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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland denied Plaintiffs Salka Barca and Najat
Allili’s emergency motion for injunctive relief against Mustapha Adib. The court held that Plaintiffs
were unlikely to succeed on their claims under the federal cyberstalking statute and civil RICO
because the cyberstalking statute provides no private right of action and the complaint did not allege a
RICO enterprise or racketeering activity. The court also granted Plaintiffs’ motion to seal an affidavit.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs sought emergency injunctive relief before effecting service
of process. The court denied the motion because plaintiffs could not
establish a likelihood of success on the merits of either asserted federal
claim.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction require the
movant to establish likelihood of success on the merits, likely
irreparable harm, a balance of equities favoring relief, and that relief is
in the public interest. The movant must establish all four elements.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiffs were entitled to a temporary restraining order or preliminary injunction.

2. Whether plaintiffs demonstrated a likelihood of success on their claim under the cyberstalking
provisions of the Violence Against Women Act, 18 U.S.C. § 2261A.

3. Whether plaintiffs demonstrated a likelihood of success on their civil RICO claim under 18 U.S.C. §
1962(c).

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiffs were not entitled to a temporary restraining order or preliminary injunction because they failed
to establish a likelihood of success on the merits, an essential element of preliminary injunctive relief.

2. Section 2261A does not provide a private right of action for civil litigants; therefore, plaintiffs could not
establish a likelihood of success on their cyberstalking claim under that statute.

3. Plaintiffs failed to plead a viable civil RICO claim because they alleged neither a RICO enterprise nor
any racketeering activity, and therefore could not establish a likelihood of success on the civil RICO
claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The movant must establish all four elements in order to prevail.” (III)

“Because Plaintiffs have not alleged an enterprise nor any racketeering activity, their civil RICO claim is
also deficient.” (III)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiffs, Maryland residents and self-described human rights advocates, alleged that defendant published false
and damaging statements about them on social-media platforms from July 2023 through the present. They
alleged that the statements were connected to their human-rights work on Sahrawi issues and that defendant used
a pro-Moroccan military online persona. Plaintiffs asserted cyberstalking and civil RICO claims and sought
emergency injunctive relief.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed a complaint alleging claims under the federal cyberstalking statute, 18 U.S.C. § 2261A, and civil
RICO, 18 U.S.C. § 1962(c). Before serving defendant, they filed an Emergency Motion for Injunctive Relief.
The court denied that motion and separately granted plaintiffs' motion to seal an affidavit.
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