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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Kansas adopted a magistrate judge’s Report and
Recommendation and dismissed Angeliina Lawson’s complaint. The court held that the federal RICO,
§ 1983, and ADA claims failed to state a claim, that official-capacity monetary claims were
alternatively barred by the Eleventh Amendment, and that Younger abstention applied to requested
equitable relief affecting ongoing state custody proceedings. The court declined supplemental
jurisdiction over the remaining Kansas-law claims and struck Plaintiff’s duplicative motion to strike.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff objected to a magistrate judge's report and recommendation
recommending dismissal of her complaint under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)
(2)(B)(ii). The district court reviewed the properly objected-to portions
de novo, adopted the report and recommendation to the extent
described in the order, dismissed the complaint, and struck Plaintiff's
duplicative motion to strike.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 72(b)(3), the district judge
reviews de novo any part of a magistrate judge's disposition to which a
proper objection is made. Pro se filings are liberally construed, but the
court may not supply additional factual allegations or construct a legal
theory for the litigant.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum and order; precedential status
not indicated

PARTIES Angeliina Lawson v. Eric Godderz, et al.



TOPICS

family law procedure child custody civil procedure section 1983 ada / disability

PRACTICE AREAS

family law civil procedure civil rights constitutional law ADA / disability remedies

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court should abstain under Younger from adjudicating Plaintiff's requested equitable
relief that would interfere with ongoing state custody proceedings.

2. Whether Plaintiff stated civil RICO claims under 18 U.S.C. § 1962(c) and § 1962(d).

3. Whether Plaintiff stated a claim under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for due process, equal protection, or First
Amendment retaliation.

4. Whether Plaintiff stated a Title II ADA discrimination or retaliation claim.

5. Whether official-capacity claims for monetary relief against Kansas state officials were barred by the
Eleventh Amendment.

6. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiff's remaining Kansas-law
claims after dismissing the federal claims.

HOLDINGS

1. The court abstained from ruling on Plaintiff's claims for equitable relief seeking restoration of custody
and parental rights because the state custody proceedings were ongoing, implicated important state
interests, and provided an adequate forum for federal claims; the requested relief would directly interfere
with those proceedings.

2. Plaintiff failed to state claims under 18 U.S.C. § 1962(c) and § 1962(d), and Counts I and II were
dismissed.

3. Plaintiff failed to state a § 1983 claim because she alleged no facts establishing a constitutional violation
and did not adequately allege that the private defendants acted under color of state law; Count III was
dismissed.

4. Plaintiff failed to state a Title II ADA discrimination or retaliation claim, and Count IV was dismissed.

5. Claims for monetary relief against Kansas state officials sued in their official capacities were
alternatively dismissed as barred by the Eleventh Amendment.

6. After dismissing all federal claims, the court declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the
remaining Kansas-law claims and dismissed Count V without prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“In other words, if Younger is satisfied, that does not automatically strip a federal court of jurisdiction;
rather, it counsels that the court ought to abstain from ruling on it.” (at 4)



“When all federal claims are dismissed, “the court may, and usually should, decline to exercise jurisdiction
over any remaining state claims.”” (at 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Lawson brought a federal action arising from ongoing state custody and divorce proceedings involving her
minor child. She named numerous private actors, judicial officers, attorneys, court-appointed professionals,
public officials, court staff, and entities, alleging that they formed an enterprise to deprive her of custody,
retaliate against protected ADA activity, conceal abuse, and divert financial resources. She asserted civil RICO,
42 U.S.C. § 1983, Title II ADA, and Kansas-law claims, seeking damages, injunctive relief, restoration of
parental rights, and a criminal-investigation referral. The state custody proceedings remained ongoing and on
appeal.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Lawson filed the action on August 15, 2025, and filed a supplement on August 20, 2025. Magistrate Judge
Teresa J. James issued a report and recommendation on March 12, 2026, recommending dismissal because the
federal claims failed to state a claim and supplemental jurisdiction over the state-law claims should be declined.
Lawson filed objections on March 19, 2026, and a duplicative motion to strike. The district court rejected the
objections, adopted the report and recommendation as described, dismissed the federal claims, declined
supplemental jurisdiction over the state-law claims, and closed the case.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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