UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF
PENNSYLVANIA, ERIE DIVISION
John Lewis Rush v. G. Thompson, Correctional Officer; T. Stafford,
Lieutenant/Grievance Officer; P. Thompson, Facility Manager; and

D. Varner, Chief Grievance Officer

Rush v. Thompson - No. 1:25-CV-00277-RAL - Decided January 21, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Pennsylvania denied John Lewis Rush’s
motion for a preliminary injunction and/or temporary restraining order. The court held that the
requested relief was unrelated to the claims in the complaint and that Rush had not shown a likelihood
of success on the merits or immediate irreparable harm. The court stated that claims concerning the

later incident would need to be brought in a separate action.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff, a state prisoner proceeding under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, moved

for a preliminary injunction and/or temporary restraining order based

on prison incidents occurring after the events alleged in his complaint.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the preliminary-injunction and temporary-
restraining-order standards, requiring a reasonable probability of
success on the merits, immediate and irreparable harm, consideration
of harm to the nonmoving party, and consideration of the public

interest. The movant bears the burden on the first two factors.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Rush was entitled to a preliminary injunction or temporary restraining order based on incidents

unrelated to the claims pleaded in his complaint.

2. Whether Rush demonstrated a likelihood of success on the merits and immediate irreparable harm
sufficient to obtain preliminary injunctive relief.

HOLDINGS

1. A plaintiff is not entitled to preliminary injunctive relief based on unrelated incidents and claims that are

not tethered to the claims in the complaint.

2. Rush was not entitled to preliminary injunctive relief because he failed to allege facts showing either a

likelihood of success on the merits or immediate irreparable harm.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because Plaintiff has failed to allege facts to support that he is likely to succeed on the merits of his claims
or that he faces immediate irreparable harm if injunctive relief is not granted, his motion for injunctive relief

must be denied.” (Discussion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Rush, an inmate at SCI-Albion, alleged that on December 18, 2024, a correctional officer opened, read aloud,
and confiscated his attorney-client privileged legal mail. His complaint asserted First Amendment legal-mail,
Fourth Amendment search, due-process, and equal-protection claims. His motion for emergency injunctive relief
was based instead on unrelated incidents in his housing unit in October or November 2025 and a later
misconduct charge, and sought body cameras for Pennsylvania Department of Corrections personnel and his

transfer to SCI-Phoenix.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Rush's complaint alleged interference with attorney-client legal mail and related constitutional violations arising

from a December 2024 incident. His motion for injunctive relief instead concerned unrelated events in October



or November 2025, including a subsequent misconduct charge, and sought mandatory relief requiring prison

personnel to wear body cameras and requiring his transfer. The district court denied the motion.
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