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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland denied Lawrence Little’s emergency
motion for a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction seeking emergency housing
assistance. The court held that Plaintiff had not complied with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65’s
notice and certification requirements and had not shown imminent irreparable harm, in part because
the alleged homelessness had persisted for approximately three years.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for a temporary restraining order and preliminary
injunction before Defendants had been served. The court denied the
motion without a hearing.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A party seeking a temporary restraining order or preliminary
injunction must clearly show a likelihood of success on the merits,
irreparable harm absent relief, a balance of equities favoring relief, and
that an injunction is in the public interest. A TRO without notice
additionally requires compliance with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
65(b)(1).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff could obtain a temporary restraining order or preliminary injunction without serving
Defendants or providing the written certification required by Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65.

2. Whether Plaintiff clearly demonstrated immediate and irreparable harm sufficient to support preliminary
injunctive relief.

HOLDINGS

1. The motion for a temporary restraining order or preliminary injunction was properly denied because
Plaintiff had not served Defendants and had not provided a written certification detailing his efforts to
provide notice or why notice should not be required.

2. Plaintiff failed to demonstrate the immediate and irreparable harm necessary to support a TRO or
preliminary injunction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“As a TRO is “an extraordinary remedy,” it “may only be awarded upon a clear showing that the plaintiff is
entitled to such relief.”” (Section II)

“Where there is a failure to comply with the requirements of the rule, the motion for a TRO must be denied.”
(Section III)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that Defendants' actions caused his wrongful eviction from Baltimore City public housing at
210 Douglass Court in Baltimore, Maryland. He asserted that he had been homeless for approximately three
years and was currently living in a shelter. He sought emergency housing assistance through a temporary
restraining order and preliminary injunction.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff initiated the action on March 2, 2026, alleging claims arising from his purported wrongful eviction from
Baltimore City public housing and asserting constitutional and state-law claims. The court later granted in forma
pauperis status and instructed Plaintiff to complete United States Marshal Service forms for service, but
Defendants had not yet been served when Plaintiff filed his emergency motion. The court denied the motion
because Plaintiff failed to comply with Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65's notice and certification
requirements and failed to clearly demonstrate imminent irreparable harm.
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