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SUMMARY

The Texas First Court of Appeals dismissed Dominique Cunningham’s pro se appeal after striking her
corrected appellant’s brief for failing to comply with multiple Texas Rules of Appellate Procedure
requirements. The court dismissed the appeal for want of prosecution and dismissed pending motions
as moot.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Cunningham appealed the trial court's dismissal of her suit for lack of
jurisdiction. After the court of appeals struck her initial and amended
briefs and allowed her an opportunity to file a corrected brief, it struck
the corrected brief for continued noncompliance with the Texas Rules
of Appellate Procedure and dismissed the appeal.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court of appeals could strike Cunningham's corrected appellant's brief because it failed to
comply with the Texas Rules of Appellate Procedure.

2. Whether the court of appeals could dismiss the appeal for want of prosecution after striking the
noncompliant corrected brief.

HOLDINGS

1. A pro se litigant is held to the same procedural standard as a licensed attorney and must comply with the
Texas Rules of Appellate Procedure.

2. When an appellant files a noncompliant brief and then files a corrected or amended brief that also fails
to comply with the appellate rules, the court may strike the corrected brief, prohibit another brief, and
proceed as though the appellant failed to file a brief.

3. The court may dismiss an appeal for want of prosecution when, after the appellant's noncompliant
corrected brief is stricken, the appellant is treated as having failed to file an appellant's brief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“An appellate brief is meant to acquaint the court with the issues in a case and to present argument that will
enable the court to decide the case.” (at 4)

“Accordingly, we strike Cunningham’s March 16, 2026 corrected appellant’s brief, and we dismiss the
appeal.” (at 8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Cunningham, proceeding pro se, challenged a trial-court order dismissing her suit against a Harris County justice
of the peace for lack of jurisdiction. Her original, amended, and corrected appellate briefs failed to comply with
multiple requirements governing the contents, organization, factual presentation, issues, argument, citations, and
appendix. After receiving notice of the deficiencies and an opportunity to file a compliant corrected brief,
Cunningham submitted a brief that continued to violate the appellate rules.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Cunningham filed suit in the County Civil Court at Law No. 3 of Harris County, Texas. The trial court dismissed
the suit for lack of jurisdiction. On appeal, Cunningham filed multiple briefs that failed to comply with the
appellate briefing rules. The court of appeals gave her an opportunity to correct the deficiencies, but her
corrected brief remained noncompliant, so the court struck it and dismissed the appeal.
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