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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California denied Curtis Austin’s
emergency motion for a temporary restraining order seeking to stay his state-court eviction. The court
held that it lacked subject-matter jurisdiction because the action effectively challenged a state-court
judgment, the state court had custody of the property, and the Anti-Injunction Act barred the requested
relief; it also found that Austin had not shown a likelihood of success on the merits.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff filed a pro se civil-rights action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and
an emergency motion for a temporary restraining order seeking to stay
enforcement of a state-court eviction judgment and writ of possession.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A TRO is governed by the same standard as a preliminary injunction.
The movant must establish likelihood of success on the merits, likely
irreparable harm, that the balance of equities favors relief, and that an
injunction is in the public interest; all four Winter prongs must be
shown, subject to the Ninth Circuit's sliding-scale approach.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal district court had subject-matter jurisdiction over Plaintiff's challenge to a state-
court unlawful-detainer judgment and writ of possession.

2. Whether the court could enjoin enforcement of the state-court eviction under the Rooker-Feldman
doctrine, the Colorado River property-custody principle, or the Anti-Injunction Act.

3. Whether Plaintiff established the likelihood of success and other requirements necessary for a temporary
restraining order.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff did not state a cognizable federal claim against the named defendants because he alleged
constitutional violations by the Sacramento County Superior Court, not by the private defendants, and
did not attribute specific conduct to the Doe defendants.

2. The federal court lacked subject-matter jurisdiction over Plaintiff's request to prevent enforcement of, or
render void, the state-court unlawful-detainer judgment and writ of possession because the action was
effectively a de facto appeal from a state-court judgment.

3. The court was required to abstain from exercising jurisdiction because the state unlawful-detainer action
and the federal action involved the same property, over which the state court had first assumed custody.

4. The Anti-Injunction Act prohibited the court from enjoining enforcement of the Sacramento County
Superior Court's unlawful-detainer judgment and writ of possession, and none of the statutory
exceptions applied.

5. Plaintiff failed to establish the likelihood of success on the merits required for a TRO, and therefore the
emergency motion could not be granted even apart from the jurisdictional defects.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Without a federal question to decide in this case, the Court does not have subject matter jurisdiction.” (at 3)

“It is well-settled that federal courts lack “subject matter jurisdiction over a suit that is a de facto appeal
from a state court judgment.”” (at 3-4)

“The forum first assuming custody of the property at issue has exclusive jurisdiction to proceed.” (at 4)

“For the foregoing reasons, Plaintiff's Emergency Motion for Temporary Restraining Order is DENIED.” (at
5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Sacramento County Superior Court entered an unlawful-detainer judgment against Curtis Austin concerning
his residence at 6801 San Tomas Drive, Unit 130, in Citrus Heights, California, and later issued a writ of
possession. Austin contended that JMK Investments, Inc., which obtained the judgment, was not the entity



owning the property, JMK Crosswood, LLC, and argued that the state-court eviction violated due process. He
sought a federal TRO to stop his scheduled eviction, naming the private defendants and alleging constitutional
violations by the state court, which was not joined as a defendant.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Sacramento County Superior Court entered an unlawful-detainer judgment against Plaintiff on September
16, 2025, and issued a writ of possession on October 6, 2025. Plaintiff sought review in the California Supreme
Court, the California Court of Appeal for the Third Appellate District, and the Sacramento Superior Court
Appellate Division; the California Supreme Court denied his most recent request on October 14, 2025. Plaintiff
then filed this federal action and sought a TRO to prevent his scheduled eviction on October 15, 2025. The
district court denied the TRO for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction.
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