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Andrea Jaye Mosby v. Reaves Law Firm PLLC
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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Tennessee denied Reaves Law Firm
PLLC’s motion to stay execution of a money judgment pending appeal. The court held that, absent a
supersedeas bond, the defendant had not demonstrated extraordinary circumstances warranting waiver

of the bond requirement, and permitted the plaintiff to continue executing on the judgment.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE After a jury verdict and entry of a money judgment in favor of

Plaintiff, Defendant appealed and moved to stay execution of the

judgment without posting a supersedeas bond.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court exercised discretion under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
62(d) to determine whether extraordinary circumstances justified
waiving or reducing the usual supersedeas-bond requirement for a stay

of execution pending appeal.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown
PARTIES Reaves Law Firm PLLC v. Andrea Jaye Mosby
TOPICS

civil procedure  appellate procedure  remedies  standard of review  appellate jurisdiction

PRACTICE AREAS

civil procedure appellate procedure employment law civil rights



QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Defendant was entitled to an automatic stay of execution pending appeal without posting a
supersedeas bond.

2. Whether Defendant demonstrated extraordinary circumstances sufficient to justify waiving or reducing

the supersedeas-bond requirement.

HOLDINGS

1. A party is entitled to a stay of execution of a money judgment as a matter of right under Federal Rule of

Civil Procedure 62(d) only upon posting a satisfactory, court-approved supersedeas bond.

2. A court may exercise discretionary authority to reduce or waive the supersedeas-bond requirement, but
the appellant must demonstrate extraordinary circumstances justifying an unsecured or reduced-bond

stay.

3. Defendant failed to establish extraordinary circumstances warranting waiver or reduction of the

supersedeas-bond requirement, so the motion to stay execution was denied.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A stay of execution of a judgment pending appellate review almost always requires appellant to post a

supersedeas bond.” (at 6)

“Defendant merely asserts that it will be unable to meet its accounts receivable, without presenting evidence

for that assertion.” (at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mosby obtained a jury verdict against her former employer on Title VII, FLSA, and Equal Pay Act retaliation
claims, including $258,269.27 in back pay, $516,538.54 in compensatory damages, and $2.5 million in punitive
damages. The Court later entered judgment for approximately $3.63 million, including front pay, liquidated
damages, and prejudgment interest. After Defendant appealed, Mosby sought garnishment of Defendant's bank
accounts, and Defendant moved to stay execution, asserting that garnishment would disrupt payments to clients,

employees, service providers, taxing authorities, and other third parties.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mosby sued her former employer alleging Title VII, FLSA, and Equal Pay Act retaliation claims. A jury returned
a verdict for Mosby on all claims and awarded damages, after which the Court entered a judgment totaling
approximately $3.63 million, including front pay, liquidated damages, and prejudgment interest. Defendant
appealed, Mosby began garnishment proceedings against Defendant's bank accounts, and Defendant moved to

stay execution pending appeal without posting a supersedeas bond. The district court denied the motion.
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