UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Sykes v. Galindo, et al.

Sykes - No. 1:23-cv-01770-KES-EPG (PC) - Decided September 15, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California adopted the magistrate judge’s

findings and recommendations and denied state prisoner Troy Sykes’s request for injunctive relief

concerning an allegedly retaliatory prison transfer. The court held that the requested relief lacked a

sufficient nexus to the retaliation claim pending in the action and that the request was inadequately

substantiated.
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Plaintiff sought injunctive relief to prevent or address an allegedly
retaliatory prison transfer. The district court reviewed de novo the
magistrate judge's findings and recommendations, to which no

objections were filed.

De novo review under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1) of the magistrate judge's
findings and recommendations. Preliminary injunctive relief requires

satisfaction of the Winter factors.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether plaintiff was entitled to preliminary injunctive relief concerning his prison transfer.

2. Whether the requested injunction had a sufficient nexus to the claims and conduct alleged in the

underlying § 1983 complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff's request for injunctive relief was properly denied because he did not establish the requirements
for extraordinary preliminary relief, including a likelihood of success on a claim connected to the

challenged transfer.

2. A district court lacks authority to grant injunctive relief absent a sufficient nexus between the injury

claimed in the motion and the conduct asserted in the underlying complaint.

3. Prisoners generally have no constitutionally protected liberty interest in being held at or remaining at a
particular prison facility, although a transfer may not be imposed in retaliation for exercising First
Amendment rights.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“there must be a relationship between the injury claimed in the motion for injunctive relief and the conduct
asserted in the underlying complaint. This requires a sufficient nexus between the claims raised in a motion

for injunctive relief and the claims set forth in the underlying complaint itself.” (at 2)

“The relationship between the preliminary injunction and the underlying complaint is sufficiently strong
where the preliminary injunction would grant “relief of the same character as that which may be granted
finally.”” (at 2)

“The injunctive relief plaintiff seeks “is an extraordinary remedy never awarded as of right.”” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Sykes alleged that a prison transfer described as being based on staff familiarity was retaliatory. His operative
retaliation claim concerned specific actions by defendants after he filed grievances, not the later transfer
addressed in his motion. He did not connect the transfer or its stated rationale to any defendant, and the transfer

occurred during the litigation after the motion for injunctive relief was filed.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Sykes, a state prisoner proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis, filed this action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. He
moved for injunctive relief in connection with an upcoming prison transfer, asserting that the transfer was
retaliatory. The magistrate judge recommended denial because the requested relief was not connected to a
pending retaliation claim and plaintiff did not allege that the defendants were responsible for the transfer. The
district court conducted de novo review, adopted the findings and recommendations, denied injunctive relief, and

referred the matter back to the magistrate judge for further proceedings.



DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The findings and recommendations were adopted, the request for injunctive relief was denied, and the matter

was referred back to the magistrate judge for further proceedings.
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