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The recent federal court decision in Glytec LLC v. Prisma Health represents a
watershed moment for healthcare technology companies, establishing critical
precedents regarding trade secret protection, reverse engineering prohibitions, a
competitive practices within the digital health ecosystem. This case, decided in t
U.S. District Court for South Carolina on June 25, 2025, centers on allegations th
Prisma Health systematically reverse-engineered Glytec's proprietary insulin
management software algorithms to develop a competing product, potentially
violating both contractual obligations and federal trade secret laws.

The court's preliminary injunction ruling demonstrates several key principles th
will reshape how healthcare technology companies approach intellectual propert
protection, vendor relationships, and competitive strategy. First, the decision affi
that complex algorithmic configurations in healthcare software can qualify for ro
trade secret protection, even when some underlying methodologies are publicly
known. Second, it establishes clear boundaries around what constitutes impermi
reverse engineering under licensing agreements. Third, it balances intellectual
property protection against patient care continuity, creating a framework that
prioritizes healthcare delivery while still protecting innovators' rights.
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Key implications for the healthcare technology industry include:

Enhanced requirements for trade secret identification and protection protoc

Stricter contractual language and enforcement mechanisms in software licen
agreements

Greater scrutiny of competitive intelligence gathering and product developm
practices

Increased litigation risk for health systems developing internal alternatives t
licensed technologies

New considerations for due diligence in healthcare technology acquisitions 
partnerships

This analysis examines the case's factual background, legal reasoning, and broad
implications for stakeholders across the healthcare technology value chain, from
startup innovators to enterprise health systems to venture capital investors.
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10. Conclusion

The Glytec LLC v. Prisma Health decision fundamentally reshapes the landscape
healthcare technology companies by establishing that sophisticated algorithmic
configurations can receive strong trade secret protection, even when underlying
methodologies are publicly available. The court's ruling that Prisma Health likel
violated both contractual obligations and trade secret laws by reverse-engineerin
Glytec's insulin management software creates new precedents that will influence
healthcare organizations approach vendor relationships, competitive intelligence
internal product development.

At its core, this case demonstrates the tension between healthcare organizations
desire for technological independence and intellectual property holders' rights t
protect their innovations. The court's balanced approach—allowing continued p
care while preventing external dissemination of allegedly misappropriated techn
—provides a framework that other courts are likely to follow in similar disputes
precedent suggests that healthcare technology companies can expect stronger
protection for their proprietary algorithms and methodologies, while healthcare
organizations face increased scrutiny when developing internal alternatives to
licensed technologies.

For health tech entrepreneurs, this decision validates the importance of robust t
secret protection strategies and demonstrates that courts will enforce contractua
restrictions on reverse engineering, even in the healthcare context where patient
considerations might otherwise favor broader access to technology. The ruling a
highlights the critical importance of clearly identifying and documenting trade
secrets, implementing comprehensive confidentiality protocols, and crafting lice
agreements with specific restrictions on competitive uses.

Executive Summary

Case Background and Factual Context



The dispute between Glytec LLC and Prisma Health emerged from a long-stand
licensing relationship that began in 2006 when Glytec's parent company first pro
insulin management software to Greenville Hospital System, Prisma Health's
predecessor organization. This relationship continued through Prisma Health's
formation in 2007 via merger and subsequent licensing agreements covering Gly
Glucommander insulin management platform. The Glucommander system repre
a sophisticated software solution that provides healthcare providers with algorit
guidance for insulin dosing, glucose monitoring timing, and management of vari
diabetic care scenarios.

The underlying technology at the heart of this dispute involves complex algorith
configurations that Glytec developed to automate and optimize insulin managem
decisions in hospital settings. These algorithms encompass dynamic multiplier
adjustments, proprietary timing protocols for blood glucose monitoring, speciali
protocols for hyperglycemic crisis management, mealtime insulin dosing
recommendations, and transition protocols from intravenous to subcutaneous in
delivery. According to court documents, these algorithmic components represen
years of development and refinement based on clinical experience and outcomes 

The alleged misconduct began in 2022 when Prisma Health initiated discussions
about developing an internal insulin management system to replace Glucomman
The health system assigned Laura Turman, one of its employees, to lead this
development effort with the explicit goal of creating a system that could replicat
Glucommander's functionality while eliminating the need for continued licensin
payments to Glytec. Internal communications revealed that Turman and her
colleagues systematically analyzed Glucommander's operations, attempting to
determine how the software made specific adjustments and decisions in various
clinical scenarios.

The reverse engineering process allegedly involved multiple sophisticated techn
designed to understand and replicate Glytec's proprietary algorithms. Prisma He
employees conducted extensive testing using Glucommander's functionality to
understand how the system responded to different clinical inputs. They used Gly
test environment to run patient simulations, analyzing the system's outputs to



reverse-engineer the underlying decision-making logic. Internal communication
documented discussions about needing to "crack the code" on various aspects of
Glucommander's functionality that they had not yet successfully replicated.

Perhaps most significantly, the evidence suggests that Prisma Health's developm
efforts were explicitly competitive in nature, with employees discussing plans to
present their internally developed "Prisma Software" to other healthcare
organizations through industry conferences and marketing "roadshows." This
competitive intent transformed what might have been viewed as internal process
improvement into potential trade secret misappropriation and breach of contrac
non-compete provisions.

By March 2024, Prisma Health had successfully deployed its internally develope
insulin management system for patient care, having achieved sufficient function
replication of Glucommander to support clinical operations. The health system's
success in developing this competing system within a relatively short timeframe,
combined with documented evidence of systematic reverse engineering efforts,
formed the foundation for Glytec's legal claims.

The court's analysis in Glytec v. Prisma Health provides valuable insights into ho
federal judges approach trade secret protection in the healthcare technology con
particularly when balancing intellectual property rights against patient care
considerations. The decision applies both the South Carolina Trade Secrets Act 
the federal Defend Trade Secrets Act, demonstrating how state and federal trade
secret protections work in tandem to protect healthcare technology innovations.

Under the preliminary injunction standard established in Winter v. Natural Reso
Defense Council, Glytec was required to demonstrate four key elements: likeliho
success on the merits, irreparable harm, favorable balance of equities, and alignm
with public interest. The court's analysis of each element reveals important prin
that will guide future healthcare technology disputes.

Legal Framework and Court Analysis



Regarding likelihood of success on the merits, the court conducted a detailed an
of what constitutes a protectable trade secret in the healthcare software context.
decision establishes that trade secrets can exist in unique combinations of otherw
publicly available information, provided that the specific configurations and
implementation details are not readily ascertainable through proper means. This
principle proved crucial to Glytec's case, as Prisma Health had argued that gene
insulin management principles were publicly available through academic literatu
and patent disclosures.

The court distinguished between publicly available general frameworks and the
specific implementation details that give Glucommander its competitive advanta
While acknowledging that basic insulin management principles and even some
algorithmic approaches might be found in published literature, the court found 
the specific configurations, timing protocols, exception handling, and decision-
making logic that characterize Glucommander's actual operation were not publi
available. This distinction proves particularly important for healthcare technolo
companies, as it suggests that sophisticated implementation of known medical
principles can receive trade secret protection.

The court's analysis of contractual breach claims reinforced the importance of c
licensing language regarding reverse engineering and competitive uses. The Glyt
Prisma Health agreement contained explicit prohibitions against reverse enginee
decompilation, and development of competing products using licensed technolo
The court found substantial evidence that Prisma Health violated these contract
provisions through its systematic reverse engineering efforts and competitive us
the resulting technology.

Importantly, the court rejected Prisma Health's argument that federal patent law
preempted state contract and trade secret claims. This ruling establishes that
healthcare technology companies can pursue multiple legal theories simultaneou
combining federal trade secret protection with state contract and trade secret cl
The court's reasoning suggests that patent disclosure requirements do not
automatically destroy trade secret protection for implementation details and spe
configurations not disclosed in patent applications.



The irreparable harm analysis demonstrates how courts balance intellectual prop
protection against healthcare delivery considerations. The court found that
threatened disclosure of trade secrets constitutes irreparable harm that cannot b
remedied through monetary damages, particularly given that trade secrets, once
disclosed, are "lost forever." However, the court was careful to distinguish betwe
internal use for patient care and external dissemination to third parties, finding 
Glytec's primary concern was preventing Prisma Health from sharing its alleged
misappropriated technology with other healthcare organizations.

The balance of equities analysis reveals the court's sophisticated understanding 
healthcare technology dynamics. Rather than issuing a broad injunction that mig
disrupt patient care, the court crafted narrow relief that prohibited external sha
while allowing continued internal use for patient treatment. This approach
demonstrates judicial recognition that healthcare technology disputes require ca
consideration of patient welfare alongside intellectual property protection.

The Glytec v. Prisma Health decision significantly advances the understanding o
trade secret law applies to healthcare technology, particularly in the context of
algorithmic and software-based innovations. The court's detailed analysis of wha
constitutes protectable trade secrets in healthcare software provides important
guidance for companies seeking to protect their intellectual property in this rap
evolving sector.

The decision establishes that algorithmic configurations and software implemen
details can qualify for robust trade secret protection, even when underlying med
or scientific principles are publicly known. This principle proves particularly
important in healthcare technology, where many innovations involve sophisticate
applications of established medical knowledge rather than entirely novel discove
The court's reasoning suggests that the specific way a company implements know
medical protocols, the particular algorithms it develops to optimize clinical outc
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and the unique combinations of features it creates to address specific healthcare
challenges can all receive trade secret protection.

Critical to the court's analysis was Glytec's ability to identify its trade secrets wi
"reasonable particularity." The court found that Glytec had provided sufficient d
about its algorithmic innovations, including dynamic multiplier adjustments,
proprietary timing protocols, hyperglycemic crisis management approaches, mea
dosing recommendations, and insulin transition protocols. This level of specifici
enabled the court to distinguish between general medical knowledge and Glytec
specific proprietary implementations.

The decision also demonstrates the importance of maintaining actual secrecy aro
claimed trade secrets. The court found that Glytec had taken reasonable steps to
protect its proprietary information through licensing agreements, confidentiality
provisions, and technical safeguards. Despite Prisma Health's arguments that re
information was publicly available through patents and academic literature, the 
concluded that the specific implementation details that give Glucommander its
competitive advantage were not readily ascertainable through proper means.

This aspect of the decision has significant implications for healthcare technology
companies' intellectual property strategies. The ruling suggests that companies 
maintain trade secret protection for their specific implementations and configur
even while publishing general information about their approaches or seeking pa
protection for certain innovations. However, companies must be careful to maint
clear distinctions between publicly disclosed information and proprietary
implementation details.

The court's analysis also highlights the economic value requirement for trade se
protection. Trade secrets must derive independent economic value from not bein
generally known or readily ascertainable. In the healthcare technology context, t
requirement is often satisfied by the competitive advantages that proprietary
algorithms and implementations provide in terms of clinical outcomes, operation
efficiency, or user experience. Glytec's Glucommander system apparently provid
sufficient competitive advantages to satisfy this requirement.



For healthcare technology companies, the decision validates several best practice
trade secret protection. First, companies should clearly identify and document t
trade secrets, providing sufficient detail to enable legal protection while avoidin
unnecessary disclosure. Second, they should implement comprehensive confiden
and security measures to maintain actual secrecy around their proprietary
information. Third, they should carefully structure their public disclosures, pate
applications, and marketing materials to avoid inadvertent disclosure of trade se
information.

The decision also demonstrates the importance of considering trade secret prote
as part of a comprehensive intellectual property strategy. Rather than relying sol
patents or copyrights, healthcare technology companies should evaluate whether
innovations might qualify for trade secret protection, which can provide indefin
protection as long as secrecy is maintained. This approach proves particularly
valuable for algorithmic innovations and software implementations that might n
qualify for patent protection or where patent disclosure requirements might
undermine competitive advantages.

The contractual analysis in Glytec v. Prisma Health provides crucial guidance fo
healthcare technology companies regarding licensing agreements and protection
against reverse engineering. The court's detailed examination of Prisma Health's
alleged breach of contract establishes important precedents for how courts will
interpret and enforce anti-reverse engineering clauses in healthcare technology
licensing agreements.

The Glytec-Prisma Health agreement contained comprehensive restrictions on r
engineering, decompilation, and competitive use of licensed technology. These
provisions specifically prohibited Prisma Health from copying, reproducing,
modifying, reverse engineering, or creating derivative works based on Glytec's
software. Additionally, the agreement contained explicit restrictions on using lic
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technology "in connection with or to develop a commercially available or compet
product or service."

The court's analysis demonstrates how these contractual provisions work in prac
to protect healthcare technology innovations. Rather than requiring proof of act
copying or access to source code, the restrictions enabled Glytec to challenge Pr
Health's systematic efforts to understand and replicate Glucommander's functio
through testing and analysis. The court found substantial evidence that Prisma H
violated these provisions through its documented reverse engineering efforts,
regardless of whether these efforts involved traditional code analysis or more
sophisticated behavioral analysis.

This approach has significant implications for healthcare technology licensing
relationships. The decision suggests that courts will interpret anti-reverse
engineering clauses broadly to include various forms of systematic analysis desig
to understand and replicate proprietary functionality. Healthcare organizations
cannot avoid contractual restrictions simply by using behavioral analysis rather t
direct code examination to understand licensed systems.

The court's reasoning also highlights the importance of clear contractual langua
regarding competitive uses of licensed technology. The Glytec agreement's
prohibition on developing "commercially available or competing" products prov
crucial to establishing breach of contract. Without such language, healthcare
organizations might argue that internal development efforts are permissible as lo
they do not involve direct copying or access to proprietary code.

For healthcare technology companies, the decision validates several important
contracting strategies. First, licensing agreements should include comprehensiv
restrictions on reverse engineering that encompass various forms of analysis and
replication efforts. These restrictions should be drafted broadly enough to cover
behavioral analysis, systematic testing, and other techniques that might be used 
understand proprietary functionality without direct access to source code.



Second, agreements should include specific restrictions on competitive uses of
licensed technology, clearly defining what constitutes prohibited competitive act
The Glytec agreement's language prohibiting use "in connection with or to deve
competing products proved effective in establishing breach of contract for Prism
Health's development efforts.

Third, licensing agreements should include robust confidentiality provisions tha
protect not only source code but also operational details, algorithmic approache
implementation methodologies that might be observed through normal use of lic
systems. These provisions should be carefully coordinated with trade secret
protection strategies to ensure comprehensive protection for proprietary innovat

The decision also demonstrates the importance of monitoring and enforcement
mechanisms in healthcare technology licensing relationships. Glytec's ability to
establish breach of contract was significantly enhanced by documentary evidenc
Prisma Health's reverse engineering efforts, including internal communications
discussing the need to "crack the code" and systematic testing designed to replic
Glucommander's functionality. Healthcare technology companies should conside
including audit rights, reporting requirements, and other monitoring mechanism
their licensing agreements to detect potential violations.

The court's analysis of federal preemption issues provides additional guidance fo
healthcare technology contracts. Prisma Health argued that federal patent law
preempted state contract claims, but the court rejected this argument, finding th
contractual restrictions on reverse engineering and competitive use operate
independently of patent protection. This ruling suggests that healthcare technol
companies can pursue both patent protection and contractual protection strateg
simultaneously without concerns about preemption.

The Glytec v. Prisma Health decision creates ripple effects throughout the health
technology ecosystem that extend far beyond the immediate parties to this litiga
The court's ruling establishes new precedents and expectations that will influen
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how various stakeholders approach intellectual property protection, competitive
strategy, and vendor relationships across the healthcare technology landscape.

For healthcare technology vendors, the decision validates the importance of
comprehensive intellectual property protection strategies that combine multiple
theories and enforcement mechanisms. The court's willingness to enforce trade 
and contractual protections, even in the healthcare context where patient care
considerations might favor broader access to technology, demonstrates that cour
will not automatically subordinate intellectual property rights to healthcare deli
concerns. This precedent should encourage healthcare technology companies to 
more heavily in documenting and protecting their proprietary innovations.

The decision also highlights the economic value of sophisticated algorithmic
implementations in healthcare technology. By finding that Glytec's specific
algorithmic configurations qualified for trade secret protection despite the avail
of general medical knowledge in the public domain, the court validated the
competitive advantages that come from superior implementation of known medi
principles. This recognition should encourage continued innovation in healthcar
technology by ensuring that companies can protect and monetize their
implementation expertise.

For healthcare organizations and health systems, the decision creates new compl
obligations and strategic considerations regarding technology development and
vendor relationships. The court's finding that systematic reverse engineering vio
both contractual obligations and trade secret laws establishes clear boundaries a
permissible competitive intelligence gathering and internal development efforts
Healthcare organizations can no longer assume that they can freely analyze and
replicate licensed technology as long as they avoid direct copying or source code
access.

The decision's emphasis on documentary evidence of reverse engineering efforts
creates new requirements for healthcare organizations to carefully manage their
internal communications and development processes. The internal communicati
that proved crucial to Glytec's case—including discussions about "cracking the 



and systematic testing efforts—demonstrate how routine business communicatio
can become evidence of intellectual property violations. Healthcare organization
must now consider intellectual property implications when discussing technolog
development projects and competitive alternatives.

The ruling also affects how healthcare organizations approach vendor relationsh
management and technology sourcing decisions. The court's enforcement of
contractual restrictions on competitive use suggests that healthcare organization
must carefully evaluate their licensing agreements and ensure compliance with a
reverse engineering and non-compete provisions. Organizations considering inte
development of alternatives to licensed technology must conduct thorough legal
analysis to avoid potential liability.

For investors and venture capital firms in the healthcare technology sector, the
decision provides important validation of intellectual property protection in
healthcare software and algorithmic innovations. The court's recognition that
sophisticated software implementations can receive robust trade secret protectio
should increase investor confidence in healthcare technology companies' ability 
protect and monetize their innovations. This precedent may encourage increased
investment in healthcare technology companies with strong intellectual property
portfolios.

The decision also affects due diligence considerations for healthcare technology
investments and acquisitions. Investors must now more carefully evaluate target
companies' trade secret protection strategies, contractual compliance history, an
potential intellectual property liabilities. The Glytec v. Prisma Health precedent
suggests that intellectual property disputes in healthcare technology may be mor
common and potentially more costly than previously anticipated.

Healthcare technology startups and emerging companies should view the decisio
validation of their ability to compete with larger, more established organizations
through superior intellectual property protection. The court's willingness to enf
trade secret and contractual protections against a major health system demonstr



that even smaller technology companies can successfully protect their innovation
against well-resourced competitors.

The decision also influences how healthcare technology companies approach
partnerships and collaborative development relationships. The court's analysis o
what constitutes permissible versus impermissible use of proprietary technology
provides guidance for structuring partnerships that enable collaboration while
protecting intellectual property rights. Companies must now more carefully defi
and limit access to proprietary information in collaborative relationships.

The Glytec v. Prisma Health decision fundamentally alters the strategic landscap
healthcare technology companies, requiring new approaches to intellectual prop
protection, competitive positioning, and customer relationship management.
Companies operating in this space must now integrate the lessons from this case
their broader business strategies to maximize protection while maintaining
competitive advantages.

Healthcare technology companies should begin by conducting comprehensive au
of their intellectual property portfolios to identify innovations that might qualif
trade secret protection under the standards established in this case. The court's
analysis suggests that companies may have been undervaluing the protection ava
for their algorithmic implementations and software configurations. Many health
technology innovations that companies might have assumed were unprotectable—
because they involve applications of known medical principles—may actually qu
for robust trade secret protection if they involve proprietary implementation det
and configurations.

This intellectual property audit should focus particularly on identifying the spec
technical implementations that provide competitive advantages and differentiate
companies' products in the marketplace. Following the court's analysis in *Glyte
Prisma Health*, companies should document how their implementations differ f
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publicly available approaches and what specific technical details provide indepe
economic value. This documentation will prove crucial both for establishing trad
secret protection and for enforcement in potential future litigation.

Companies must also substantially strengthen their trade secret protection proto
to meet the "reasonable efforts to maintain secrecy" requirement emphasized in 
court's decision. This includes implementing comprehensive employee confident
agreements, technical security measures, and information access controls. The
decision suggests that companies need to demonstrate active and ongoing efforts
protect their proprietary information rather than simply relying on general
confidentiality policies.

Customer contract strategies require fundamental revision in light of the court's
analysis of anti-reverse engineering and competitive use restrictions. Healthcare
technology companies should review their existing licensing agreements to ensu
they contain comprehensive restrictions on reverse engineering, behavioral analy
and competitive use of licensed technology. The language that proved effective in
Glytec case—prohibiting use "in connection with or to develop" competing prod
—provides a useful template for strengthening contractual protections.

New customer agreements should include more sophisticated monitoring and
enforcement mechanisms to detect potential intellectual property violations befo
they result in competitive harm. The documentary evidence that proved crucial i
Glytec case suggests that companies should consider including audit rights, repo
requirements, and other mechanisms to monitor customer compliance with
intellectual property restrictions.

Healthcare technology companies must also develop more sophisticated competi
intelligence and monitoring capabilities to detect potential intellectual property
violations by customers and competitors. The systematic reverse engineering eff
undertaken by Prisma Health might have been detected earlier through appropr
monitoring, potentially enabling earlier intervention before competitive harm
occurred.



Product development strategies should incorporate intellectual property
considerations from the earliest stages of innovation. Companies should design t
development processes to maximize trade secret protection by carefully controll
access to proprietary information and maintaining clear distinctions between pu
available techniques and proprietary implementations. Development teams shou
trained to document their innovations in ways that support future intellectual
property protection and enforcement efforts.

Marketing and public communication strategies require careful coordination wi
intellectual property protection efforts. The court's analysis suggests that compa
can maintain trade secret protection even while discussing general approaches a
methodologies in public forums, but they must be careful to avoid disclosing the
specific implementation details that provide competitive advantages. Companies
should develop clear guidelines for public communications that enable effective
marketing while preserving intellectual property protection.

Partnership and collaboration strategies must account for the heightened intelle
property protections established in this case. Healthcare technology companies s
be more cautious about sharing proprietary information in partnership discussio
and should implement stronger protections for collaborative development effort
decision suggests that even established business relationships may not prevent
intellectual property violations if appropriate protections are not maintained.

Customer success and relationship management strategies should incorporate
intellectual property education and compliance support. Healthcare organization
may not fully understand their obligations under intellectual property licensing
agreements, and technology companies should consider providing training and
support to help customers maintain compliance while achieving their operationa
objectives.

Finally, healthcare technology companies should develop comprehensive litigatio
preparedness strategies that account for the enforcement mechanisms validated 
this case. This includes maintaining detailed documentation of trade secret prot
efforts, contractual compliance monitoring, and potential violations by customer



competitors. Companies should also consider whether their current legal resour
and strategies are adequate to pursue the types of enforcement actions that prov
successful in the Glytec case.

The Glytec v. Prisma Health decision creates new risk management imperatives 
healthcare organizations and technology companies that require systematic
approaches to intellectual property compliance and risk mitigation. Organizatio
across the healthcare technology ecosystem must now implement comprehensive
frameworks to address the legal, operational, and strategic risks highlighted by t
case.

Healthcare organizations must begin by conducting thorough audits of their cur
technology licensing relationships to identify potential intellectual property
compliance risks. This audit should examine existing agreements for anti-revers
engineering clauses, competitive use restrictions, and confidentiality obligations
similar to those enforced in the Glytec case. Organizations should assess whethe
their current technology development activities, competitive intelligence efforts
vendor relationship management practices might expose them to intellectual pro
liability under the standards established in this decision.

The audit process should include detailed review of internal communications an
documentation practices that might create evidence of intellectual property
violations. The Prisma Health case demonstrates how routine business
communications—including emails discussing competitive alternatives and
development strategies—can become crucial evidence in intellectual property
litigation. Healthcare organizations must implement communication policies tha
minimize the risk of creating inadvertent evidence of intellectual property violat
while still enabling effective business operations.

Organizations should establish clear policies and procedures governing technolo
development activities that might implicate intellectual property rights of vendo
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partners. These policies should provide specific guidance on permissible versus
impermissible analysis of licensed technology, appropriate approaches to compe
intelligence gathering, and required approvals for internal development projects
might compete with licensed solutions. The policies should be developed in
consultation with legal counsel and should reflect the specific contractual obliga
and intellectual property risks faced by the organization.

Training and education programs for employees involved in technology developm
vendor management, and competitive analysis become crucial risk mitigation too
following this decision. Healthcare organizations must ensure that their employe
understand the intellectual property implications of their activities and the pote
legal consequences of violations. Training should cover both general intellectual
property principles and the specific contractual obligations that apply to the
organization's technology relationships.

Documentation and record-keeping practices require substantial enhancement t
support intellectual property compliance and risk management. Organizations s
implement systems for tracking and monitoring their use of licensed technology
maintaining records of compliance with contractual obligations, and documentin
independent development of competing or alternative solutions. These records m
prove crucial in defending against intellectual property claims or in demonstrati
good faith compliance efforts.

Healthcare organizations should also implement enhanced vendor management
processes that incorporate intellectual property risk assessment and ongoing
compliance monitoring. This includes conducting intellectual property due dilig
before entering new technology relationships, negotiating appropriate protectio
limitations in licensing agreements, and maintaining ongoing monitoring of
compliance with intellectual property obligations throughout the relationship.

For healthcare technology companies, risk management frameworks must addre
both protection of their own intellectual property and compliance with others' r
Companies should implement comprehensive systems for identifying and protec



their trade secrets, monitoring for potential violations by customers and compet
and maintaining the documentation necessary to support enforcement actions.

Technology companies must also develop sophisticated approaches to competitiv
intelligence and market analysis that avoid the intellectual property violations
demonstrated in the Prisma Health case. This includes establishing clear policie
regarding permissible analysis of competitors' products, appropriate approaches
reverse engineering and competitive analysis, and required legal review for activ
that might implicate others' intellectual property rights.

Insurance and indemnification strategies require reevaluation in light of the enh
intellectual property enforcement demonstrated in this case. Healthcare organiz
should assess whether their current insurance coverage adequately addresses
intellectual property liability risks and should consider whether their vendor
agreements provide appropriate indemnification for intellectual property claims
Technology companies should similarly evaluate their insurance coverage and
consider whether their customer agreements appropriately allocate intellectual
property risks.

Crisis management and incident response procedures should be developed to ad
potential intellectual property violations or claims. Organizations should establi
procedures for responding to allegations of intellectual property violations,
conducting internal investigations, and coordinating with legal counsel to minim
potential liability. These procedures should address both immediate response
requirements and longer-term litigation management considerations.

Ongoing monitoring and assessment processes should be implemented to ensure
continued compliance with intellectual property obligations and to detect poten
violations by others. This includes regular review of licensing agreements and
compliance obligations, monitoring of competitive activities that might implicat
intellectual property rights, and assessment of changes in legal standards or
enforcement trends that might affect organizational risk profiles.



Finally, organizations should establish clear governance structures and decision-
making processes for intellectual property risk management. This includes defin
roles and responsibilities for intellectual property compliance, establishing
appropriate escalation procedures for potential violations or claims, and ensurin
intellectual property considerations are integrated into broader business decisio
making processes.

The Glytec v. Prisma Health decision represents a significant inflection point in
healthcare technology intellectual property law that will likely catalyze broader
changes in how the industry approaches innovation protection, competitive strat
and vendor relationships. Several emerging trends and future developments are 
to flow from this precedent, reshaping the healthcare technology landscape in
fundamental ways.

The decision's validation of trade secret protection for algorithmic implementat
in healthcare software will likely encourage increased patent and trade secret fil
activity across the industry. Healthcare technology companies that previously vie
their innovations as unprotectable—particularly those involving applications of
known medical principles—may now seek intellectual property protection for th
specific implementations and configurations. This trend could lead to a substant
increase in intellectual property portfolio development and maintenance costs ac
the industry.

Simultaneously, the enhanced enforcement demonstrated in this case will likely 
increased investment in intellectual property monitoring and enforcement
capabilities. Healthcare technology companies will need to develop more
sophisticated systems for detecting potential violations of their intellectual prop
rights and for maintaining the documentation necessary to support enforcement
actions. This trend may favor larger companies with greater resources for intelle
property protection over smaller competitors.

Future Outlook and Emerging Trends



The decision's emphasis on contractual restrictions and compliance monitoring 
likely lead to more sophisticated and restrictive licensing agreements throughou
healthcare technology industry. Vendors will seek stronger protections against r
engineering and competitive use, while healthcare organizations will face more
complex compliance obligations and potentially higher licensing costs. This tren
consolidate market power among established technology vendors and create barr
to entry for healthcare organizations seeking to develop internal alternatives.

Healthcare organizations' technology sourcing strategies will likely evolve
significantly in response to the intellectual property risks highlighted in this cas
Organizations may place greater emphasis on open-source solutions and interna
developed technologies to avoid the compliance risks associated with proprietary
licensed systems. Alternatively, some organizations may conclude that the risks a
costs of internal development outweigh the benefits and may become more depe
on vendor solutions.

The decision's impact on competitive dynamics within the healthcare technology
industry will likely be substantial and long-lasting. The court's enforcement of
restrictions on competitive use of licensed technology may reduce competitive
pressure on established vendors and limit healthcare organizations' ability to
negotiate more favorable licensing terms. This trend could lead to higher techno
costs for healthcare organizations and potentially slower innovation in some mar
segments.

Venture capital and private equity investment patterns in healthcare technology 
likely shift in response to the enhanced intellectual property protections validate
this case. Investors may place greater emphasis on companies with strong intelle
property portfolios and robust protection strategies, while being more cautious 
investing in companies that face potential intellectual property liability risks. Th
trend may favor companies with established intellectual property positions over 
entrants.

The regulatory environment surrounding healthcare technology intellectual prop
may also evolve in response to this decision and similar cases. Regulatory agenci



may develop new guidance regarding intellectual property considerations in
healthcare technology procurement and may incorporate intellectual property ri
assessment into their oversight of healthcare technology adoption. This trend co
create additional compliance obligations for both technology vendors and health
organizations.

International implications of this decision may also prove significant as healthca
technology becomes increasingly global. The precedent established in this case m
influence intellectual property enforcement in other jurisdictions and may affect
multinational healthcare technology companies approach intellectual property
protection and competitive strategy. Companies may need to develop more
sophisticated global intellectual property strategies that account for varying
enforcement standards across different markets.

The decision's emphasis on documentation and evidence preservation will likely
increased adoption of legal technology solutions for intellectual property
management. Healthcare technology companies and healthcare organizations wi
need more sophisticated systems for managing intellectual property portfolios,
monitoring compliance obligations, and maintaining the documentation necessa
support or defend against intellectual property claims.

Collaborative innovation models in healthcare technology may also evolve in resp
to the enhanced intellectual property protections demonstrated in this case.
Traditional approaches to industry collaboration and standards development ma
need to account more carefully for intellectual property implications, potentially
slowing collaborative innovation efforts or requiring new frameworks for manag
intellectual property in collaborative environments.

The decision may also influence the development of alternative business models 
healthcare technology that reduce intellectual property risks while still enabling
innovation and competition. This could include increased adoption of software-a
service models, platform-based approaches that separate core intellectual proper
from implementation details, and other business models that provide greater
flexibility while maintaining intellectual property protection.



Finally, the precedent established in this case will likely influence the developm
intellectual property law more broadly, particularly regarding the protection of
algorithmic innovations and software implementations in regulated industries. O
industries facing similar technology adoption and competitive dynamics may see
similar enforcement actions and may need to adapt their intellectual property
strategies accordingly.

The Glytec LLC v. Prisma Health decision fundamentally reshapes the healthcar
technology landscape by establishing robust precedents for intellectual property
protection in an industry characterized by rapid innovation, complex vendor
relationships, and critical patient care considerations. The court's comprehensiv
analysis demonstrates that sophisticated algorithmic implementations in healthc
software can receive strong trade secret protection, that contractual restrictions 
reverse engineering and competitive use will be rigorously enforced, and that
intellectual property rights will not be automatically subordinated to healthcare
delivery concerns.

For healthcare technology entrepreneurs and companies, this decision validates 
importance of comprehensive intellectual property strategies that combine mult
protection mechanisms with sophisticated enforcement capabilities. The court's
willingness to protect algorithmic implementations and software configurations 
involve proprietary applications of known medical principles creates significant
opportunities for companies to protect and monetize their innovations. However
protection comes with corresponding obligations to maintain actual secrecy,
document trade secret protection efforts, and implement robust monitoring and
enforcement mechanisms.

Healthcare organizations face new compliance obligations and strategic
considerations that require fundamental changes in how they approach technolo
sourcing, vendor relationships, and internal development activities. The decision
establishes clear boundaries around permissible competitive intelligence gatheri
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and technology development activities, while creating substantial risks for
organizations that attempt to reverse engineer or competitively use licensed
technology. These organizations must now implement comprehensive intellectua
property compliance frameworks while balancing their operational needs and
competitive positioning.

The broader healthcare technology ecosystem will likely experience significant
changes in competitive dynamics, investment patterns, and innovation approach
market participants adapt to the enhanced intellectual property protections vali
in this case. While these changes may create new barriers to entry and increase c
for some market participants, they also provide stronger incentives for innovatio
may ultimately benefit patients through continued technological advancement.

The decision's balanced approach to preliminary injunctive relief—protecting
intellectual property rights while ensuring continued patient care—provides a
framework that other courts are likely to follow in similar disputes. This framew
suggests that courts will carefully consider the unique characteristics of healthc
technology disputes while still maintaining robust protection for intellectual pro
rights.

Looking forward, the *Glytec v. Prisma Health* precedent will likely influence n
only healthcare technology intellectual property law but also broader trends in
software and algorithmic innovation protection across regulated industries. The
decision's validation of trade secret protection for sophisticated software
implementations, combined with its enforcement of comprehensive contractual
restrictions, creates new possibilities for protecting and monetizing technologic
innovations in industries where traditional patent protection may be insufficient
inappropriate.

The healthcare technology industry's response to this decision will ultimately
determine its long-term impact on innovation, competition, and patient care.
Organizations that proactively adapt their intellectual property strategies, comp
frameworks, and competitive approaches to account for the precedents establish
this case will be best positioned to succeed in the evolving healthcare technology



landscape. Those that fail to recognize the significance of these changes may find
themselves at competitive disadvantages or facing unexpected legal liabilities.

The Glytec v. Prisma Health decision thus represents not just a resolution of a sp
intellectual property dispute, but a fundamental realignment of expectations and
obligations throughout the healthcare technology ecosystem. The precedents
established in this case will influence business strategies, investment decisions, 
competitive dynamics for years to come. Healthcare technology companies must
recognize that their innovations can receive stronger protection than previously
anticipated, while healthcare organizations must understand that their technolo
development and competitive intelligence activities face new legal constraints.

The decision's emphasis on the economic value of sophisticated implementation
expertise validates the business models of healthcare technology companies that
on superior execution of known medical principles rather than fundamental scie
breakthroughs. This validation should encourage continued investment in health
technology innovation while providing stronger foundations for protecting and
monetizing these innovations.

Ultimately, the Glytec v. Prisma Health decision represents a maturation of
intellectual property law in the healthcare technology sector that brings this ind
into alignment with broader trends in software and algorithmic innovation prote
While this maturation creates new challenges and obligations for market partici
it also provides the legal framework necessary to support continued innovation i
industry where technological advancement can directly impact patient outcomes
healthcare delivery efficiency.

The healthcare technology industry's ability to adapt successfully to these new
intellectual property realities will determine whether the enhanced protections
validated in this case ultimately serve their intended purpose of encouraging
innovation while maintaining competitive markets. Organizations that embrace
comprehensive intellectual property strategies while maintaining focus on patien
care and operational excellence will be best positioned to thrive in this evolving
landscape.



For health tech entrepreneurs specifically, this decision should be viewed as a
validation of the value proposition that sophisticated software implementations 
create sustainable competitive advantages in healthcare markets. The court's
recognition that algorithmic expertise and implementation details can receive ro
legal protection provides a foundation for building defensible market positions 
attracting investment capital. However, this opportunity comes with correspond
obligations to implement professional intellectual property management practic
from the earliest stages of company development.

The Glytec v. Prisma Health precedent thus marks a watershed moment in healt
technology intellectual property law that will influence business strategies, legal
frameworks, and competitive dynamics throughout the industry for the foreseea
future. Market participants who understand and adapt to these changes will be b
positioned to succeed in an increasingly sophisticated and legally complex health
technology ecosystem.​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​
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