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304)

305)

306)

SCFCILC, Inc 7 — A%, 2D &) ZEMOPMWAEILGFIHE L 202wV
12, 4 ZFITOWT [Rnizh2llEW 7% < (heavily and compellingly) | H3ZA
MABETHL L DVIEE VD, L) EWIEHEEZ BRI TV 5,
[ — 2128V, 85 10 REXEEFHA T, [(1) BURZF T PIRG4S (a
preliminary injunction that disturbs status quo), (2) ZEILM2 a4 Tldze < fy
497 #1454 (a preliminary injunction that is mandatory as opposed to pro-
hibitory), (3) AR T 25%&E% T4 7TV OfR L LTI TS 28 & 32
BMWICH L ToRFEE L 2 5 Pz ka4 (a preliminary injunction that
affords the movant substantially all the relief he may recover at the conclusion of
a full trial on the merits) -+ DOWTNAITEENT D56, MNP 6y
FORETIZBCTHEAT 2720121, HIZANT4BHEBLONT Y 2TEWT
KO M#EN G SV ABMNERLTWS I &2 VAEL 2T UER S 2w
L kX%, SCFC ILC, Inc. v. Visa USA, Inc., 936 F. 2d 1096, 1098 (10th Cir.
2001) ; See also, Tom Doherty Assocs., Inc. v. Saban Entertainment, Inc., 60 F. 3d
27,31 (2d Cir. 1995) ; Anderson v. United States, 612 F. 2d 1112, 1114 (9th Cir.
1979).

[BLK (status quo) | &3 T 7 YFET [BRERTHIET 2IK0] DETH %, See,
Garner, Black's Law Dictionary (9th ed. 2009), at 1542.
Developments in the Law Injunctions, supra note 46, at 1057 ; Bates, supra note
170, at 1527 [[ £ ¥ 75 ¥ FIZBIT 2 P ZEILGFORE B TR S N
R, BUROMFFTH 572, 1867 4, 2w ICH T 28810 i, B9
HEEF W RDDOLET LR, ROIHITF Lo, [(HALAA) LikT 2 HEA
DA L CHERET I ) 2R IEAMEEZFELTBY, »OTOWiEHE

(property) OMEZLHT 2 F THROF FRFTRETH LI L & VAT 5
CETHHTHD] Lo 19K, 72 AOEHFTIEA FI ZADRKMEZIRIT L
72D TH b, ] (William Williamson Kerr & John Melvin Paterson, A Treatise on
the Law and Practice of Injunctions 2 (6th ed. 1927) [1867 4EMDF 1) Y F N DXL
EEHSLTWAL] #5173 5)]; Beltronics USA, Inc. v. Midwest Inventory
Distribution, LLC, 562 F. 3d 1067, 1071 (10th Cir. 2009) [ iy 14 o HEEIX

[RED N TATAHRPNL ETHREORM MM Z AT L2 L TH 2



£ IR X 2T EORRIE, HIRFE LIRS EMsDH - 72",
ZZTERAPNE, [BIR] 2 [HHFRoFVo 2 nikEoOIRE (last un-
contested status) ] & FFEFHL, EEEOWHIZXK > T2, L,
Bl 2L, W00 2 QBRI X 0 NG 72 2 i % 5 0E S e B~ O
FBROMEFEZ OPER RO B TH S & 512, FIROBITHIE:
HBOMBEL 22D 9 212 EOWMERERD NE L F- T aWw™, i,
BT ARIFH IR B TRIRW B2 52 5N RN AR TE 5%
S50 TBRIOMB R ONERLOPICZEDLLLBEIRVEVZ )™,

(7)) ezl ae™
Ol iy 1k a4 (prohibitory injunction) &, & 5474 % 2% 11 A& HI B
THEILMSTH Y, e EIEa4 (mandatory injunction) &, FEML

L%, (Univ. of Tex. v. Camenisch, 451 U. S. 390, 395 (1981) (w48 [1] 7 —
) &5 5)]

Leubsdorf (& X LI, Preserving the status quo ® &%, i < & Ryder v.
Bentham, I Ves. Sen. 543, 27 Eng. Rep. 1194 (Ch. 1750) (argument of counsel) 2
Hoihb & v, Leubsdorf, supra note 12, at 525, 528 n. 23.

A DAL FY RIZBVWTIE, aEFY - u—LF, HEHEOREEMRA (posses-
sion of realty) 1&, BE#ABIOFICHR %R0 2 FTHRE IR TWe/0, bIA
TNVHNCZ 7 4 7 4 A EFBERICAHAT 5 2 L 34N [HHREHEND
T# (meddling with freehold) | & &7z 2005 XIRT, ZILdr S OHNEZBLIK
HMEFRICBRAES % & DR A Ulzo o TBURBEEIE, b &b &, HEOL Wi
IR 2 WS 2 &0 ) RTEES N2 TIE AR L, BFEEHTcL23E Y -
O —HHFNOLLEOMEE L THE LD TH S, U iZoX, Id at 530-31.

307) Developments in the Law Injunctions, supra note 46, at 1057.

308) McManus v. KPAL Broadcasting Corp., 182 Cal. App. 2d 558 (Dist. Ct. App.
1955).

309) Developments in the Law Injunctions, supra note 46, at 1058,
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310) 13 Moore's Federal Practice § 65.20 [[BLik& i+ Hize RN 0 RIL o
FTRTEEIDOTIELRL, BHEAMOHF LT OF VDL VEREDOREE S
DTH5bo BUREFET LI REERKE 74 711/%2*[])3)?0:4: DAEME S, o, Bl
RO WIE % KD 2 F i 22 1k Ay 4 O FH R ILHEH 1ZRO 5N 5725 9. 1] ; Domin-
ion Video Satellite, Inc. v. Echostar Satellite Corp., 269 F. 3d 1149, 1155 (10th Cir.
2001) [BUR] &% THRIET 2 ARaR ARG+ FE LT OO R WiREOIRE

(“the last uncontested status between the parties which preceded the con-
troversy until the outcome of the final hearing”) | T& %.]; GoTo.com, Inc. v
Walt Disney Co., 202 F. 3d 1199, 1210 (9th Cir. 2000) [[status quo ante litem

(status quo ante 1&, 7O TH o 72HKEOERD [HIR] Th b, ML %
K] 808 1) Lid, HUIHRRIGEFIOT R CORMEHTOTIE R L, Y%
W DOFER OGO W OIREER 53, 1] ; Faulkner v. Jones, 10 F. 3d 226,
237-38 (4th Cir.1993) [[TBUIR] &1&, [ERBIEGEOBRRIAEAL L 7R E 20 F
FIEMEICE Lo 72b D) Tlda <, [#5F8AERNARAE L 72 iRt o PRI IR
D Z L THb,1]; United Mine Workers v. International Union, United Mine
Workers, 412 F. 2d 165 (D. C. Cir. 1969) ; Quon v. Stans (1970, ND Cal) 309 F
Supp 604 ; United States v. Feature Sports, Inc. (1969, SD NY) 348 F Supp 966,
72-2 USTC P 9593, 30 AFTR 2d 5342 ; Hidalgo County Water Improvement Dist.
No. 2 v. Cameron County Water Control & Improvement Dist. No. 5, 253 S. W. 2d
294, 300-01 (Tex. Civ. App. 1952).

Fruvopv [RE] [EFHEMROAL LT, HABEKRDLEDL, L3Nb, Aid
for Women 7 — A%, EHIEFHD, WHERFOIROFH 22D 5T, HMIZ
W5 HAEEE 2 M RCIE T 2 &9 KO 2345 OF MO 1L % K 7= 4]
Thbo Hisid, s EIEE, 10 4FE ENCHE SN EsoITE2 2 LIED
5250THY, BREZEETL2H0THD L ERL, THITHLT, ML
LFFCBT B EEE, B LWEIERYE L (advisory opinion) (2 & U 4 U723
DB T 2 BROMETH Y, FLohniBEOREL X, 20 L) il
ZRL T o ZUH ORI S ERPEN TH o 72ikZOREDZ ETH Y,
JEEDORD L IEBIROE L 2 KD 2O TIE R, LOHBiZmR L7z, Aid
for Women v. Foulston, 327 F. Supp. 2d 1273, 1279 (D. Kan. 2004), vacated on



ik % i COUSRFET B 21T ) LR T 22 LG5 TH 2™ T
1L OARORERRIL, JE S OMER 2R E T 2 B LB 21T A %
Bik552ThY, KEDPSOIUREIEZMEHT5 2 & TiEARwy, v

311)

312)
313)
314)

315)

other grounds, No. 04-3310, 2006 U. S. LEXIS 2366 (10th Cir. Jan. 27, 2006).

Asa r— A%, 74y H—0OFME T4ty v —ARRICHFHT HHTOBL
Rz bl - R S, ZREL O RIS 2 MEBRE T O T 1 & ¥ 2K DELT
Wbtz 7 4 & —IC8RT 2 P EILG S PEE 2o ERTH L. Bt
i, 4 & 58 e AUXBUT IS IR D W FE DL S B &) Y, B fEE
THDHEDHMW %7K L7 Asa v. Pictometry Intern. Corp., 757 F. Supp. 2d 238
(W. D. N. Y. 2010).

#121%, Roland Machinery Co. 7 — A% ZF 5 I EATE %,

T, BRI OBEEE TH Y, i EER L BEEE RN R L720s, 2o
PRGN BB 2 320 B R E TN T W/, B, B WE N &
BHBEDIKZ LTWDE I LAY, R EMER L7z FEE, S o723y
B3 SRICERT S L FRLTRRL, BoEiEE Lo oRkeEx HIYE T
5 VIR & R 7z,

5 7 Rl DGHFRPE R B T, S ARSI T R & AN AR O # & GE
LTwiawne LT, kiR ERELHIELL, 2L T, Kilogizow
T, [TBUR] &) DIRBIRTH 5. KO FHiZEIEG4IE, 4% Roland &
Dresser DWRFEEH & T2 HICBWTHREMFFTL2b0THL, L L, WoE
JEFK % B IERHHARE T2 MTIIBRELTE T 25D TH S| Lik~X7, Ro-
land Machinery Co. v. Dresser Industries Inc., 749 F. 2d 380, 383 (7th Cir. 1984).
Developments in the Law Injunctions, supra note 46, at1058.
1d, at 1058.

[BK] 2T 22 Edrd L dEEGa L 3NoMETh Y, HETLH0
TIRABVY, FEOFRIIBVTHMAHT LI b B0, WHIE—H/IH
Lod, MFEFZXHLTHLETVAVTHADH2 ORI LRI TV 5,
Stoll-DeBell, supra note 113, at 36.

Texas & N. O. R. Co. v. Northside Belt Ry. Co., 276 U. S. 475, 479, 48 S. Ct. 361, 72
L. Ed. 661 (1928); United States v. Criminal Sheriff, 19 F. 3d 238, 240 (5th Cir.
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bhbrZlddHsr™, LL, HRNOES - # A - KBZEO/EEO M
R, BHEOEIDD b 5 RFENLERTR ITBUT OFFEAW R HED 7
&b@ﬁﬁg%) S, FEEATAERIEICET S5 2 ENNERGE L H D
WAL ORT BT S 2 E PRSI D &0 #45™,
ﬁx SECHIFNE, AR I AR [BUR] 283 b0TH D,
ZLTHITOHETH 2 & OBHA S, FEFIHBYTH 2™, WmanE
IEa S % KD 5 BHFIIEEILNEZIE S 2 RO LLGE L ) B FEET L

1994); United States v. Bedford Assocs., 618 F. 2d 904, 914 (2d Cir. 1980), cert.
denied, 456 U. S. 914 (1982) ; FTC v. Neovi, Inc,, 604 F. 3d 1150, 1160 (9th Cir.
2010).

316) W.R. Habeeb, Mandatory injunction prior to hearing of case, 15 A. L. R. 2d 213, §
1 (2011).

317) FHBNI BT, Eimlzdbsrdboo, [BUR] 2EHT 2 P ZE LGS
ZIE A ORSERO LU AN TH S, 1d, § 2.

318) Mass. Coalition of Citizens with Disabilities 7 — A 1%, #5513 TIHEIT OEE
FRBIG 2 2 WERERT I & S8 L7z0s, I, SARRER - AR S B WEA
HEYE D % WEAZ S GG TR LFHTH OB IE 2 H & ICER Lz, L w)HFITH
%o

55 1 RIE XEEFRBH T I, U (3 AR AN R O 8 5 O W REPE S ARG FF vl e
ZAEHIL TR w e i o T, Zika w2 B0 o 2 iE L RR L. D
B, AR 72 ;EJJ:npw TR 2 R L, [ar i i 2 ka4 I3 BUR
AR 2 b 0TI AL, @FER, FROBEBMIII D 20X BHFHEILELR
MICBVTOARDOLNLERELDTHS | Lili~7z, Mass. Coalition of Citizens
with Disabilities v. Civil Def. Agency & Office of Emergency Preparedness, 649 F.
2d 71,76 (1st Cir. 1981).

Acierno 7 — A%, Y a v ¥y 7 - T— VERHETIEDTITEHGIZHL, 22D
E—VHNO—XE % BT 5 EEOMICTHT L L2 BT a8 %R07%:
WEOHW 2 AN E LT, BESERLZFHTH 5,

55 3 Rl XPEFRBHINE, I EEARROBEZIEH L T nw e fEL T,
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EOHM A L7z, 2O, A aOmaEEICEH LT, [BUREAE T

B AT E LA S 2K 5 U HiEE, ZOLENEE T 28I EWE
28T 5] L7z, Acierno v. New Castle County, 40 F. 3d 645, 653 (3d
Cir. 1994) (#i#8, Punnett v. Carter, 621 F. 2d 578, 582 (3d Cir. 1980) %5 [J).

Wetzel 77 — A%, Ji& & PO BTG ERET 5 & 5 Bl ar U720 H
WHZ DWW TS LR LT H 5.

4 Rl XFEFREH AN, T EHPNL 72 72~ O A RE D512 0 A
HLU, B Rt OB 2 ARYBIHH L, FATBR A% ET 2 WhEtk ok 2
B2, LWIMYEZRL7-L LT, BHFEOHMZE L2, €L CEILGTOMmaH
HEIZOWT, [F P armdBRE T 2 b0 TiE R, @HI,
FEORIMICINVZO L) LHFEFVLELZRRIIBVTORRDSLNLERE D
DTHbH] Lilk~R7z, Wetzel v. Edwards, 635 F. 2d 283, 286 (4th Cir. 1980).

Exhibitors Poster Exchange, Inc 77— A 1%, 545, rﬂiﬂ?éﬂ:ﬁ?%@ﬂ?fif%

HELZHHRAFTONK 2 ARk LTERLAZFEHTH L, ZOEIEGH
S OBE E(RAR R 5 — @ [FeziE Lttt s 2 & %i%‘ib@“év\mf*a@oto

855 I XPEFREAATE, FEFELERL T, [aWrinzibamd, FRnk
BHOBIRORAEZRKESBRE2HOTH- T, FITHFEFNTES T, FILTEN
ISP BHEZ LR L TOARVID BT RETE W] Ll FEIZZ0
) BB AR Z T2 ERN DL LA TLIENEMLEZRZL T aWne
D H W % 7R L 72o Exhibitors Poster Exchange, Inc. v. National Screen Service
Corp., 441 F. 2d 560, 561-62 (5th Cir. 1971).

Graham v. Medical Mut 7 — A&, B4 v BEDS, Rt LC, %Mb
WP B iR & I 2 T 2 A a A Ik Ay & R 7%, W EA
iz L720TEHFLIZE W) H6ITH S,

5 7 I X PEREA L, JHE ENEAROWEE LY L T nE LT, B
EREBLIZ. ZLT, AMNEEIIOWT, [dFim ik ar a5 iy e
DI %% 5 L) BHINCERT 20705, [dram P 2wk (writs) 13
HFEITTEEECHFEALEROICHEITRETH S]] L7z Graham v. Medical
Mut., 130 F. 3d 293, 295 (7th Cir. 1997).

FOMl, RO XD LFEBIDFEAET S Schrier v. University of Colo., 427 F. 3d
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AbE2ENTOH L™, LirL, 2o [l LvdekdEmiks
R ve Pl HETEIEREIC X 2 FROZY) 2 5E L7256
DORH I LEA OB OPZRELEZET 205 00™, HEHE
DRI % BN ARGA 2 075 L 7o AE R &2 R S IO BR 2R L 723

1253, 1259-1262 (10th Cir. 2005) [FEH & IZEE OB ZE @3 2 P21k a4,
WA TH 550 2128 F L < o] ; Clune v. Publishers’ Ass'n, 214 F. Supp.
520,531 (S. D. N. Y.), affd, 314 F. 2d 343 (2d Cir. 1963) ; Marlyn Nutraceuticals,
Inc. v. Mucos Pharma GmbH & Co., 571 F. 3d 873, 879 (9th Cir. 2009) ; Alliance
Gaming Corp. v. Bally Gaming Int', Inc., Civ. A. No. 14440, 1995 WL 523543, at *3

(Del. Ch. Aug. 11, 1995) [FHFEDTREIIHDH LR L TV AR T, ETHO
KM T O TR EILGAZRDL I L IERLEZ 5]

319) Tom Doherty Assocs 77— AIZB T, 4 2 W XPEFRBH AT, ARG 7 T i
Wz b aid, 2w TH Y, RRICET S b I A4 7D 5 F THIREHERT 5
TeDIZDOBRDOENL DY EETH L, TNITKH LT, dEbaaE, 5%
W AT a2 mT5 I I DV BREEET LD EEND o TOWMHFDX
MIEETH D, €55, alELGTE, [HZSHERKD 28 2T
LN DD L OWALRIEIHIIHEDINCTOR, HEVIEIMEDOH L LI1FETD
WA RIRES TR LA OIEMIC L ) AT REYLEICOR], FEHNLERE
EhoThb, A% (clear)] &7 [MHL7% (substantial)] &\ o7z FHEDE
VIZEIRDENZ L T2, B 512, HAZAIC X ) SRR D
A AR 5 2 8T, (B RiEMEEZ AT L C\w5b ] Lik~X72, Tom Doherty
Assocs. v. Saban Entertainment, Inc., 60 F. 3d 27, 34 (2d Cir. 1995).

Sunward Elecs., Inc 77— 213, & 2 EiliF 7 OHY T IR T 2 21LM
FFEARD LNIHBITH 5o
55 2 I XPEFRFH AN, [l oEETIE, PN, (@) KREFFRO AL,
(b) AREHIICBWTRRST RETFICEELBERD Y, Ao WY g
BICBWTPHIBIEOFRESHS PIERT 5 L 2R T TR, & &
NTVLDO LRI THS] Lih~<7, Sunward Elecs, Inc, v, McDonald, 362 F.
3d 17, 24-25 (2d Cir. 2004).
320) Abdul Wali 7 — A%, JHBAESEREEIC L 2 RO 2281 L7256 0%



FIZOoWTHFDLNFHHTH S,

55 2 Rl XPERREHI N, PN (TEEEHR) ORD 0%, TERH I A%0H
ERMNT L LM A ANEILGYTIE R, TEEHL Ii%?ﬁﬁhﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ%
THILEBELTLEENELGYTHD LML, [PRWEILaS o B IEE
. */\teii%%fiﬁ\&éhéif“iﬂ#k%%ﬁh‘*f% LThHbo LLIELLT,
AREMCUFZOBMEOWMMEZLEELTCLEILED DD, BEOFL L1y
THbo b L Coughlin REIIHT 5 EIEMHARO LML, Hid=a—T—2
AN PLS #irHAVRIT OB D& Z A LT E e 552D, RIS
EORIFNEE D > THENWRIT EZ LR DA I, ZDEI) BFRIZBNT
i, ZIEA SN V) J VRN EEZLNL I LAE L, B SFHFITIE
LD EERTANEREINL, SO L) IRRICBWTIE, ks, [HIZA
RO LHFEEZT HEHPDH S Z L OWALGEIIIIEDToOR], T T
LA LI E TOHRR 2 HFESPMHFE OHARIC L D EFTXESBE] IT)RY, 2
DOENBERELEZOLNTE, BT 51T, Frld [FEMEILGFICIN, Hi
M7 R 2 B AL ICOWVT] RLTELDTH D, &2 AHD, maizElL
I E LGS 2O X INE, BRICBIRSHEF S s ESh e 0 EE 2
WEGH L LRI bOTE RV INHDIZ AT 4 LOMGKIE, WEHEH
HEGEETHILEMULNNIITHEI LT ANICHEH LTSN T
&7 2L OWE, TOXMNIEENE ) TH L E VI XY, BHGHNZXHIT
Hbo HERD, ﬁ?%i%ﬁﬂ)%tlﬁﬁ@ﬂ@&ﬁ?%@i%ﬁﬁ%j]@ﬂﬁﬂ“(“%675‘. 3
WHPNELRT L L IMUOFTHEHINTELLHEX 00 THS, FAl
ARRRZHW 2 720D - 72103 % E#EET 5o Coughlin BE 123
LRI EROL I ETHRIEEEINS IS Db 56T, HZADOARIROER
BiE, REMISCOLEORMNEWETLLEV) L THY, IZADOKRD DH
FIZOWEDEILEZHGTL2EIEGETH L. b LEAD, TRIEEICHEE
DAC—ZFEERIRET 2 LOMT 202 L %0, P ADFER
RELEL 7DD E R/ THA ). Lo LEA L) JFEFEET, Fkah
HFE ORI RIS A TH L EZ 272D Th D] Abdul Wali v. Cough-
lin, 754 F. 2d 1015, 1025-26 (2d Cir. 1985) ; Also see, Aoude v. Mobil Oil Corp.,
862 F. 2d 890, 892-93 (1st Cir. 1988) ; Stauber v. City of New York, Nos. 03 Civ.
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EORIFIIRR OS5 OPEREOEIE L O™, LT L AW S TLRL,
BARM @ SRR A5 2™ 25 BRI ZHH LT, 5t ok
WX BEE IS I, BEOHREBHEICBWTEETNIRD 2,

LT EMB) - FHSDH BT iR, HEGFORFORT M T TH

321)

322)

9162 (RWS), 03 Civ. 9163 (RWS), and 03 Civ. 9164 (RWS), 2004 U. S. Dist.
LEXIS 13350, at “63-64 (S. D. N. Y. July 19, 2004) [, FESMAOHA%E
WS % 72 DI ERE DN r— PR W2 L3S o &k Lol 2 RET 5
bDFEL R L7z, BUROBMEICOWT, AN, TSk as Lk
7RO XKINE LIZUIE [FEEX ) ERGRN 2 S 0] Th b &3, Fiim
sl dr i, HICHAZ IS 2B 2G5 D 0L MBST 20, & 5VIER
BRHRE IO S22 b D LEERIOTE2ICLD, ELEOMPCRHITELZ L E
%5, hHE RYLHIROZEL) OFHO T EOFHROBEEZ L {EKLTWD
DT, FHEFIEZRRFR TR 2 R$720 Tl vl LHRLT, PIRG4S
TR L]

JETHHAEERE, FRNESEFHIIC, = a—3 =27 MNGIEROYRT 5%
PERAEOBR T A b 24 L2720, FRISICIRTEREINL I LR o7z,
BEE, S X BRI 1993 4B ¥ o HHFEE: (Religious Freedom Res-
toration Act of 1993) @ F TR S N5 FH O H I 2173 2 HF), KOG RER
BABIE 8 SO IRIET 2 5RE I RE LMEAP L OHHEZRET LD DE L FIRL
72

55 2 I XPEFRFH AN, BEREC LM ICNEShTws Lk,
BOBEEDOF > TWAHETFH 707 I 2322 —3 =27 NHBITICBWT 44
BEESNTNDEZ LIS LT, B%F%E%, LAt Abdul Wali FHF & X L7z
JE DI IROSHE. L 72 BORICBIR 2 2L 2 HoR A b DT, aymizikar s L F
flic& % &R L7720 Jolly v. Coughlin, 76 F. 3d 468, 473-74 (2d Cir. 1996).
Stoll-DeBell, supra note 113, at 141.

AL IR T SNEREEDO N 7<IE, A Lzv—riwn
9 EDIE MOBHIC X Y ErN R ESHAT A HEE L THYLRTEY, £
DOTRIZE Y B L EMmATHINEL SN BENSWIRZ 22 L L WHETDH
HEDEML L ENTWS, LLEICDE, 11A Fed. Prac. & Proc. Civ. § 2948. 2.



323) United Food & Commer. Workers Union 7 — A%, JBE5I7@#1 A O M2 F 1205
BN AZADHARIEE DIRFEIZO &, MIRH [ 2 HeEDH 5. FMBIAE L
K] EOBINC X DML 72720, MAHAY EZ?E%O)H'U}VFL% R
WD ZRKOTZFRTH L. MHFHIBINERD720, M2 EFFLI.

55 6 Il X PEFREH T I, Eﬂibiﬁﬁl’*F@i‘%%ﬁTﬁ PERLAZELT, EkE
el L7ze 2 LT, P MEIEGTOEFICONT, RO X HIZlh~R7z, [F4ld
""" BURME SRS BT T HEEZ 1T L A RO TRV L, el RZEkd
AORFLEILN TN L OB OXINITEERS WV ERRIIT TV D, e =
A 72 T 9 22 1k iy 4 O e e —1 S o L i —s, BRI LGS oRF o 0
ST ERBRS, M AEIEG S OBFEORLTICb#EH NS ], £ LT, [Eikay
AOBEMITEI, ARBELSAZHNIAE T 2EUTTOMWE) % RET 5720 BEA
RBOWHELIETL2ZETHY, [HETNEML, BUROMRHIEON DT
B, WYRGHICEVEELNILTA2ILICHEDTHA]] LBRT, HED
FEBIEUAE & SR L7258 10 Il X PEFRECH T 0 SR HE 2 aR T, ARHehY 7 PO 1072 1k
S OIHHE (B Fo kg R % @M L7z, United Food & Commer. Workers Un-
ion, Local 1099 v. Southwest Ohio Reg’l Transit Auth., 163 F. 3d 341, 348 (6th Cir.
1998).

Ferry-Morse Seed Co. 77— A%, &G BeER IS MEE L H 5 L
FHAZLOMICHLTHENT A £y A EHAT VLA, HHLTIC
G U7z7z, BTG EIRF L, L) HETH D, B, #iiice
DIEZ RS 2 & 5 T b2 A E RS, WHBRHINE Iz R,

55 8 I XIEFRFHANE, KDL IIHBRT, FEEZRA L [F0X) %k
FHOMERD S ISR SN2V Y PIRG4S 220 5 X E TRV,
HRPIEZF > TBLTHVTEY, o728 EOREFFEAEOHEEZ AL
SRDLYE, ARG 4138 Y) T 4. | Ferry-Morse Seed Co. v. Food Corn,
Inc., 729 F. 2d 589, 593 (8th Cir. 1984) ; Canal Authority of the State of Flor. v.
Callaway, 489 F. 2d 567, 576 (5th Cir. 1974) ; 11A Fed. Prac. & Proc. Civ. § 2948
R OREE L FEHIW SN TR LEHEIT, b L BRE»ET 2 2 e~
M ORED) ZILGaoiiftizH L vi)oThiud, ThidEestl L Th
%51 ; Thomas R. Lee, supra note 55, at 166.
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A2h5, BHAEMOMEVFZEEL Tz B3 HEXIven) 2L Th
6;)324)0

() ARFHPTRRD SN2 Fk & W U % R % 22 1k a4y

BT — s, AT L FEONEO P IEFFOFAITD
W, BEMD D VITEELREEEZ L > TV,

REH P L FMHEONED T ILGEFITIE, w2hDN) T - 3
CHBH BT, B, BEFRRICBVTRNICHEMER THROIE %k
DBYGED X I, REHRONE PRI GHO L ke 72 5
BETHDY ., TOX)BYEE, MoRSER@MIZ SR THRICh 2
b 5T, RERHFLTHEMYEFER IRV % b o> THILAL
WHEMIE AR G A B VOELREIE WS T EICh 2™, $212, #EIE
ReWEE G 25856, TP ZEILGS 2 IEHS 2 720 0 1F 48 H
EENDBZENDHD, UL, ZOREIIHED & ORMEICHEY X
NEHI™, #3113, WHRB SR AR—YREOBEILZ RO LPED &

324) Stoll-DeBell, supra note 113, at 145.

325) Mandatory injunction prior to hearing of case, supra note 316, at § 9; Develop-
ments in the Law Injunctions, supra note 46, at 1058 [[\» { D 2DFKHTIE, AL
BREICHIFCE A RFOLETERNICG 25 X ) aTPMEILG S04 24E
#i LT &7z, (City of Dallas v. Patti, 286 S. W. 2d 664, 665 (Tex. Civ. App. 1956)
#5|H)]; 11A Fed. Prac. & Proc. Civ. § 2947 [Pz ar 41, #RINIZHES
LNEREFFONFELEFNEOLDEFET LI LIETER\.]; U. S. v. School
Dist. of Omaha, State of Nebraska, 367 F. Supp. 179 (D. Neb. 1973) [Fny#= 1k ay
ARIFHEORFETH > T, ARHUEZWGT 2 HDTIEZR V..

326) Developments in the Law Injunctions, supra note 46, at 1058,

327) Developments in the Law Injunctions, supra note 46, at 1058 [Dallas Independent
School Dist. v. Daniel, 323 S. W. 2d 639 (Tex. Civ. App. 1959) %5/ ].



IS, WK D7D IR ERBVTERVGEATH L™, TLTHEA
&, THMBREERO X912, P IR & ) AREHEE SRR
RENTLEY X)) BELEETH L™, 83, 40WE, A RDLHK
FORGIE, WEMEEE V) L), MEFRIZED %E&)%héﬁ‘.%)%ﬂ‘(‘%
PR TP s

B3, 4 08A, FHINEHACHEE XD L EELRTERZERL T
27, ZO X Pl G e 2RO B UHEE, REICBHFT L2EE
D HGAA (great likelihood) ZIFEL ZRITNIEHR SR, E3xX&EED

328) Developments in the Law Injunctions, supra note 46, at1058.

Tom Doherty Assocs (2B WT, 2 K XTI, [THIZA»ZIT
EDTELETOHFE] E RO ZFFOET] v HFER, HALOMTH 5,
%S, Wik a0 &0, ¥IFIITHILADSHUES 2 B ASHAZ P2 k4
FOERINZT ERL 2D &) BEIEGT—REBTEHICEZLNDINLTH D,
"""" LaL, REDOFFA TUTHRLTOBMTREFFDI VAL E VST
FEDPHF SN B RDRETIEAVOT, o DX BN —=VOuEMEIEY
L3 2DIZREETH A 9 | LalkX72, Tom Doherty Assocs. v. Saban Entertain-
ment, Inc, 60 F. 3d 27, 34-35 (2d Cir. 1995) ; See also, 11A Fed. Prac. & Proc. Civ.
§ 2047 [PhiimAE LG T, ARICHTLI2ELELENZETICHOLNL DT
HBHY, ZORIPMPIL, KRAWEILGSORNIIOETEI T 5. ].

) Developments in the Law Injunctions, supra note 46, at 1058.
) 1d, at 1058.
331) 13 Moore’s Federal Practice § 65. 20.

) 13 Moore’s Federal Practice § 65.20 [[FFEAICHB VTR Z B\ I3 HH BT
DRe)) & WAL S B R)) % FEHES 2 PN IR & O RIZOWT, BHPHE S
NZERANEILGFOERE LTHD 2 25CTE 5,11 Developments in the Law
Injunctions, supra note 46, at 1058 [Robertson v. City of Canton, 20 Ohio N. P. (n.

) 188 (C. P.1917) %#51H¥ 5.1
333) 13 Moore’s Federal Practice § 65.20 [[#RMEFORRE b O F M4 4

DR ENTZFHNI BT, BRI, ARBFOFEEMN AL (substantial
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likelihood of ultimate success) ZHEHIL7-& LT, ARAMZEILGH2RE L.

(Hi48 Abdul Wali 7 — 212813 2 AL, NINHHT & #0332 Bs HO e
FTAOBEMCTHL VLD T 2RANZE LG A Z 22T I T, P
LA EHIBNICHE SN2 ETORBE L EEAWIIEG 22 b0 TH LA, Kk
L0 ik %&ﬁ‘ﬁ’i’iﬁﬁf: LTwa R L7z] w5 %513 %) ], § 65.22[1]

le] [[#RHERESCETHEHTORDEGRET S L) REHRE DO PR
WA OFRE, FHIIAANEILGFOFERE LS 0d Lhiwv, LaL, 728
AP LG A ORBEAS, ZORROMW THILAD KD 2 IRIHEORE &
M E N BB ETH - T, FHIN, PMNYELGTOFRICBVWTHEEZES
NEZTRTOENEZEEIIERE L2512, PHYELGERET LI LD TE
bo ZFORFE LTRFHPZ KD 2 0 L RO P21k 64 2 3K % B3
FUSHB VT, BHINE, HEEEIEARRIZE T 2 IR R0 stk ic oW TIHIN 2
WA & (substantial likelihood) ZFEHIL72& LT, ThE#BEL72.] (Nemer
Jeep-Eagle, Inc. v. Jeep-Eagle Sales Corp., 992 F. 2d 430, 433 (2d Cir. 1993) [% 7%
AT % KD L P 2= L w0 R kAW E LT ORERE L Tilko
7201 ; Boston Celtics, Ltd. Partnership v. Shaw, 908 F. 2d 1041, 1047-1048 (1st
Cir. 1990) Z5[H)]; Stoll-DeBell, supra note 113, at 40.

Hi#% Tom Doherty Assocs 77— A 2B W, 4 2 &Ko XEeFREH L, FFHEE
DEEALZ LS 57201213, Eﬁi/&@ﬂ?&)é?ﬁmﬂ’ﬂ?ﬁtupw@ﬁ]ﬁ# OA&Z%
HREMEMEDOSDTH Y, Ho, @B EDVARRE L 7254 ICBURRIEA G2
LD, THITNELRSHZWVWEMLTWS, T4bb, fmxﬂﬁéﬂ?&é}h‘ﬂ%ﬂ%

(heightened standard) ORI % EXILT 2720120, [EEPZITHZLDTE
BEFOAET] L) UFEIS, ZOMADVIEATEN/2 %0 L BIRNETE 2V
K% DOYE, LV BMGEEEMA BT S B, o T, BIZIET
TR I ARSI ND HIZTESINDL A XY bOERBEGRIET 5 Fil 2 LI
BIHIRI 238 5 7280, ASHEERO RIS 2 412 SRR oM L, il
M7 X o TREN RO &I — MM EHRIL SN 255121, BEL
SNREWEMEZ LM LT 2 e TE Do oo #iR, PRI A IS 72
B ARG TR SRR R & 20 5  EASHEEUIARE L 2 264, R
FE PN ILmFORFZ 55720, REBFIOTERMEIC O W TH S UIE



X/L % 33/1)0

(L) A, BHAmrsest CGRIIEZE (o), BHER 5 24530106)) O HeA
@“%Kf&)éo

P ZRT 5 L0 SEREAEZ WS RN E SR, LIRETHL] L
X2,

RO —ADB#E\Z 5, Tiffany v. Forbes Custom Boats, Inc., 1992 U. S. App.
LEXIS 6268 (4th Cir. Apr. 6, 1992) ; Sanborn Mfg. Co. v. Campbell-Hausfeld/
Scott Fetzer Co., 997 F. 2d 484, 486 (8th Cir. 1993) [FEIWIZ M T4 7TV TRD S
NBHFEOTNTEBD D X ) mEILar a2 P NRD 56, P AIZEN
FALA2HE &N 5] ; Calvin Klein Cosmetics Corp. v. Lenox Labs., Inc., 815 F. 2d
500, 503 (8th Cir. 1987) [[ARFD L H 2, KED M T4 TVHEIZHIFTE 2 R%L
RO TEEAWICH L S D& WL AN 25 PHWAE LGS ERD L L9 2l
&, PN E LG SORSEMICET 2R AOHEEIIME S S]],
Anderson v. United States, 612 F. 2d 1112, 1114 (9th Cir. 1979).

TR, BHFTORFEICHE T 28RN S HFHEREE RET 572012

AENDH, WP ARG OREDS, BHH S IEMREE I IRE D
Oy, TD XD HHE UDEﬁ'JUiﬂ(?\EI’J?EJJ:up FOFHERE L TRDNLERETH
%, LOEHNDH 5, 11A Fed. Prac. & Proc. Civ. § 2947.
334) Developments in the Law Injunctions, supra note 46, at 1059.

7 I L7229 %, Stahl v. Apple Bancorp, Inc., 579 A. 2d 1115, 1120 (Del.
Ch. 1990) ; Si-Lake v. Conroy, No. CIV. A. 13787-NC, 1994 WL 728824, at "4 (Del.
Ch. Dec. 17, 1994).
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