UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS

Donna Huffman v. State of Kansas, et al.

Huffman - No. 2:25-cv-02088-HLT-TJJ - Decided March 31, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Kansas dismisses pro se plaintiff Donna Huffman’s

action challenging Kansas attorney-discipline proceedings and related conduct. The court finds

jurisdictional defects based on Eleventh Amendment immunity and the Rooker-Feldman doctrine,

insufficient service on individual defendants, and pleading deficiencies under Rule 8 and Rule 12(b)

(6). Federal claims are dismissed on various grounds, while state-law claims are dismissed without

prejudice after the court declines supplemental jurisdiction.
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Plaintiff brought pro se federal civil-rights, constitutional, ADA, and
state-law claims concerning Kansas attorney-discipline and related
state proceedings. Defendants moved to dismiss under Federal Rules
of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1), 12(b)(5), and 12(b)(6).

On a facial Rule 12(b)(1) challenge, the court accepts the complaint's
jurisdictional allegations as true and places the burden on the plaintiff
to establish subject-matter jurisdiction. A Rule 12(b)(6) complaint
must contain sufficient factual matter to state a plausible claim and
must comply with Rule 8's short-and-plain-statement requirement.
Once qualified immunity is asserted, the plaintiff bears the burden to
show both a constitutional or statutory violation and violation of
clearly established law. The plaintiff bears the burden of establishing

proper service when service is challenged.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1.

Whether the Eleventh Amendment barred Huffman's damages claims against Kansas, its agencies, and

officials sued in their official capacities.

. Whether the Rooker-Feldman doctrine deprived the district court of jurisdiction over claims challenging

or inextricably intertwined with Kansas attorney-discipline proceedings and the resulting state-court

judgment.

. Whether claims against individual defendants in their personal capacities should be dismissed for

insufficient service of process.

. Whether the federal claims should be dismissed under Rule 8 because the amended complaint was

lengthy, disorganized, conclusory, and failed to provide a short and plain statement identifying the

claims and responsible defendants.

. Whether individual defendants were entitled to qualified immunity on the constitutional claims.

. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the state-law claims after dismissal of

the federal claims.

. Whether Huffman should receive another opportunity to amend.

HOLDINGS

1.

2.

The Eleventh Amendment bars Huffman's claims for damages against the State of Kansas, Kansas
agencies, and state officials sued in their official capacities because Kansas did not consent to suit and

42 U.S.C. § 1983 does not abrogate the state's sovereign immunity.

The federal claims are barred by the Rooker-Feldman doctrine because they are inextricably intertwined
with the Kansas state-court decisions concerning Huffman's attorney discipline and seek relief that

would effectively require federal review or alteration of those decisions and procedures.



3. The claims against Hazlett, Boddington, Hecht, and Larkin in their individual capacities must be
dismissed without prejudice because Huffman did not establish proper service under Rule 4 and
applicable Kansas law.

4. The amended complaint fails Rule 8 because it is lengthy, disorganized, unnecessarily complicated, and
does not provide a short, plain, simple, concise, and direct statement identifying the claims and the

conduct attributable to each defendant.

5. Hazlett, Boddington, Hecht, and Larkin are entitled to qualified immunity on the constitutional claims

asserted against them in their individual capacities.

6. Huffman's purported ADA claim fails to state a claim because she did not plead what benefits she was
denied because of her disability, what accommodation she sought, or that the requested accommodation

was reasonable.

7. The court properly declined supplemental jurisdiction over the state-law claims after dismissing the

federal claims and dismissed those state-law claims without prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Rooker-Feldman bars a federal claim, whether or not raised in state court, that asserts injury based on a
state judgment and seeks review and reversal of that judgment; such a claim is ‘inextricably intertwined’ with

the state judgment.”

“There is simply no way to cleanly excise Plaintiff’s requests for relief from the decision to suspend her law

license.”

“It is even more important to be specific about actions, actors, and dates when a defendant raises qualified

immunity.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Huffman, a former Kansas attorney now on disabled status, challenged conduct allegedly arising from child-
abuse reports, her character-and-fitness review, prior litigation and sanctions, and Kansas attorney-discipline
proceedings culminating in a 2022 suspension of her law license. Her amended complaint asserted federal
constitutional and ADA theories, state statutory and tort claims, and requests for damages and prospective
injunctive relief against Kansas entities and officials. The complaint covered more than twenty years, used

collective references to defendants, and did not clearly identify the factual basis of each claim.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Huffman filed an amended complaint challenging events spanning more than twenty years, including her Kansas
bar admission and suspension proceedings. Defendants moved to dismiss. The district court granted the motion,
dismissing the federal claims without prejudice on subject-matter-jurisdiction and service grounds, dismissing
any surviving federal claims with prejudice for failure to comply with Rule 8 and failure to overcome qualified

immunity, declining supplemental jurisdiction over the state-law claims, and closing the case.

DISPOSITION
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