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A leaked document, an injunction misstep, and a lack of evidence contributed to trial
success in expedited trade secret proceedings for one McKool Smith client. Counsel Travis
DeArman tells WIPR more.

What are the consequences when a party's legal team inadvertently uses a document as
evidence in court that contains the confidential information they were tasked with safeguarding?

In the case of WorldVue Connect, a hospitality services firm formerly known as World
Cinema, it ultimately lost the case that it had brought against a rival.

On January 20, 2026, the company sued Enseo and two of WorldVue’s former sales leaders
in a Texas court, alleging unlawful tactics to gain a competitive advantage by misappropriating
WorldVue’s confidential information and trade secrets, as well as soliciting its customers and
employees.

Both companies provide in-room entertainment, connectivity and technology to the
property management and hospitality industries, but with Enseo being the smaller, younger firm,
WorldVue believed Enseo to be battling for its market share.

As such, WorldVue alleged that Enseo “chose to jumpstart its expansion efforts” by
allegedly stealing its confidential information—including its customer lists and contract data—
with the help of former WorldVue employees.

In a hearing on February 17, however, the plaintiffs introduced a Microsoft Excel document
containing Enseo’s confidential information as evidence.

WorldVue withdrew the document, and Enseo moved to strike the plaintiff's application
for temporary injunction (TI) and pleadings based on the withdrawn spreadsheet.
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The court then found that WorldVue had presented insufficient evidence to show probable,
imminent, and irreparable harm, and its application for a TI and a temporary restraining order
(TRO) was blocked, resulting in the case being partially dismissed.

But Travis DeArman, a principal at McKool Smith in the Dallas office and counsel for
Enseo, tells WIPR that while this gave the team an advantage, there was more to winning the case.

WIPR: Are the circumstances in which you were able to win—the accidental revelation of
a confidential document—relatively unusual?

TD: The decision to submit an alleged trade secret into the public record is uncommon, but
not unheard of. It illustrates why attorneys must remain flexible at any hearing, especially at
evidentiary hearings and trial.

Was there anything else about the case or your strategy that enabled you to win on behalf
of Enseo?

Yes. In fact, the primary drivers of our success were: (1) our challenges to the evidence of
alleged “irreparable” harm; and (2) our challenge to the unlawful scope of the proposed injunction.

Temporary injunctive relief (whether a TRO or TI) must be narrow and well defined
enough that the party against whom relief is sought can comply. The proposed injunction here was
so broad that not even WorldVue’s C-suite understood its scope, as revealed in cross examination.

Additionally, to support injunctive relief, a party has to show “irreparable” harm, meaning
harm for which money damages will not suffice. Allegations about past harms do not satisfy this
test; you have to show harm, or an imminent threat of harm, in the future. And you have to show
that such harm cannot be remedied by the payment of money.

WorldVue failed to introduce evidence of any future harm, much less “irreparable” harm.
What were the particular challenges of this case, and how did you overcome them?

It is always difficult to manage expedited proceedings, especially when an opponent
seeks ex parte relief (inappropriately in our view).

WorldVue applied for and received an ex parte TRO. At the February 17 hearing, the court
considered whether that TRO would continue in force as a temporary injunction, or not.

We reacted by developing the evidence and legal authority undermining core elements of
WorldVue’s claims and application for relief. Specifically, we focused on the unlawful scope of
the requested TRO/TI and WorldVue’s failure to introduce evidence of harm, much less imminent,
irreparable harm required to support a TRO or TI.

What are your key tips for working with in-house counsel?

Enseo’s chief legal officer is a key member of the team and involved in our tactical and
strategic planning.



Having a strong relationship between in-house and external counsel is important to define
objectives and pursue the strategies in pursuit of the best (and most efficient) outcomes.

What are your key takeaways from this case?

When faced with expedited proceedings as a defendant, it is critical to define the core issues
that the court will consider and focus efforts on undermining those elements using targeted legal
authority and evidence.

It is also critical to maintain flexibility so that one can react and seize opportunities in real
time.

This case also demonstrates the need for all parties, and their lawyers, to take a step back
and ask, what can we achieve through this litigation, and is that worth the cost in money, time,
business disruption, and risk?

The case is Worldvue Connect Global and Worldvue Connect v Enseo, David Goldstone,
and David Dingee, 429-00347-2026, Collin County, Texas District Court.



