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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Virginia denies Larry Gene Harless Jr.’s
motion for a preliminary injunction in his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action against Michelle Boyd and Johnny
Rosenbaum. The court concludes that Harless failed to show a likelihood of success on the merits,
irreparable harm, a favorable balance of equities, or that an injunction would serve the public interest.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff, a Virginia inmate proceeding pro se, filed a civil-rights action
under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and then moved for a preliminary injunction
or temporary restraining order.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A preliminary injunction or temporary restraining order requires a
clear showing that the movant is likely to succeed on the merits, likely
to suffer irreparable harm absent relief, that the balance of equities
favors relief, and that relief is in the public interest. Each factor must
be satisfied.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff was entitled to a preliminary injunction or temporary restraining order under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 65.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff was not entitled to preliminary injunctive relief because he failed to clearly show that he was
likely to succeed on the merits, likely to suffer irreparable harm, that the balance of equities favored
relief, or that relief was in the public interest.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To obtain a preliminary injunction or TRO, Plaintiff must clearly show that: (1) he is “likely to succeed on
the merits” of his claims; (2) he is “likely to suffer irreparable harm absent preliminary relief’; (3) “the
balance of the equities favors relief’; and (4) “the relief is in the public interest.””

“Plaintiff’s motion does not set forward any facts showing that he is likely to succeed on the merits of his
claims, that he is likely to suffer irreparable harm absent preliminary injunctive relief, that the balance of
equities favors an injunction, or that injunctive relief is in the public interest.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Larry Gene Harless, Jr., a Virginia inmate proceeding pro se, brought a civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. §
1983 against Michelle Boyd and Johnny Rosenbaum. After filing his complaint, he sought a preliminary-
injunction hearing and an order restraining the defendants from the alleged Fourth Amendment waiver. His filing
supplied no facts demonstrating likely success, irreparable harm, favorable equities, or that an injunction would
serve the public interest.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Harless filed a § 1983 complaint against Michelle Boyd and Johnny Rosenbaum. He subsequently filed a
proposed order requesting a preliminary-injunction hearing and an order restraining the defendants from the
alleged Fourth Amendment waiver. The court construed that filing as a motion for preliminary injunction and
denied it for failure to satisfy the requirements for preliminary injunctive relief.
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