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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Florida denied Jaffan International, LLC's
emergency motion for an injunction pending appeal under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 62(d). The
court held that Jaffan had not shown a strong likelihood of success because the Rooker-Feldman
doctrine barred its challenge to a state-court eviction judgment and writ of possession. The court
denied Radhe Krishna Properties, LLC's Rule 11 sanctions motion without prejudice, allowing it to be
refiled later.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court should grant an injunction pending appeal under Rule 62(d)

2. Whether the Rooker-Feldman doctrine deprives the district court of subject matter jurisdiction over
Plaintiff's challenge to the state court judgment

3. Whether Defendant's motion for sanctions under Rule 11 should be granted

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff's motion is denied because Plaintiff failed to make a strong showing of likelihood of success on
the merits, as the Rooker-Feldman doctrine deprives the district court of subject matter jurisdiction over
challenges to state court judgments.

2. The motion is denied without prejudice because the Court declines to make a determination on sanctions
while the case is on appeal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“"[A] federal district court and a federal court of appeals should not attempt to assert jurisdiction over a
case simultaneously."”

“"filing a notice of appeal is 'an event of jurisdictional significance—it confers jurisdiction on the court of
appeals and divests the district court of its control over those aspects of the case involved in the appeal.'"”

“"[a]lthough narrow in its application, a state court loser cannot avoid Rooker-Feldman's bar by cleverly
cloaking [its] pleadings in the cloth of a different claim. Pretext is not tolerated."”

“"Plaintiff's injury is caused by the state court's judgment of eviction and its subsequent writ of possession.
Therefore, this Court has no subject matter jurisdiction to consider the merits of Plaintiff's challenge to those
proceedings."”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff Jaffan International, LLC sought to enjoin the execution of a writ of possession issued by a state court
following an eviction judgment. The state court's final judgment was affirmed by Florida's Second District Court
of Appeal, and the U.S. Supreme Court denied certiorari. Plaintiff argued that a denied lift-stay motion from a
dismissed federal bankruptcy proceeding should have preclusive effect against the state court judgment.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff sought a temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction, which was denied based on the
Rooker-Feldman doctrine. Plaintiff appealed to the Eleventh Circuit and moved for an injunction pending appeal



in both courts. The Eleventh Circuit denied the emergency motion. This Court then ruled on Plaintiff's pending
motion for an injunction pending appeal and Defendant's motion for sanctions.
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