UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF
VIRGINIA, ROANOKE DIVISION

Timothy W. Wright, Jr. v. Virginia Department of Corrections, et al.

Wright - No. 7:25CV00237 - Decided March 2, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Virginia denied without prejudice Timothy
W. Wright, Jr.'s motion for a preliminary injunction in his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action against the Virginia
Department of Corrections and related officials. The court held that Wright had not clearly shown a
likelihood of irreparable harm under the Winter preliminary-injunction standard, particularly because
he acknowledged receiving some requested accommodations. The action concerns alleged failures to

provide reasonable accommodations under the Americans with Disabilities Act.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A Virginia prisoner proceeding pro se filed a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action

against the Virginia Department of Corrections and prison officials in
their official capacities, seeking injunctive relief under the Americans
with Disabilities Act. The court treated a separately docketed filing as

a motion for preliminary injunction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A preliminary injunction requires a clear showing that the movant is
likely to succeed on the merits, likely to suffer irreparable harm absent
preliminary relief, that the balance of equities tips in the movant's
favor, and that an injunction is in the public interest. Each factor must

be satisfied.
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PARTIES Timothy W. Wright, Jr. v. Virginia Department of Corrections, et al.

TOPICS

injunctions  reasonable accommodation  ada/disability = civil rights  section 1983

PRACTICE AREAS

Civil rights ~ Disability discrimination = Prisoner litigation =~ Preliminary injunctions

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Wright was entitled to a preliminary injunction requiring prison officials to provide requested

ADA accommodations and other injunctive relief.

2. Whether Wright clearly demonstrated a likelihood of irreparable harm sufficient to warrant the

extraordinary remedy of a preliminary injunction.

HOLDINGS

1. A party seeking a preliminary injunction must clearly show that he is likely to succeed on the merits,
likely to suffer irreparable harm without preliminary relief, that the balance of equities tips in his favor,

and that an injunction is in the public interest; each factor must be satisfied.

2. Wright was not entitled to a preliminary injunction because his pleading did not clearly show a
likelihood of irreparable harm, particularly where he acknowledged receiving some accommodations

and the requested relief would not affect the status quo.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A preliminary injunction is an “extraordinary remedy intended to protect the status quo and prevent

9

irreparable harm during the pendency of a lawsuit.
“Each of these four factors must be satisfied.”

“Issuing a preliminary injunction based only on a possibility of irreparable harm is inconsistent with [the
Supreme Court’s] characterization of injunctive relief as an extraordinary remedy that may only be awarded

upon a clear showing that the plaintiff is entitled to relief.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Wright alleged that prison officials knew he had spinal, gastrointestinal, mental-health, and hearing disabilities
but had refused some requested ADA accommodations. He acknowledged, however, that defendants had
provided some accommodations. He sought an order requiring medical and ADA officials to provide numerous
accommodations, along with orders expunging a disciplinary offense and changing certain policies.
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Wright filed a complaint titled Complaint and Motion for Injunction Relief, which was separately docketed as a

Motion for Preliminary Injunction. The district court denied the motion without prejudice because the pleading
did not satisfy the requirements for preliminary injunctive relief.
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