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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Oklahoma denied Kendrick Simpson’s
motion for a preliminary injunction seeking to prevent his execution while he appealed the dismissal
of his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action. The court held that it lacked jurisdiction under the Rooker-Feldman
doctrine and Eleventh Amendment immunity and alternatively determined that Simpson had not
shown a likelihood of success on appeal or satisfied the requirements for injunctive relief.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved under Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 8(a)(1)(C)
for a preliminary injunction barring defendants from executing him
while he appealed the dismissal of his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action.

STANDARD OF REVIEW To obtain an injunction pending appeal, the movant must establish a
likelihood of success on appeal, a threat of irreparable harm absent
relief, an absence of harm to opposing parties if relief is granted, and
that the public interest supports relief. The third and fourth factors
merge when the government is the opposing party.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district-court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court had jurisdiction to enjoin defendants from executing Simpson while his appeal
from the dismissal of his § 1983 action was pending.

2. Whether Simpson satisfied the requirements for an injunction pending appeal, including a substantial
likelihood of success on the merits.

HOLDINGS

1. A district court that lacks jurisdiction over the plaintiff's underlying claims under the Rooker-Feldman
doctrine and Eleventh Amendment immunity also lacks jurisdiction to direct the same defendants'
conduct through an injunction pending appeal.

2. Simpson failed to establish a substantial likelihood of success on appeal because he did not explain how
the district court could reach the merits despite the jurisdictional rulings under Rooker-Feldman and
Eleventh Amendment immunity.

3. A movant seeking injunctive relief pending appeal must show a likelihood of success on the merits;
irreparable harm cannot independently justify relief by relaxing that requirement.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“This Court lacks jurisdiction to direct Defendants’ actions on Plaintiff’s underlying claims; this Court lacks
jurisdiction to direct the same Defendants not to act pending Plaintiff’s appeal of the underlying claims.”
(Discussion § I)

“Plaintiff must show a likelihood of success on the merits in order for an injunction to issue.” (Discussion §
II)

“For the above stated reasons, the Court finds that it does not have jurisdiction to enjoin the Defendants as
requested and, alternatively, Plaintiff has failed to establish the necessary factors supporting an injunction,
and therefore DENIES Plaintiff's Motion for a Preliminary Injunction” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Simpson is an Oklahoma death-row inmate whose execution was set for February 12, 2026. He had challenged
Oklahoma's method-of-execution statute in state court, but the Oklahoma Court of Criminal Appeals denied the
claim as unripe. He then brought a federal § 1983 action alleging due process, judicial-access, and equal-
protection violations based on the state court's handling of that litigation. The federal court dismissed the action
for lack of jurisdiction under Rooker-Feldman and Eleventh Amendment immunity, prompting Simpson to seek
an injunction pending appeal.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Simpson, an Oklahoma death-row inmate, filed a § 1983 action challenging the Oklahoma Court of Criminal
Appeals' handling of his state-court challenge to Oklahoma's method-of-execution statute. The district court
dismissed the action without prejudice for lack of jurisdiction under the Rooker-Feldman doctrine and Eleventh
Amendment immunity. After the OCCA set Simpson's execution date, he sought an injunction pending appeal.
The district court denied the motion, concluding that it lacked jurisdiction to issue the requested injunction and,
alternatively, that Simpson had not shown a likelihood of success on appeal or otherwise satisfied the
requirements for injunctive relief.
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