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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of New York denied Jalen Holmes's motion
for a preliminary injunction in his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action concerning alleged retaliation, denial of
meals, and prison conditions. The court found that the motion lacked evidentiary support
demonstrating imminent irreparable harm and denied it without prejudice.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for a preliminary injunction in a 42 U.S.C. § 1983
action alleging First Amendment retaliation and Eighth Amendment
conditions-of-confinement violations.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A preliminary injunction requires irreparable harm and either a
likelihood of success on the merits or sufficiently serious questions
going to the merits combined with a balance of hardships tipping
decidedly toward the movant. A mandatory injunction altering the
status quo requires a clear or substantial likelihood of success or a
showing that extreme or very serious damage will result without relief.
Alleged irreparable harm must be actual and imminent, supported by
evidence rather than speculation, and the requested relief must relate to
the conduct underlying the complaint.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Holmes demonstrated irreparable harm sufficient to support a preliminary injunction.

2. Whether Holmes satisfied the heightened standard for a mandatory preliminary injunction altering the
status quo.

3. Whether the requested injunctive relief was supported by evidence and sufficiently related to the conduct
underlying the complaint.

4. Whether Holmes's allegations concerning meals, medical care, mental-health care, cancer testing, and
transfer warranted preliminary injunctive relief.

HOLDINGS

1. A request for preliminary injunctive relief must be supported by evidence showing that the alleged
irreparable harm is actual, imminent, and non-speculative; conclusory allegations and unsupported
claims do not suffice.

2. A mandatory preliminary injunction that alters the status quo may issue only upon a clear or substantial
showing of entitlement to relief or a showing that extreme or very serious damage will result if relief is
denied.

3. Preliminary injunctive relief requires a demonstrated relationship between the injury claimed in the
motion and the conduct giving rise to the complaint, and an injunction must be supported by specific
factual and evidentiary grounds rather than a general command to obey the law.

4. A disagreement with the course of medical treatment, without more, does not establish a colorable §
1983 claim or justify preliminary injunctive relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Preliminary injunctive relief "is an extraordinary and drastic remedy, one that should not be granted unless
the movant, by a clear showing, carries the burden of persuasion."” (Section II.A)

“"[I]f the plaintiff's accusations of continuing denial of food and medical attention are true, irreparable harm
is satisfied for purposes of this motion."” (Section II.B)

“"[P]ast allegations of misconduct stated in plaintiff's complaint, standing alone, are insufficient to support a
finding of irreparable harm."” (Section II.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Holmes, incarcerated in DOCCS custody at Mid-State Correctional Facility, alleged that prison officials denied
him meals one or two times per day in retaliation for filing grievances. He asserted that the alleged deprivation



caused weight loss, a mental-health crisis, and aggravated back pain, and he sought medical and mental-health
evaluations and a transfer. The court found that his motion contained no evidentiary support establishing meal
denials, denial of treatment, the responsible individuals, the timing and frequency of the alleged conduct, or an
imminent risk of harm; the attached materials instead included documents describing refusal of orders and other
misconduct and grievances largely unrelated to the motion.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Holmes filed a pro se § 1983 complaint while incarcerated and sought leave to proceed in forma pauperis. The
court granted in forma pauperis status and screened the complaint under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and
1915A(b), allowing First Amendment retaliation and Eighth Amendment conditions-of-confinement claims
against Gardner, Hark, and Delmar to proceed. Holmes then moved for preliminary injunctive relief concerning
alleged denial of meals, medical and mental-health care, weight loss, back pain, and a requested transfer; the
court denied the motion without prejudice.
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