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SUMMARY

The D.C. Circuit held that the Rooker-Feldman doctrine did not bar a shareholder's federal lawsuit

challenging the District of Columbia's alleged underpayment and fraudulent inducement that led to an

insurance company's rehabilitation, because the federal claims were independent of the state court's

approval of the rehabilitation plan. The court emphasized that the Superior Court's role in

rehabilitation proceedings under D.C. Code § 31-1312 is limited to reviewing the rehabilitator's

actions for abuse of discretion and ensuring the plan is fair and equitable, not adjudicating

constitutional, statutory, or common-law claims. Therefore, the district court had subject-matter

jurisdiction over the shareholder's claims for unconstitutional taking, due process violations, Medicaid

violations, and state-law torts. The case clarifies the narrow scope of Rooker-Feldman and

distinguishes it from preclusion doctrines.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Rooker-Feldman doctrine deprives the district court of subject-matter jurisdiction over
Healthcare Systems' federal lawsuit.

HOLDINGS

1. The Rooker-Feldman doctrine does not apply because the federal lawsuit does not invite district court
review and rejection of the Superior Court's judgments; it presents independent claims.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Rooker-Feldman doctrine, which bars 'state-court losers' from seeking federal 'district court review and

rejection’ of state-court judgments.” (at 2)

“the Supreme Court has instructed that Rooker-Feldman 'is confined to cases of the kind from which the
doctrine acquired its name: cases brought by state-court losers . . . inviting district court review and rejection

of [the state court's] judgments." (at 10)

“Healthcare Systems' federal lawsuit does not 'invit[e] district court review and rejection of [the Superior

Court's] judgments.'” (at 11)

“the federal case brought by Healthcare Systems does not 'invit[e] district court review and rejection of [the
Superior Court's] judgments.' Instead, it 'present[s] [an] independent claim.'” (at 15)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

D.C. Chartered Health Plan was a health insurer that contracted with the District to provide healthcare services
for low-income residents. In 2012, the D.C. Department of Insurance placed Chartered into rehabilitation due to
financial distress. The Superior Court of the District of Columbia approved a reorganization plan and settlement
agreement. Healthcare Systems, sole shareholder of Chartered, participated in the rehabilitation proceedings but
did not intervene. After the Superior Court approved the plans, Healthcare Systems filed this federal lawsuit

alleging that the defendants' actions manufactured Chartered's financial distress and violated its rights.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Healthcare Systems filed suit in federal district court against the District of Columbia and others alleging
constitutional and common-law claims. The district court dismissed for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction on

Rooker-Feldman grounds. Healthcare Systems appealed to the D.C. Circuit.

DISPOSITION



reversed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

Remanded for further proceedings consistent with this opinion.
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