UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF
ALABAMA, NORTHERN DIVISION

Roy Phifer v. Jack W. Daniels, et al.

Phifer - No. 2:25-cv-748-RAH - Decided January 5, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Alabama overruled Roy Phifer’s objections

to magistrate judge recommendations concerning his request to enjoin foreclosure of real property.

The court held that res judicata barred relitigation of whether the property was part of Phifer’s

bankruptcy estate and concluded that proposed CARES Act claims would be futile. The court denied

injunctive relief, granted defendants’ motion to dismiss, denied sanctions, and dismissed the case

without prejudice.
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Plaintiff sought temporary and preliminary injunctive relief to prevent
foreclosure and alleged that the property was protected by the
automatic stay in his Chapter 13 bankruptcy case. After a magistrate
judge recommended denial of injunctive relief, dismissal, and denial
of sanctions, the district court conducted de novo review of

sufficiently specific objections and adopted the recommendations.

The district court reviewed disputed portions of the magistrate judge's
recommendations de novo under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1) and Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 72(b)(3). Insufficiently specific objections

receive clear-error review.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Phifer was entitled to temporary or preliminary injunctive relief based on the alleged

application of the automatic stay to the Endover property.

2. Whether res judicata barred Phifer from relitigating ownership of the Endover property and the

application of the automatic stay.
3. Whether the district court should take judicial notice of the CARES Act.
4. Whether Phifer should be granted leave to amend to add unspecified claims under the CARES Act.

5. Whether the defendants were entitled to Rule 11 sanctions.

HOLDINGS

1. Res judicata barred Phifer from relitigating whether the Endover property was part of his bankruptcy
estate and subject to the automatic stay.

2. Phifer was not entitled to temporary or preliminary injunctive relief because he was unlikely to succeed

on the merits, and res judicata barred his claims.

3. Leave to amend was properly denied because Phifer did not properly request amendment or provide the
substance of a proposed amended complaint, and amendment would be futile.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Res judicata “bars the filing of claims which were raised or could have been raised in an earlier

9

proceeding.

“A proposed amendment may be denied for futility “when the complaint as amended would still be properly

dismissed.””

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Phifer sued to enjoin Jack W. Daniels and Charles W. Edmondson from foreclosing on real property located at
4200 Endover Drive S. He alleged that the property was part of his Chapter 13 bankruptcy estate and therefore
protected by the automatic stay under 11 U.S.C. § 362. In an earlier bankruptcy proceeding, the Bankruptcy
Court determined that Phifer's company, RDL Enterprises, Inc., rather than Phifer, owned the property and that
the automatic stay did not apply to it.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Phifer filed the action on September 19, 2025. Defendants moved to dismiss and for Rule 11 sanctions. The
magistrate judge recommended denying injunctive relief, granting dismissal, and denying sanctions. Phifer
objected, but the district court overruled the objections, denied injunctive relief, granted the motion to dismiss,

denied sanctions, and dismissed the case without prejudice.
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