
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF ALABAMA 

NORTHERN DIVISION 
 
RONNIE VINCENT WILLIAMS,  ) 
 #239 426,     )  
 Plaintiff,    ) 
      ) 
 v.               )   CIVIL ACTION NO. 2:15-CV-728-WKW 
      )                                  [WO] 
JOSEPH WOMBLE, et al.,   ) 
      ) 
 Defendants.    )      
 

RECOMMENDATION OF THE MAGISTRATE JUDGE 
  
 On December 29, 2015, Plaintiff filed a request for a temporary restraining order and a 

motion for a preliminary injunction.  Inasmuch as the court has determined that Plaintiff’s 

motion for temporary injunction is due to be denied (see Doc. No. 20), the court finds that 

Plaintiff’s request for a preliminary injunction is due to be denied as the standards for granting 

relief on a TRO and a preliminary injunction are the same.1  See Parker v. State Bd. Of Pardons 

and Paroles, 275 F.3d 1032, 1034-35 (11th Cir. 2001)  (“A TRO  or preliminary injunction is 

appropriate where the movant demonstrates that: (a) there is a substantial likelihood of success 

on the merits.”). 

   Accordingly, it is the RECOMMENDATION of the Magistrate Judge that: 

 1.  The Motion for Preliminary Injunction filed by Plaintiff (Doc. No. 19) be DENIED; 

and   

 2.  This case be referred back the undersigned for additional proceedings. 

 It is  
                                                           
1 A temporary restraining order (“TRO”) is appropriate where the movant demonstrates that (a) there is a 
substantial likelihood of success on the merits; (b) the TRO . . . is necessary to prevent irreparable injury; 
(c) the threatened injury outweighs the harm that the TRO . . . would cause to the non-movant; and (d) the 
TRO . . . would not be averse to the public interest.”  Parker, 275 F.3d at 1034-35.  The movant bears the 
burden of proving each of these four elements.  Teper v. Miller, 82 F.3d 989, 992 n.3 (11th Cir. 1996). 
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ORDERED that on or before January 21, 2016, Plaintiff may file an objection to the 

Recommendation. Any objections filed must specifically identify the factual findings and legal 

conclusions in the Magistrate Judge’s Recommendation to which Plaintiff objects.  Frivolous, 

conclusive or general objections will not be considered by the District Court. 

 Failure to file written objections to the proposed findings and recommendations in the 

Magistrate Judge’s report shall bar a party from a de novo determination by the District Court of 

factual findings and legal issues covered in the report and shall “waive the right to challenge on 

appeal the district court’s order based on unobjected-to factual and legal conclusions” except 

upon grounds of plain error if necessary in the interests of justice. 11th Cir. R. 3-1; see 

Resolution Trust Co. v. Hallmark Builders, Inc., 996 F.2d 1144, 1149 (11th Cir. 1993);  Henley 

v. Johnson, 885 F.2d 790, 794 (11th Cir. 1989). 

 DONE, this 7th day of January 2016. 
 
 
   
 
         /s/    Terrry F. Moorer                                 
     UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE JUDGE 
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