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SUMMARY

In this § 1983 civil rights action, the Fifth Circuit held that absolute prosecutorial immunity shields a

district attorney and state attorney general officials from claims arising from a politically motivated

investigation and prosecution, but does not shield a prosecutor who performed investigative functions

normally delegated to law enforcement. The court also ruled that a district court lacks jurisdiction to

accept an amended complaint after a notice of appeal divests it of control over aspects involved in the

appeal, and that it lacks appellate jurisdiction over qualified immunity and certain official immunity

claims when the district court did not rule on those issues. The case clarifies the functional analysis for

prosecutorial immunity, distinguishing between investigative acts (only qualified immunity) and

advocacy acts (absolute immunity), and addresses jurisdictional limits on interlocutory appeals under

the collateral order doctrine.
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Appeal from the denial of motions to dismiss based on absolute

prosecutorial immunity, qualified immunity, and official immunity.

We review a district court’s dismissal under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(1) de novo. In determining immunity, we accept as
true Wooten’s non-conclusory allegations. We review questions of

jurisdiction de novo.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court's acceptance of the second amended complaint after notices of appeal were

filed renders the appeal moot.

2. Whether we have jurisdiction to review the district court's denial of qualified immunity and official

immunity for Roach and Milner.

3. Whether Defendants are entitled to absolute prosecutorial immunity.

HOLDINGS

1. The district court lacked jurisdiction to accept the second amended complaint because the notices of
appeal divested it of jurisdiction, so the first amended complaint remains operative and the appeal is not

moot.

2. We lack jurisdiction to review qualified immunity and Roach and Milner's official immunity because the
district court did not rule on those issues, and there is no appealable collateral order. We have
jurisdiction to review prosecutorial immunity and White and Abbott's official immunity under the

collateral order doctrine.

3. Roach, White, and Abbott are entitled to absolute prosecutorial immunity; Milner is not. For Roach, the
allegations show he performed administrative or supervisory functions connected to the judicial process,
not investigative functions. For White, the allegations do not show he engaged in non-prosecutorial
activity; his actions (presenting to grand jury, plea bargaining, opposing motion to quash) are protected.
For Abbott, the allegations are insufficient. For Milner, the allegations show he performed investigative

functions normally performed by law enforcement, so he is not entitled to absolute immunity.

KEY QUOTATIONS
“We conclude that immunity shields some defendants, but not all.” (1)
“The filing of 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.”

©)

“We hold that Roach, White, and Abbott are each entitled to absolute prosecutorial immunity. Milner,

however, is not.” (25)

“We lack jurisdiction to consider any Defendant's entitlement to qualified immunity because the district court

did not rule on that issue.” (25)



FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In March 2008, Wooten defeated Judge Sandoval in the Republican primary for a district court seat. The Collin
County District Attorney's Office (CCDAO) began investigating her for bribery, led by Christopher Milner,
under the supervision of District Attorney John Roach. The investigation involved multiple grand juries,
subpoenas, and intimidation tactics. Milner admitted he lacked probable cause but continued investigating. The
Texas Attorney General's office, through Harry White, assisted. After Wooten refused to resign, she was indicted
and convicted, but the Texas Court of Criminal Appeals later vacated the conviction for insufficient evidence.
Wooten then sued under §1983.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Wooten filed a §1983 action against various defendants. The district court denied in part and granted in part the
defendants' motions to dismiss, ruling on prosecutorial immunity but deferring ruling on qualified immunity and
official immunity. The defendants appealed, and the district court subsequently accepted a second amended

complaint. The Fifth Circuit addressed jurisdictional issues and the merits of prosecutorial immunity.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

with instructions to RENDER judgment in favor of Defendants White, Abbott, and Roach. The district court may
proceed with the case consistent with this opinion, including accepting, if appropriate, an amended complaint
from Wooten.
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