UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF

TEXAS, DALLAS DIVISION

Hurt v. Hunt County, Texas, et al.

Hurt v. Hunt County, Texas, No. 3:25-cv-3154-D (N.D. Tex. Dec. 4, 2025) - No. 3:25-cv-3154-D - Decided

December 5, 2025

SUMMARY

In this Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendation, a United States magistrate judge recommends

denying the plaintiff’s motion for leave to file a surreply, granting the Hunt County defendants’ Rule

12(b)(6) motion, and denying the plaintiff’s motion for a temporary restraining order and preliminary

injunction. The recommendation concludes that the plaintiff’s ADA, Rehabilitation Act, constitutional,

and Texas tort claims were time-barred under Texas’s two-year limitations period and that the plaintiff

had not adequately established equitable tolling. It also concludes that the plaintiff had not shown an

exceptional circumstance warranting federal intervention in ongoing New Mexico criminal

proceedings under Younger abstention principles.
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Report and recommendation by a United States magistrate judge on
defendants' Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss, plaintiff's motion for
leave to file a surreply, and plaintiff's motion for a temporary

restraining order and preliminary injunction.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded facts as true
and views them in the light most favorable to the plaintiff, but the
complaint must state a facially plausible claim and may not rely on
labels, conclusions, or speculation. A motion for a TRO or preliminary

injunction requires an unequivocal showing of a substantial likelihood



of success on the merits, irreparable injury, balance of harms, and

consistency with the public interest.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential magistrate judge recommendation; subject to district-

court review and adoption.
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Courts
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Hurt's claims against the Hunt County defendants were facially barred by the applicable two-

year statute of limitations.
2. Whether Hurt's allegations established a basis for equitable tolling of the limitations period.
3. Whether Hurt should be granted leave to file a surreply.

4. Whether Hurt was entitled to a temporary restraining order or preliminary injunction against the New

Mexico defendants.

5. Whether Younger abstention barred federal injunctive intervention in the allegedly ongoing New Mexico

criminal proceeding.

HOLDINGS

1. Hurt's ADA, Rehabilitation Act, § 1983, and Texas tort claims were subject to Texas's two-year personal-

injury limitations period, accrued in 2020, and were facially time-barred when filed in 2025.

2. Hurt did not plead facts sufficient to establish equitable tolling because his allegations of incompetency,

medical impairment, continuing misconduct, and diligence were conclusory.

3. Hurt was not entitled to a TRO or preliminary injunction because he failed to unequivocally show
entitlement to preliminary injunctive relief and did not establish an exceptional basis for federal

intervention in the state criminal proceeding.

4. Leave to file a surreply should be denied because surreplies are discretionary and generally permitted
only in exceptional circumstances, and the recommendation did not rely on new arguments or evidence

in the defendants' reply.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“A complaint is ‘subject to dismissal if its allegations affirmatively demonstrate that the plaintiff’s claims are

barred by the statute of limitations and fail to raise some basis for tolling.”” (-14)

“The proper focus is on the time of the [allegedly wrongful] act, not the point at which the consequences of

the act become painful.” (-14)
“A TRO is simply a highly accelerated and temporary form of preliminary injunctive relief.” (-14)

“Younger abstention is one of a handful of federalism-flavored carveouts to a federal court’s ‘virtually

unflagging obligation’ to exercise congressionally conferred jurisdiction.” (-14)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Hurt alleged that he was arrested and detained for 14 days in Hunt County, Texas, in January 2020. He asserted
claims under the ADA, the Rehabilitation Act, the Fourteenth and Fourth Amendments through 42 U.S.C. §
1983, and Texas tort law, based on the detention and later alleged publication of false warrant or criminal-record
information that allegedly caused employment losses in 2023 and August 2025. He also alleged that New

Mexico officials had resumed prosecutorial activity in a criminal case and sought to enjoin that proceeding.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Hurt filed a pro se civil action in the Eastern District of Texas in September 2025 based on a January 2020 arrest
and 14-day detention in Hunt County, Texas. The Eastern District transferred the action to the Dallas Division of
the Northern District of Texas. Hunt County and Sheriff Terry Jones moved to dismiss the amended complaint
under Rule 12(b)(6), and Hurt moved for leave to file a surreply. Hurt later sought a TRO and preliminary
injunction against New Mexico defendants concerning an allegedly ongoing criminal prosecution. The
magistrate judge recommended denying leave to file a surreply, granting dismissal of the claims against the Hunt

County defendants as time-barred, and denying injunctive relief.
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