UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

Chaka E. v. Commissioner of Social Security

No. 24-8132 (KMW) (D.N.J. Jan. 2026) - No. No. 24-8132 (KMW) - Decided January 22, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of New Jersey denies Plaintiff Chaka K.’s motion for
a temporary restraining order seeking to enjoin a pending New Jersey state-court eviction proceeding.
The Court holds that the Anti-Injunction Act bars the requested relief and that none of the Act’s
exceptions applies. The Court notes that Plaintiff may pursue relief through the New Jersey state

appellate process and reserves decision on other pending motions.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for a temporary restraining order enjoining a

scheduled New Jersey state-court eviction trial. The district court

denied the motion under the Anti-Injunction Act.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the federal district court could enjoin the pending New Jersey state-court eviction proceeding.

2. Whether any exception to the Anti-Injunction Act authorized the requested injunction.



HOLDINGS

1. The Anti-Injunction Act bars the federal court from enjoining the state-court eviction proceeding.

2. No Anti-Injunction Act exception applied because Plaintiff neither identified an express congressional
authorization nor demonstrated that the injunction was necessary to aid the federal court's jurisdiction or

protect or effectuate a federal judgment.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Courts in the Third Circuit have consistently held that the Anti-Injunction Act precludes a federal court from

enjoining state court eviction or foreclosure proceedings.” (*1)

“The Act’s three exceptions are ‘construed narrowly,” and ‘[a]ny doubts as to the propriety of a federal
injunction against state court proceedings should be resolved in favor of permitting the state courts to

proceed in an orderly fashion to finally determine the controversy.’” (*1)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff was involved in eviction proceedings in New Jersey state court, with an eviction trial scheduled for
January 26, 2026. He asserted that the state-court judge had arbitrarily denied his request for discovery. Plaintiff

then asked the federal district court to enjoin the state-court eviction trial through a temporary restraining order.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff sought federal injunctive relief based on the state-court judge's alleged arbitrary denial of discovery in
eviction proceedings pending in the Superior Court of New Jersey, Atlantic County. The district court concluded
that none of the Anti-Injunction Act's exceptions applied and denied the TRO, while reserving decision on other

pending motions.
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