UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MAINE

Northeast Emergency Apparatus LLC v. Mine Respirator Company
LLC, et al.

Northeast Emergency Apparatus LL.C v. Mine Respirator Company LLC, No. 2:25-cv-00556-SDN (D. Me. Dec.
4,2025) - No. 2:25-cv-00556-SDN - Decided December 4, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maine ruled on Northeast Emergency Apparatus
LLC’s first motion for a temporary restraining order arising from the termination of its distributorship
agreement with MSA Safety Sales LLC. The court found that NEA demonstrated a likelihood of
success under Maine’s Franchise Laws, irreparable harm, favorable equities, and public interest, but
denied mandatory relief requiring continuation of prior business and credit terms. The court granted
prohibitory relief barring termination or nonrenewal of the distributorship and interference with NEA’s

customers or business relationships, and denied a second emergency motion as moot.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff sought a temporary restraining order pending arbitration in a

removed diversity action arising from the alleged wrongful
termination of a distributorship agreement. The court granted the
motion in part, prohibiting termination-related conduct and
interference with business relationships, but denied requested
mandatory relief requiring continuation of preexisting business and

credit terms.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction relief are
evaluated under the four factors of likelihood of success on the merits,
irreparable harm, balance of equities, and public interest. The movant
bears the burden, and likelihood of success is the sine qua non of the

inquiry. Mandatory injunctive relief, which requires affirmative action



or alters rather than preserves the status quo, is subject to a more

stringent standard.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order; persuasive only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court could grant temporary injunctive relief pending resolution of the parties' motion to

compel arbitration.

2. Whether NEA demonstrated a likelihood of success on its claim that the Maine Franchise Laws applied
to the distributorship relationship and prohibited MSA Safety's termination.

3. Whether NEA satisfied the four-factor standard for a temporary restraining order, including irreparable

harm, balance of equities, and public interest.

4. Whether NEA was entitled to mandatory injunctive relief requiring MSA Safety to maintain preexisting
business and credit terms.

5. Whether NEA, a commercial entity, could maintain a private action under the Maine Unfair Trade

Practices Act.

HOLDINGS

1. A district court may grant injunctive relief pending arbitration when the prerequisites for injunctive

relief are satisfied.

2. On the preliminary record, NEA demonstrated a likelihood of success that the products at issue qualified

as statutory goods and that the parties had a community of interest under the Maine Franchise Laws.

3. NEA did not demonstrate a likelihood of success on its request to require MSA Safety to maintain or

impose preexisting business and credit terms.

4. NEA, as a commercial entity purchasing products for commercial purposes, could not maintain a private
action under the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act.

5. NEA sufficiently established irreparable harm, the balance of equities favored interim relief, and the
public interest favored preserving the distributorship agreement pending a determination by an arbitrator

or the court.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The sine qua non of this four-part inquiry is likelihood of success on the merits: if the moving party cannot

demonstrate that [it] is likely to succeed in [its] quest, the remaining factors become matters of idle



curiosity.” (I11.A)

“For these reasons, NEA’s first motion for a temporary restraining order, ECF No. 4, is GRANTED as to the
Defendants’ “[t]erminating, canceling, failing to renew, or refusing to continue its distributorship” and
“[i]nterfering with Plaintiff’s customers and/or business relationships,” and it is DENIED as to the
Defendants’ “[a]mending, modifying and/or changing the usual business and credit terms and practices that
have existed between [NEA] and MSA before July 1, 2025.”” (I1V)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

NEA had been an authorized distributor of MSA Safety products since 2008 and operated under a 2018 Fire
Service Agreement. MSA Safety notified NEA by telephone and letter in July 2025 that it was terminating the
agreement on thirty days' notice. NEA contended that the termination violated Maine franchise-law requirements
concerning good cause, notice, and an opportunity to cure, while MSA Safety disputed the statute's applicability
and sought to enforce the agreement's arbitration clause. The court found that NEA had invested substantial time

and money in MSA Safety inventory, marketing, training, goodwill, and product-related services.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

NEA initially sued in Maine state court alleging violations of the Maine Franchise Laws for Power Equipment,
Machinery and Appliances and the Maine Unfair Trade Practices Act, and seeking declaratory and injunctive
relief. After adding MSA Safety as a defendant, MSA Safety removed the action to federal court based on
diversity jurisdiction and moved to compel arbitration. While the arbitration motion was pending, NEA moved
for a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction. The court determined it could consider interim
injunctive relief pending arbitration, granted the TRO in part, denied the requested mandatory relief, and denied

a later emergency TRO motion as moot.
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