UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS

Bryan Zesiger v. Angela Kay Zesiger

Zesiger - No. 5:25-cv-04055-DDC-RES - Decided February 25, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Kansas dismissed Bryan Zesiger’s pro se action

seeking declaratory and injunctive relief against ongoing Texas state-court proceedings concerning the

division and enforcement of military retirement benefits in the parties’ divorce decree. The court held

that Rooker-Feldman did not apply because the state proceedings remained pending on appeal, but

Younger abstention required dismissal because the requested relief would interfere with state-court

enforcement and contempt processes. The dismissal was without prejudice, and the Clerk was directed

to close the case.
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dismissed

Plaintiff brought an action seeking declaratory and injunctive relief
against ongoing Texas state-court proceedings concerning
modification and enforcement of a divorce decree and division of
military retirement benefits. After denying plaintiff's emergency and
second temporary-restraining-order motions, the court considered
defendant's motion to dismiss and plaintiff's pending preliminary-

injunction motions.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Rooker-Feldman doctrine required abstention when the related Texas state-court

proceedings and appeal remained pending.

2. Whether Younger abstention applied because the requested federal declaratory and injunctive relief

would directly or indirectly interfere with ongoing state-court enforcement and contempt proceedings.
3. Whether the ongoing Texas proceedings satisfied the three Middlesex conditions for Younger abstention.

4. Whether extraordinary circumstances justified declining to dismiss under Younger.

HOLDINGS
1. Rooker-Feldman does not apply when the state proceedings were not final because an appeal remained
pending.

2. The case fell within Younger's third Sprint category because plaintiff's requested relief would directly or
indirectly interfere with the Texas court's ability to modify and enforce its divorce decree and use

contempt mechanisms.

3. All three Middlesex conditions were satisfied: an ongoing state judicial proceeding existed, the
proceeding implicated important state interests, and plaintiff had an adequate opportunity to raise his

federal claims in state court.

4. Because the Younger conditions were met and no extraordinary circumstance existed, the court was
required to abstain and dismiss plaintiff's claims for injunctive and declaratory relief without prejudice.
KEY QUOTATIONS

“Rooker-Feldman applies only to suits filed after state proceedings are final.” (1)

“the third [Sprint] category is present when a federal case involves requests to directly or indirectly thwart

state court compliance processes.” (11.A)

“Younger abstention is non-discretionary, and the district court must abstain once the conditions are met,

absent extraordinary circumstances.” (11.C)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The parties are former spouses whose 2011 divorce decree addressed division of military retirement benefits.
Angela Kay Zesiger pursued Texas state-court proceedings to modify or clarify the decree and obtain military
retired pay, and the state court issued orders clarifying the decree and requiring Bryan Zesiger to pay her retired
military benefits. Zesiger appealed in the Texas state courts, and that appeal remained pending when he sought

federal intervention; he also alleged that he faced contempt and possible incarceration for noncompliance.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Angela Kay Zesiger initiated a Texas state-court proceeding to modify the parties' 2011 divorce decree and
obtain a portion of Bryan Zesiger's military retirement benefits. Zesiger filed this federal action asserting that the
state-court orders conflicted with federal military-retirement-benefit law and requesting declaratory and
injunctive relief. The federal court denied his emergency and second TRO motions, concluding that abstention

was likely warranted, and then dismissed the action without prejudice under Younger abstention.
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