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SUMMARY

The Eighth District Court of Appeals of Texas reviewed an interlocutory appeal from a temporary
injunction freezing bank accounts held in the appellant’s name. The court held that the evidence
supported a probable right of recovery, irreparable injury, and lack of an adequate remedy at law, but
concluded that the injunction was overbroad because it covered accounts and funds beyond those
connected to the alleged theft. The court reversed in part, affirmed in part, and remanded for entry of a
modified injunction.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Western presented evidence of a probable right of recovery on at least one pleaded legal theory.

2. Whether Western presented evidence of probable, imminent, and irreparable injury and the absence of an
adequate remedy at law.

3. Whether the temporary injunction was impermissibly overbroad because it froze accounts or funds
beyond those logically connected to Western's claims.

4. Whether Baem's statute-of-limitations argument could be considered in the interlocutory appeal.

HOLDINGS

1. Western presented some evidence supporting every element of at least one valid legal theory,
specifically its theft claim, and Baem did not show that Western's pleading was inadequate under Texas's
fair-notice pleading standard.

2. Western presented some evidence of a probable, imminent, and irreparable injury because Baem's
transfer of hundreds of dollars per day overseas and planned travel supported an inference that assets
could be dissipated or placed beyond reach.

3. Baem did not establish that Western lacked evidence of an inadequate remedy at law or that the
requested freeze lacked a logical and justifiable connection to Western's claims.

4. The temporary injunction was overbroad because it froze all accounts in Baem's name rather than only
the identified account and did not limit the freeze to the amount of disputed funds deposited in that
account.

5. The court lacked jurisdiction to address Baem's statute-of-limitations argument in the interlocutory
appeal, and Baem also failed to preserve or establish the defense by pleading, proof, and findings.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A temporary injunction serves to preserve the status quo pending a trial on the merits.” (at 3)

“To obtain such relief, a party must plead and prove a cause of action, a probable right to relief, and
irreparable injury in the interim.” (at 3)

“While a temporary injunction should be “broad enough to safeguard a party’s protectable interests,” it
should not be “so broad that it prohibits the restrained party from engaging in lawful activities[.]”” (at 9)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Baem was an employee of Western Frontier Trading whose duties included delivering merchandise, invoicing
customers, and collecting payments. Western alleged that Baem directed a customer to write checks to him
personally and deposited those checks, along with Cash App payments, into his own account. At the temporary-
injunction hearing, the customer testified that Baem represented he was Western's partner, and Western's owner
testified that funds were missing, that checks had been deposited into a specific account, and that Baem was
transferring money overseas and had arranged travel to Kuwait. The trial court froze all funds in all First
National Bank of Texas accounts held in Baem's name.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Western Frontier Trading sued Baem for theft, conversion, and breach of fiduciary duty and sought a temporary
injunction freezing funds in Baem's accounts at First National Bank of Texas. After an evidentiary hearing, the
trial court entered the injunction, findings of fact, and conclusions of law. Baem brought an interlocutory appeal
under Texas Civil Practice and Remedies Code section 51.014(a)(4). The Court of Appeals affirmed the
injunction in part, reversed it in part as overbroad, and remanded for an evidentiary hearing and a modified
injunction.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The trial court must conduct an evidentiary hearing and enter a modified temporary injunction limited to the one
First National Bank of Texas account into which the disputed funds were deposited and to the dollar amount of
those disputed funds.
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