct
that significantly contributed to breaches, lack of justification, and resulting injury.

2. At the preliminary-injunction stage, Edelman showed a reasonable probability that the confidentiality,
customer non-solicitation, and non-acceptance provisions were valid and enforceable.

3. Edelman established irreparable harm by a preponderance of the evidence.

4. The balance of equities and the public interest favored preliminary injunctive relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Restrictive covenants are promises.” (Introduction)

“The preliminary injunction hearing revealed a sophisticated, well-planned-out scheme to induce Edelman’s
financial planners to breach their restrictive covenants and lift-and-shift their entire client base to Prime.”
(III.A.1.c)

“For the reasons above, Edelman’s request for a preliminary injunction is GRANTED.” (IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Edelman employed financial planners Joan Greenspon and Amanda Salyer under agreements containing
confidentiality, customer non-solicitation, non-acceptance, and related restrictive covenants governed by
Delaware or Pennsylvania law. After coordinating with Prime, both planners resigned on February 13, 2026,
joined Prime, transferred or disclosed Edelman client information, solicited or contacted former Edelman clients,
and accepted former clients at Prime. The court found evidence that Prime knew of the covenants, helped plan
the departures and client outreach, and paid the planners substantial upfront or goodwill payments. The planners
also submitted declarations containing false or materially incomplete statements about their possession of
Edelman information and their client contacts.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Edelman filed suit alleging that Prime induced Edelman financial planners to breach contractual restrictive
covenants and join Prime. The court entered a TRO, ordered expedited discovery, and held a preliminary
injunction hearing on April 23, 2026. After considering live testimony and documentary evidence, the court
granted Edelman's request for a preliminary injunction and set trial for August 3, 2026.
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