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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of New York denied without prejudice
Theodore Simpson's motion for a preliminary injunction in his pro se 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action. The
court held that Simpson had not submitted admissible evidence, had shown only past and speculative
future harm, sought an impermissibly vague “obey the law” injunction, and sought relief against
nonparties. The underlying surviving claims concern alleged First Amendment retaliation and Eighth
Amendment medical indifference.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for a preliminary injunction in a prisoner civil-rights
action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A preliminary injunction generally requires irreparable harm and either
a likelihood of success on the merits or sufficiently serious questions
going to the merits with the balance of hardships tipping decidedly
toward the movant. A mandatory injunction altering the status quo
requires a clear or substantial showing of entitlement to relief or that
extreme or very serious damage will result from denial. The district
court has broad discretion in deciding whether to grant preliminary
injunctive relief.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Simpson demonstrated entitlement to a preliminary or mandatory injunction based on his
allegations concerning interference with medical treatment.

2. Whether past harm and speculative future injury established the irreparable-harm requirement.

3. Whether an injunction directing officials not to interfere with medical care was an impermissible vague
command to obey the law.

4. Whether the court could enjoin nonparty officials who allegedly interfered with Simpson's medication.

HOLDINGS

1. Simpson was not entitled to a preliminary injunction because he failed to provide admissible evidence
supporting his allegations and failed to satisfy the requirements for preliminary relief.

2. Past harm and speculative, remote, or future injury are insufficient to establish irreparable harm; the
plaintiff must show an injury that is actual and imminent and cannot be remedied by waiting for trial.

3. An injunction directing officials merely not to interfere with lawful medical care is disfavored when it is
vague, imposes no obligation beyond existing law, and is not readily enforceable.

4. A court may enjoin nonparties only under the limited circumstances identified in Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 65(d)(2), and it may not issue an injunction over a person over whom it lacks personal
jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A mandatory preliminary injunction "should issue only upon a clear showing that the moving party is
entitled to the relief requested, or where extreme or very serious damage will result from a denial of
preliminary relief."” (at 3)

“Rather, a plaintiff seeking to satisfy the irreparable harm requirement must demonstrate that "absent a
preliminary injunction [he or she] will suffer an injury that is neither remote nor speculative, but actual and
imminent, and one that cannot be remedied if a court waits until the end of trial to resolve the harm."” (at 4)

“"Obey the law" injunctions are vague, do not require a defendant to do anything more than that already
imposed by law, subject the defendant to contempt rather than statutorily prescribed sanctions, and are not
readily capable of enforcement.” (at 5-6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Simpson, an incarcerated plaintiff receiving medical and medication-assisted treatment for chronic pain, alleged
that a trainee nurse falsified information, causing a nonparty physician assistant to abruptly stop his medication
without his consent. He also alleged that the nonparty official had stopped his medication and threatened him in



the past. He sought an order directing all staff at Eastern Correctional Facility not to interrupt his medical care or
medication-assisted treatment.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Simpson filed a pro se § 1983 complaint and an application to proceed in forma pauperis. The court granted IFP
status, dismissed some claims without prejudice, and allowed certain First Amendment retaliation and Eighth
Amendment medical-indifference claims to proceed after screening the original and amended complaints.
Simpson then moved for injunctive relief concerning interference with his medical care and medication;
defendants opposed the motion.
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