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SUMMARY

A United States Magistrate Judge recommends denying Yusef Brown-Austin’s motion for a temporary
restraining order and preliminary injunctive relief in his prisoner civil rights action. The
recommendation also advises denying his motion to supplement the pleadings with additional
retaliation allegations concerning his prison security classification.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for a temporary restraining order and other
preliminary injunctive relief, and separately moved to supplement or
amend his pleadings under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 15(d). The
magistrate judge recommended denying both motions.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction require
balancing the likelihood of success on the merits, irreparable harm,
harm to others, and the public interest. A TRO also requires specific
facts showing immediate and irreparable injury before the opposing
party can be heard and an attorney certification concerning notice
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65(b)(1). Leave to amend or
supplement pleadings is committed to the court's discretion and may
be denied for undue delay, bad faith, repeated failure to cure
deficiencies, undue prejudice, or futility.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff established the requirements for a temporary restraining order or preliminary
injunction concerning his prison security classification and alleged retaliation.

2. Whether Plaintiff should be permitted to supplement or amend his pleadings to add alleged retaliation
claims concerning his return from extended restrictive housing transition to extended restrictive housing.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff failed to demonstrate the likelihood of success, irreparable harm, or the remaining factors
necessary for temporary or preliminary injunctive relief, and his motion should be denied.

2. Leave to supplement or amend should be denied because the proposed claims substantially repeat
existing retaliation allegations, would be futile, and would be prejudicial and contrary to judicial
economy.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The purpose of a preliminary injunction is to preserve the status quo until a trial on the merits.”

“A preliminary injunction is an extraordinary remedy that should only be granted “upon a clear showing that
the plaintiff is entitled to such relief.””

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Brown-Austin was incarcerated at the Northeast Ohio Correctional Center and was transferred to the Ohio State
Penitentiary on July 29, 2022, after events involving prison security, a firearm, and an assault on another inmate.
He alleged that his security classification was increased without due process and that prison officials retaliated
against him for complaining and filing suit. He was later placed in extended restrictive housing for up to five
years based on the seriousness of the assault and his continuing security risk. In the proposed supplemental
pleading, he alleged that officials temporarily reduced his classification to extended restrictive housing transition
and then returned him to extended restrictive housing in retaliation for this lawsuit.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed this prisoner civil-rights action on July 29, 2024, after previously litigating claims arising from his
2022 transfer and security classification. He filed an amended complaint and sought preliminary injunctive
relief. The court denied earlier preliminary relief, and Plaintiff then filed the motions addressed in this Report



and Recommendation. The magistrate judge recommended that both motions be denied and advised the parties
of their right to object under Rule 72(b).
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