
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
NEW YORK

Prinell Paul v. Deputy Sheriff Sergeant Eric Johnson, et al.
Paul · No. 9:24-CV-1464 (GTS/ML) · Decided December 2, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of New York denied Prinell Paul's motion
for a preliminary injunction in his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action arising from his confinement at the
Onondaga County Justice Center. The court held that Paul had not shown irreparable harm, a
likelihood of success or sufficiently serious questions on the merits, entitlement to transfer to a facility
of his choosing, or a basis for injunctive relief against nonparties or through an impermissible obey-
the-law injunction.
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DISPOSITION denied

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for a preliminary injunction seeking transfer from the
Onondaga County Justice Center and an order restraining defendants
from further assaults, threats, intimidation, false reports, or sending
inmates to attack him. The court denied the motion.

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 with the balance of hardships tipping decidedly
toward the movant. A mandatory injunction altering the status quo
requires an even higher showing. Irreparable harm must be actual and
imminent rather than remote or speculative.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Paul established irreparable harm sufficient to warrant a preliminary injunction.

2. Whether Paul demonstrated a likelihood of success on the merits, or sufficiently serious questions going
to the merits with the balance of hardships tipping decidedly in his favor.

3. Whether the court could grant injunctive relief against individuals who were not parties to the action.

4. Whether Paul had a right to be transferred to and confined in a particular correctional facility.

5. Whether the requested order prohibiting future assaults and other unlawful conduct constituted an
impermissible obey-the-law injunction.

HOLDINGS

1. A plaintiff seeking preliminary injunctive relief must show that the threatened injury is actual and
imminent, not remote or speculative, and cannot rely solely on past conduct or a generalized fear of
possible future harm.

2. A movant who provides no concrete facts supporting the requested relief fails to establish either a
likelihood of success on the merits or sufficiently serious questions warranting preliminary injunctive
relief.

3. The court may not grant interlocutory injunctive relief over individuals who are not parties over whom it
has personal jurisdiction, absent circumstances authorized by Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65(d)(2).

4. An inmate has no constitutional right to be confined in a particular prison or correctional facility.

5. A request that defendants simply be enjoined from committing future assaults or other unlawful conduct
is an impermissible or disfavored obey-the-law injunction.

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."” (at 2)

“"A showing of irreparable harm is the single most important prerequisite for the issuance of a preliminary
injunction."” (at 4)

“Finally, to the extent that plaintiff requests that the Court enjoin defendants from “further assault,” this
request amounts to no more than an obey-the-law injunction that is not favored.” (at 6)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Paul was incarcerated at the Onondaga County Justice Center when he filed this § 1983 action. In his motion, he
stated that he feared for his life and sought transfer to Jamesville Jail, as well as an order prohibiting further
assaults, threats, intimidation, false reports, and attacks by other inmates. The court found that the motion
supplied no concrete facts showing imminent harm or supporting the requested relief.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Paul filed a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint concerning his confinement at the Onondaga County Justice Center and
was granted in forma pauperis status. The court dismissed the original complaint without prejudice under 28
U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A(b), permitted amendment, and later accepted the amended complaint and
directed several defendants to answer excessive-force and failure-to-intervene claims. After defendants
answered, Paul moved for preliminary injunctive relief; the court denied the motion.

DISPOSITION

denied
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