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SUMMARY

The court granted Blakelick Properties, LLC’s motion for a preliminary injunction against the Village
of Glen Ellyn’s short-term rental ban, limited to enforcement against Blakelick. The court concluded
that Blakelick was likely to succeed on its regulatory takings claim, would suffer irreparable harm
without injunctive relief, and that the balance of equities and public interest favored the injunction.
The court waived the Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65(c) bond requirement and denied Blakelick’s
subsequent motion for a second temporary restraining order as moot.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for a preliminary injunction barring the Village from
enforcing an ordinance banning short-term rentals. Plaintiff also
moved for a second temporary restraining order. The court granted the
preliminary-injunction motion only as to plaintiff, waived the Rule
65(c) bond requirement, and denied the second TRO motion as moot.

STANDARD OF REVIEW To obtain a preliminary injunction, the movant must show some
likelihood of success on the merits, inadequate traditional legal
remedies, and irreparable harm absent relief. If those requirements are
met, the court balances the parties' irreparable harms and considers
effects on nonparties and the public interest. At the preliminary-
injunction stage, well-pleaded allegations and uncontroverted
supporting affidavits are taken as true.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Blakelick showed a sufficient likelihood of success on its regulatory-takings claim to support
preliminary injunctive relief.

2. Whether enforcement of the short-term-rental ban would cause irreparable harm for which money
damages were inadequate.

3. Whether the balance of equities and public interest favored enjoining enforcement against Blakelick.

4. Whether the injunction could extend to nonparty property owners.

5. Whether the court should waive the Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65(c) bond requirement.

6. Whether Blakelick's second motion for a temporary restraining order was moot.

HOLDINGS

1. Blakelick demonstrated a likelihood of success on at least its regulatory-takings claim because it
plausibly alleged that the ordinance would eliminate the economically feasible use of the property for its
intended short-term-rental purpose and interfere with its investment-backed expectations.

2. Blakelick showed likely irreparable harm and an inadequate remedy at law because enforcement could
make its rental business infeasible, cause loss of the business and online-platform status, and create
losses that would be difficult to calculate.

3. The balance of equities favored Blakelick, and the public interest would not be harmed by pausing
enforcement of the ordinance against Blakelick while the litigation proceeded.

4. The preliminary injunction could not extend to nonparties because complete relief for Blakelick did not
require an injunction protecting other property owners.

5. The court waived the Rule 65(c) bond requirement because Glen Ellyn would not incur damages from
the injunction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A preliminary injunction is an extraordinary remedy that is never awarded as a matter of right.”

“the Ordinance would prevent Plaintiff from economically utilizing the Property in a feasible manner and
interfere with Plaintiff’s investment-backed expectations.” (*3)



“complete relief” for Blakelick does not require extending the injunction to non-parties as well.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Blakelick owns and operates a five-bedroom house in Glen Ellyn that it has used as a short-term rental since
2022. The property was annexed into Glen Ellyn in 2024, and the Village enacted Ordinance No. 7180-VC in
April 2025, banning the operation and advertisement of rentals lasting thirty days or fewer. Blakelick alleged
that longer-term rental demand for the furnished property was virtually nonexistent, so enforcement would make
the property economically infeasible to operate, risk cancellation penalties and loss of platform status, and
potentially force a distressed sale. The Village delayed the ordinance's effective date to January 1, 2026.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Blakelick filed suit challenging Glen Ellyn Ordinance No. 7180-VC under the Due Process Clause, Takings
Clause, First Amendment, Contracts Clause, and Fair Housing Act. The court previously issued and extended a
temporary restraining order preventing enforcement of the ordinance. After the Village delayed the ordinance's
effective date to January 1, 2026, the court considered Blakelick's preliminary-injunction motion and granted
relief limited to Blakelick for the duration of the proceedings.
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