
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF UTAH

Custom Courts, Inc., et al. v. Connor Sport Court International,
LLC, et al.

No. 2:25-cv-1048-HCN, United States District Court for the District of Utah (April 13, 2026)

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Utah denied Plaintiffs’ motion for a temporary
restraining order and preliminary injunction against Connor Sport Court International, LLC. The court
concluded that Plaintiffs had not demonstrated a likelihood of success on their breach-of-contract
claims because they failed to show substantial performance of contractual obligations requiring
meetings to address performance shortfalls. The court therefore denied preliminary relief without
addressing the remaining preliminary-injunction factors.
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DISPOSITION denied

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs moved for a temporary restraining order and preliminary
injunction requiring reinstatement of terminated distributor contracts,
continued access to ordering systems, and protection against
termination of other distributor contracts.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A party seeking preliminary injunctive relief must establish a
likelihood of success on the merits, likely irreparable harm absent
relief, a favorable balance of equities, and that an injunction is in the
public interest. Each factor is a prerequisite, and failure to establish
any one factor warrants denial.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; memorandum decision and order from a federal district
court, with no published reporter citation identified.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiffs demonstrated a likelihood of success on their breach-of-contract claims sufficient to
obtain a temporary restraining order or preliminary injunction.

2. Whether plaintiffs showed substantial performance of contractual covenants requiring them to meet with
Connor Sport Court to discuss performance shortfalls and corrective actions.

3. Whether plaintiffs' cancellation of scheduled individual meetings and proposal of a collective meeting
constituted or supported an anticipatory breach or failure to perform their contractual obligations.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiffs failed to demonstrate a likelihood of success on the merits because they did not show that they
had substantially performed their contractual obligations.

2. The requirement that distributors meet with Connor Sport Court to discuss performance shortfalls and
corrective actions was a covenant creating a contractual duty to perform, not an uncertain condition
precedent.

3. Plaintiffs' counsel's July 3 letter canceling scheduled individual meetings and proposing only a collective
meeting likely constituted an anticipatory breach or otherwise demonstrated nonperformance of the
contractual meeting covenants.

4. The court did not need to address irreparable harm, the balance of equities, or the public interest after
plaintiffs failed to establish a likelihood of success on the merits.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Preliminary injunctive relief—whether a temporary restraining order or a preliminary injunction—‘is an
extraordinary remedy never awarded as of right.’”

“The court concludes that the Plaintiffs have failed to show that they are likely to establish that they
performed their obligations under the contract, and thus that they have failed to demonstrate a likelihood of
success on the merits of their claims for breach of contract.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs were or had been exclusive residential or commercial distributors of Connor Sport Court products
under separate distributor agreements. Connor Sport Court notified several plaintiffs of alleged performance
shortfalls and required them to meet to discuss the shortfalls and corrective actions. Plaintiffs' counsel canceled
scheduled individual meetings and proposed a collective meeting instead; Connor Sport Court later terminated
several contracts after plaintiffs did not complete the cure process. Plaintiffs sought preliminary relief requiring
reinstatement, continued ordering access, or protection from termination.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs sued defendants under the Lanham Act and Clayton Antitrust Act and asserted claims for breach of
contract, tortious interference with contract, and breach of the implied covenant of good faith and fair dealing.
They sought preliminary relief based solely on their breach-of-contract claims. The district court denied the
motion after concluding that plaintiffs had not shown a likelihood of success on the merits because they had not
demonstrated substantial performance of their contractual obligations.
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denied
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