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SUMMARY

The magistrate judge recommends dismissing Sherita Everetts’s action challenging Texas state court
child-support proceedings for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction. The recommendation concludes that
sovereign immunity bars claims against the Texas Attorney General in his official capacity and
alternatively discusses the Rooker-Feldman and Younger doctrines. It also recommends denying leave
to amend because amendment could not cure the jurisdictional defects.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff filed a pro se federal action challenging Texas state-court
proceedings concerning child-support payments and requested that the
federal court close the state-court case. The magistrate judge issued
findings, conclusions, and a recommendation that the district court
dismiss the action for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Subject-matter jurisdiction must be examined sua sponte and may be
dismissed at any time under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(h)(3).
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal court had subject-matter jurisdiction over claims against the Texas Attorney General
in his official capacity.

2. Whether sovereign immunity under the Eleventh Amendment barred the action.

3. Whether the Rooker-Feldman doctrine deprived the federal district court of jurisdiction over a challenge
to a state-court decision concerning child support.

4. Whether Younger abstention would require the federal court to abstain if the relevant state-court
proceedings remained pending.

5. Whether Everetts should be granted leave to amend.

HOLDINGS

1. The court construed the complaint as asserting official-capacity claims against Ken Paxton and
recommended dismissal for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction because Texas had not waived its
sovereign immunity and Congress had not clearly abrogated it.

2. The court recommended dismissal because a federal court must examine its subject-matter jurisdiction
sua sponte and must dismiss whenever it determines that jurisdiction is lacking.

3. The court concluded that Rooker-Feldman would bar Everetts's claims because obtaining the requested
relief would require the federal district court to overturn the state court's decision to reopen the child-
support case, and recommended dismissal without prejudice on that alternative ground.

4. If the relevant state proceedings were still pending, the court concluded that Younger abstention would
require the federal court to abstain because the requested relief would interfere with an ongoing state
proceeding, child-support matters implicate important state interests, and Everetts could raise
constitutional challenges through the state proceedings and appellate process.

5. Leave to amend was not required because Everetts could not cure the jurisdictional defect through an
amended complaint.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A federal court “is duty-bound to examine its subject-matter jurisdiction sua sponte.”” (at 2)

“If the court determines at any time that it lacks subject matter jurisdiction, the court must dismiss the
action.” (at 2)

“The Rooker-Feldman doctrine divests federal district courts of jurisdiction over “cases brought by state-
court losers complaining of injuries caused by state-court judgments rendered before the district court
proceedings commenced and inviting district court review and rejection of those judgments.”” (at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Sherita Everetts challenged Texas state-court proceedings concerning child-support payments, alleging that the
matter had been improperly transferred to or reopened in state court. The child-support payment plan attached to
her complaint stated that she owed $2,828.32 when she filed suit. She asked the federal court to close the state-
court case.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Everetts filed a one-page handwritten complaint on May 28, 2025, alleging that a child-support case had been
improperly transferred to or reopened in Texas state court and asserting fraud by the Texas Attorney General.
The magistrate judge construed the claims as against Ken Paxton in his official capacity, concluded that
sovereign immunity deprived the court of jurisdiction, and alternatively determined that Rooker-Feldman and, if
the state proceedings remained pending, Younger abstention supported dismissal. The recommendation further
concluded that leave to amend was unnecessary because amendment could not cure the jurisdictional defects.
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