UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW

YORK

Samantha Guevera v. The Village of Freeport, et al.

Guevera v. Village of Freeport, No. 25-CV-4061-SJB-JMW (E.D.N.Y. Dec. 4, 2025) - No. 25-CV-4061-SJB-

JMW - Decided December 4, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of New York denied Samantha Guevera’s

motion for a preliminary injunction seeking the return of her vehicle, which the Village of Freeport

had seized under its scofflaw policy. The Court held that Guevera had not demonstrated the irreparable

harm required for preliminary relief, citing her delay, the speculative nature of alleged future eviction-

related harm, and the availability of monetary damages. The Court also denied her alternative request

for an immediate hearing.
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Plaintiff moved for a temporary restraining order and preliminary
injunction requiring defendants to release her seized vehicle or provide
an immediate hearing concerning continued possession of it. The court
had denied the TRO and, on the present motion, denied preliminary

injunctive relief and the alternative hearing request.

A preliminary injunction requires a clear showing of irreparable harm,
either a likelihood of success on the merits or serious questions on the
merits combined with a decidedly favorable balance of hardships, and
that an injunction is in the public interest. A mandatory injunction or
one providing substantially all requested relief requires a strong
showing of irreparable harm and a clear or substantial likelihood of

success.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Guevera established irreparable harm sufficient to support a preliminary injunction requiring

return of her vehicle or an immediate hearing.

2. Whether the alleged Fourth Amendment and Fourteenth Amendment violations entitled Guevera to a

presumption of irreparable harm.

3. Whether the alleged injury was actual and imminent and could be remedied by monetary damages.

HOLDINGS

1. Guevera failed to establish the irreparable harm required for a preliminary injunction because her
unexplained delay undermined any presumption of irreparable harm, her alleged future consequences
were not shown to be actual and imminent, and the alleged vehicle-related injury was compensable

through money damages.

2. A Fourth Amendment violation may support a rebuttable presumption of irreparable harm, but the
presumption is not automatic or conclusive and may be overcome by delay and the absence of actual,

imminent, noncompensable injury.

3. The request for an immediate hearing was denied because it was another form of preliminary relief and

Guevera had not established irreparable harm warranting such relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In the absence of a showing of irreparable harm, a motion for a preliminary injunction should be denied.”

(Discussion)

“This “failure to act sooner undercuts the sense of urgency that ordinarily accompanies a motion for

»

preliminary relief and suggests that there is, in fact, no irreparable injury.”” (Discussion)

“Because the Court concludes Guevera has not shown the necessary irreparable harm to secure a
preliminary injunction, the Court need not resolve whether the heightened standard of a prohibitive injunction

applies here, nor the likelihood of success on the merits or the balance of hardships.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Freeport seized Guevera's 2011 Jeep Grand Cherokee on July 18, 2025 under a policy authorizing warrantless
seizures of vehicles associated with unpaid parking tickets and transferred it to JCB & Sons for towing and
storage. Guevera alleged that she lacked notice of the outstanding tickets and that Freeport lacked adequate pre-
or post-seizure procedures, although the Village Code provided for a retention hearing and she received notice of

that right. A hearing officer found seven valid unpaid tickets and reduced the towing and storage charges to



$746.64. Guevera alleged that the loss of the vehicle contributed to job loss and financial instability, but the

court found her assertions about causation and possible eviction insufficiently detailed and speculative.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Guevera filed the action on July 23, 2025 and amended her complaint on August 7, 2025, asserting constitutional
claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, New York constitutional claims, declaratory and monetary relief, and conversion
claims. The Village seized her vehicle on July 18, 2025 under its policy concerning unpaid parking tickets. After
a retention hearing occurred on October 17, 2025, Guevera moved for emergency relief on November 25, 2025.
The district court denied the TRO, ordered briefing, and denied the preliminary injunction because Guevera
failed to establish irreparable harm.
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