UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
MICHIGAN, SOUTHERN DIVISION

Scott Wandrie and Thyra Wandrie v. Planet Home Lending, L1.C

Wandrie - No. 2:25-cv-12238 - Decided February 5, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Michigan denied Scott and Thyra

Wandrie’s third motion for a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction seeking to halt a

scheduled mortgage foreclosure sale. The court held that the plaintiffs had not shown irreparable harm

because Michigan law provides a six-month redemption period and may permit setting aside a

foreclosure upon a clear showing of fraud, mistake, or procedural irregularity.
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Plaintiffs moved for a temporary restraining order and preliminary
injunction to prevent a scheduled mortgage foreclosure sale. The

district court denied the motion.

Whether to grant a temporary restraining order or preliminary
injunction is committed to the sound discretion of the district court.
The movant must establish the applicable preliminary-injunction
factors, including a likelihood of success on the merits and irreparable

harm.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiffs were entitled to a temporary restraining order or preliminary injunction halting the

scheduled foreclosure sale.

2. Whether the alleged loss of the property through foreclosure constituted immediate and irreparable harm

despite Michigan's statutory redemption period.

3. Whether plaintiffs demonstrated a likelihood of success on the merits sufficient to support emergency

injunctive relief.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiffs failed to establish immediate and irreparable injury because Michigan law provided a six-
month statutory redemption period after the foreclosure sale and permitted a completed foreclosure sale
to be set aside in limited circumstances upon a clear showing of fraud, mistake, or irregularity in the

foreclosure process.

2. The motion for a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction was denied because plaintiffs
failed to establish irreparable harm, and their failure to establish that factor was fatal to the requested

relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

““Temporary restraining orders and preliminary injunctions are extraordinary remedies” that should be

granted only if the movant demonstrates that the circumstances “clearly demand” it.” (Section II)

“Here, the Wandries have not shown that they will suffer an “immediate and irreparable injury” absent the

injunctive relief sought here.” (Section III)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Wandries challenged a mortgage loan and sought to stop foreclosure proceedings involving their home in
Chesterfield, Michigan. They alleged that a foreclosure sale was scheduled for February 6, 2026, and argued that
the sale would immediately and irreversibly extinguish their possession and title. The court found that Michigan
law provided a six-month redemption period after the sale and that a completed foreclosure could also be set

aside upon a clear showing of fraud, mistake, or irregularity in the foreclosure process.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed suit in July 2025 alleging federal and state violations concerning a mortgage loan. The court

denied two prior motions for temporary restraining orders and denied a motion for reconsideration. Plaintiffs



then filed a third motion for a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction, which the court denied

because they failed to establish irreparable harm and had not shown a strong likelihood of success on the merits.
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