
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
FLORIDA, PANAMA CITY DIVISION

Tiffany Brown v. Warden Gabby, et al.
Brown · No. 5:25-cv-356-AW/MJF · Decided January 22, 2026

SUMMARY

This Report and Recommendation addresses Tiffany Brown’s motions for preliminary injunction and
temporary restraining order in a civil rights action against Bureau of Prisons employees. The
magistrate judge recommends denying the motions without prejudice because the complaint was an
impermissible shotgun pleading and did not demonstrate a substantial likelihood of success on the
merits.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff, a federal inmate proceeding pro se, moved for three
preliminary injunctions and a temporary restraining order. A
magistrate judge issued this report and recommendation,
recommending that the motions be denied without prejudice because
Plaintiff had not shown a substantial likelihood of success on the
merits.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A preliminary injunction or temporary restraining order requires the
movant to demonstrate a substantial likelihood of success on the
merits, a substantial likelihood of irreparable injury, that the threatened
injury outweighs any injury to the nonmovant, and that the injunction
would not disserve the public interest. If the movant cannot
demonstrate a substantial likelihood of success on the merits, the court
need not address the remaining requirements.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff was entitled to a preliminary injunction or temporary restraining order.

2. Whether Plaintiff demonstrated a substantial likelihood of success on the merits when her complaint was
an impermissible shotgun pleading and failed to state a plausible claim for relief.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff failed to demonstrate a substantial likelihood of success on the merits because her complaint
was a shotgun pleading and did not state a plausible claim for relief.

2. The District Court should deny Plaintiff's three motions for preliminary injunction and her motion for a
temporary restraining order without prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The chief function of temporary restraining orders and preliminary injunctions “is to preserve the status quo
until the merits of the controversy can be fully and fairly adjudicated.”” (Discussion)

“For the reasons set forth above, the undersigned respectfully RECOMMENDS that the District Court DENY
Plaintiff’s motions for preliminary injunction, Docs. 3, 9, 15, and her motion for a temporary restraining
order, Doc. 18, without prejudice.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff, a federal inmate, asserted civil-rights claims against Bureau of Prisons employees, including Eighth
Amendment conditions-of-confinement and deliberate-indifference claims. She also asserted claims under
several criminal statutes. Her complaint named multiple defendants and claims without identifying which
defendants were responsible for particular acts or omissions. The magistrate judge determined that the complaint
was a shotgun pleading and failed to state a plausible claim for relief.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a civil rights complaint against Bureau of Prisons employees and sought preliminary injunctive
relief and a temporary restraining order. The magistrate judge previously struck the complaint as a shotgun
pleading and for failure to state a plausible claim, requiring Plaintiff to replead. Because the defective pleading



prevented a showing of substantial likelihood of success on the merits, the magistrate judge recommended denial
of the requested relief without prejudice.
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