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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of New York partially grants Wheel Pros,
LLC’s motion for a preliminary injunction against ASR Motorsport and former Wheel Pros
employees. The court enjoins defendants from using or transferring confidential information, restricts
Nicholas Lanzello’s participation in competing businesses and solicitation of employees, requires

destruction of confidential information, and restricts exploitation of certain developments.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for a preliminary injunction in an action asserting

trade-secret misappropriation, breach of confidentiality and restrictive-

covenant agreements, and related state-law claims.

STANDARD OF REVIEW For a prohibitory preliminary injunction, the movant must show
irreparable harm and either a likelihood of success on the merits or
serious questions going to the merits together with a balance of
hardships decidedly favoring the movant, and must show that an
injunction is in the public interest. Mandatory preliminary relief
requires a clear or substantial likelihood of success and a strong

showing of irreparable harm.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Wheel Pros established irreparable harm sufficient to support a preliminary injunction based on

threatened dissemination or impairment of trade secrets and loss of customer goodwill.
2. Whether Wheel Pros showed a likelihood of success on its Defend Trade Secrets Act claim.

3. Whether Wheel Pros showed a likelihood of success on its claims that the individual defendants

breached their nondisclosure agreements.

4. Whether Wheel Pros showed a likelihood of success on its claim that Lanzello breached the Unit Grant

Agreement's restrictive covenants.

5. Whether the balance of hardships and public interest favored issuance of a tailored preliminary

injunction.

HOLDINGS

1. Wheel Pros established irreparable harm because defendants had already disseminated Wheel Pros trade
secrets beyond ASR Motorsport and there was an actual and imminent risk of further dissemination or

impairment of the secrets' value.

2. Wheel Pros established irreparable harm from the loss of customer relationships and goodwill caused by
defendants' solicitation and competitive conduct.

3. Wheel Pros demonstrated a likelihood of success on its Defend Trade Secrets Act claim because
defendants acquired and disclosed protectable trade secrets through improper means and in violation of

duties of confidentiality.

4. Wheel Pros demonstrated a likelihood of success on its breach-of-contract claims against the individual
defendants for misusing confidential information and engaging in competitive or conflicting activities

while employed by Wheel Pros.

5. Wheel Pros demonstrated a likelihood of success on its claim that Lanzello breached the Unit Grant

Agreement's noncompetition and nonsolicitation provisions.

6. The balance of hardships and public interest favored a limited preliminary injunction preserving the

status quo ante and preventing further misuse of trade secrets and violations of contractual restrictions.



KEY QUOTATIONS

“The showing of irreparable harm must be “neither remote nor speculative, but actual and imminent, and one

that cannot be remedied if a court waits until the end of trial to resolve the harm.”” (Discussion § I)

“The record thus demonstrates a real risk the Defendants will continue to disseminate Wheel Pros’ trade

secret information beyond ASR Motorsport to a wider audience and will otherwise irreparably impair the

value of those secrets” (Discussion § I1.a)

“For the reasons set forth above, Wheel Pros’ Motion for a Preliminary Injunction (ECF No. 24) is granted in

part as detailed above.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Wheel Pros operates a national aftermarket-wheel, tire, and accessories business. Lanzello, a former Wheel Pros
executive, and several other former employees formed or joined ASR Motorsport, a competing business, while
some of them were still employed by Wheel Pros. The record showed that defendants transmitted Wheel Pros
confidential information, including unreleased wheel designs, aggregated SKU and sales data, customer
information, and pricing information, and solicited Wheel Pros employees and customers for ASR Motorsport.
Lanzello was subject to a Unit Grant Agreement containing five-year noncompetition and nonsolicitation
restrictions, while the individual defendants were subject to nondisclosure agreements.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Wheel Pros filed the action and moved for a temporary restraining order on February 18, 2025. After a February
20 hearing, the parties reached agreements on several interim issues and the TRO motion was dismissed as moot.
Wheel Pros filed an amended complaint and preliminary-injunction motion on May 16, 2025; the court held a

two-day evidentiary hearing on July 10 and 11, 2025, received supplemental briefing, and granted the
preliminary-injunction motion in part.
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