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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Tennessee considers Plaintiff Joseph
Howard Ortkiese’s motions for injunctive relief and to enter newly discovered evidence in a dispute
involving ownership interests in real property in Guild, Tennessee. The court grants the motion to
enter newly discovered evidence but denies both motions for injunctive relief, concluding that Plaintiff
failed to demonstrate a likelihood of success on the merits, including because of pleading deficiencies,
potential statute-of-limitations issues, and the absence of adequately alleged state action.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for injunctive relief and to enter newly discovered
evidence in a pro se action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 concerning alleged
deprivation of an interest in real property. The district court construed
the two injunctive-relief motions as motions for preliminary
injunctions, granted the motion to enter newly discovered evidence,
and denied both motions for injunctive relief.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Preliminary-injunction motions are evaluated under four interrelated
factors: likelihood of success on the merits, irreparable harm, harm to
others, and the public interest. The moving party bears the burden of
demonstrating entitlement to injunctive relief.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff's motions seeking injunctive relief should be construed as motions for preliminary
injunctions.

2. Whether Plaintiff was entitled to preliminary injunctive relief based on the likelihood-of-success,
irreparable-harm, balance-of-harms, and public-interest factors.

3. Whether the court should permit Plaintiff to submit newly discovered evidence for consideration in
deciding the preliminary-injunction motions.

HOLDINGS

1. Because Plaintiff sought injunctive relief and had provided notice to the defendants, the court construed
his motions as motions for preliminary injunctions.

2. The motion to enter newly discovered evidence was granted, and the court considered the evidence in
connection with the preliminary-injunction motions.

3. Plaintiff was not entitled to preliminary injunctive relief because he failed to demonstrate a likelihood of
success on the merits, and the remaining preliminary-injunction factors did not support relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Preliminary injunctions are “extraordinary and drastic remed[ies]” and are “never awarded as of right.””

“Although no one factor is controlling, a finding that there is simply no likelihood of success on the merits is
usually fatal.” (22-23)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff claimed a legal interest in a five-acre parcel of land in Guild, Tennessee, and alleged that private parties
and local governmental defendants had improperly affected his property interests through easement-related
conduct, land sales, and a delinquent tax sale. He alleged that the underlying conduct began in or around 2001,
with a portion of the property allegedly sold or repossessed in 2005. Plaintiff brought a pro se § 1983 action and
sought to prevent further alleged destruction of or falsification concerning the property.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Plaintiff filed the action in the Middle District of Tennessee on August 29, 2025, and filed an amended complaint
on September 29, 2025. The case was transferred to the Eastern District of Tennessee on March 10, 2026.
Plaintiff then filed motions seeking injunctive relief and to include newly discovered evidence in the record.
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