
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH
DAKOTA, SOUTHERN DIVISION

Warfield v. Wines et al.
No. 4:26-CV-04075-CCT (D.S.D. May 22, 2026) · No. 4:26-CV-04075-CCT · Decided May 22, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of South Dakota denied Kelly Warfield’s motion for a
temporary restraining order in his pro se civil rights action against South Dakota and Florida
corrections officials and other defendants. The court found that Warfield did not comply with Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 65(b)’s notice-certification requirement and sought mandatory relief that
would not preserve the status quo. The court also ordered Warfield to show cause within 30 days why
his complaint should remain under seal.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff, a pro se prisoner, moved for a temporary restraining order in
a pending § 1983 civil-rights action. The court denied the motion and
ordered plaintiff to show cause why his complaint should remain
under seal.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Temporary restraining order and preliminary-injunction standards
under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65, including the heightened
standard for mandatory preliminary relief.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district-court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Warfield satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65(b)'s requirements for an ex parte
temporary restraining order.

2. Whether the requested relief was proper preliminary relief when it would affirmatively alter the status
quo and substantially provide the relief sought in the complaint.

3. Whether the requested injunction complied with the Prison Litigation Reform Act's requirements that
prison-related preliminary relief be narrowly drawn and minimally intrusive.

4. Whether the court should deny relief because Warfield had not addressed mootness of his official-
capacity claims against South Dakota officials or personal jurisdiction over Florida officials.

HOLDINGS

1. A temporary restraining order without notice may not issue when the movant fails to certify in writing
the efforts made to provide notice and why notice should not be required.

2. Mandatory preliminary relief that affirmatively changes the status quo and substantially grants the relief
sought on the merits is subject to a particularly demanding standard and should be granted sparingly.

3. Preliminary injunctive relief in a prison case must be narrowly drawn, extend no further than necessary
to correct the harm requiring relief, and use the least intrusive means necessary.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A temporary restraining order under Rule 65(b) is to prevent immediate and irreparable harm and typically
to preserve the status quo until the Court can hear from both sides.”

“But where the injunction, like the one requested by [Warfield], is mandatory ... like a mandamus, such relief
should be granted sparingly.”

“Preliminary injunctive relief must be narrowly drawn, extend no further than necessary to correct the harm
the court finds requires preliminary relief, and be the least intrusive means necessary to correct that harm.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Warfield, formerly incarcerated in South Dakota and then transferred to a Florida correctional facility, alleged
that the transfer was retaliatory and that he was denied medical care, a special diet, legal materials, and access to
legal research. He also alleged that other inmates assaulted him in Florida and that Florida officials or staff posed
continuing threats of physical harm. He sought an order returning him to South Dakota, restoring medical
treatment and legal materials, and prohibiting retaliation.
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