UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF
FLORIDA

In re Darrell Finley

In re Finley - No. 26-CV-22098-MOORE/Elfenbein - Decided April 29, 2026

SUMMARY

A United States Magistrate Judge recommends dismissing Darrell Finley’s amended complaint
without prejudice for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction. The recommendation concludes that Finley
failed to establish jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 754 and that his claims effectively seek federal
appellate review of a Florida state-court writ of possession and eviction, which is barred by the

Rooker—Feldman doctrine.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Finley established subject-matter jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 754 by alleging that he was an
appointed receiver over the property.

2. Whether the Rooker-Feldman doctrine barred the federal action because the amended complaint

effectively challenged a state-court writ of possession and eviction.

3. Whether dismissal without prejudice was required under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(h)(3) for
lack of subject-matter jurisdiction.

HOLDINGS

1. A plaintiff cannot invoke subject-matter jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 754 without alleging and
supporting that the plaintiff was appointed as a receiver over the property at issue and that the statutory

prerequisites are satisfied.

2. The federal district court lacked subject-matter jurisdiction over claims whose substance was an
appellate challenge to the state-court writ of possession and eviction, because the requested relief would
require review, modification, or invalidation of the state-court determinations.

3. Dismissal without prejudice was required because Finley failed to establish any basis for federal subject-

matter jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Federal district courts may not review or annul final state-court judgments; such review lies exclusively with

the respective state court’s appellate procedures and the United States Supreme Court.” (Section 1I)

“The proper avenue to challenge the execution of the writ of possession and eviction is through the state

appellate review process — not through an original action in federal district court.” (Section I11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Finley filed an amended federal complaint concerning real property located at 2350 NW 18th Street, Miami
Gardens, Florida. He invoked or referred to 28 U.S.C. § 754 but did not allege or provide evidence that he had
been appointed a receiver over the property or provide a receivership order. The same property was involved in a
Miami-Dade County state-court case in which the sheriff executed a writ of possession and evicted Finley on
April 4, 2026. The federal court determined that the requested relief would effectively undo or obtain appellate

review of the state-court eviction decision.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Darrell Finley filed a complaint seeking relief under 28 U.S.C. § 754. After questioning subject-matter
jurisdiction, the Court issued an order to show cause and permitted Finley, who was proceeding pro se, to file an
amended complaint. The amended complaint did not allege facts establishing that Finley was an appointed
receiver or otherwise establishing federal jurisdiction, and it appeared to seek federal review of a state-court writ
of possession and eviction. The magistrate judge recommended dismissal without prejudice under Federal Rule
of Civil Procedure 12(h)(3).
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