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SUMMARY

The court dismisses Desiree Peterson’s complaint against the Sacramento Department of Child
Support Services with leave to amend. Peterson alleged that the department submitted a fraudulent
proof of service in state family court proceedings, resulting in an improper child support obligation.
The court concludes that her claims are barred by the Rooker-Feldman doctrine and grants leave to file
an amended complaint within thirty days.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Screening order on a pro se complaint filed by a plaintiff seeking to
proceed in forma pauperis under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e).

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court screened the in-forma-pauperis complaint under 28 U.S.C. §
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Procedure 8(a)(2) and the plausibility standard under Twombly and
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal district court had jurisdiction to review or invalidate the state-court child-support
order and award reimbursement for payments made under that order.

2. Whether plaintiff's allegation that the defendant submitted a fraudulent proof of service established an
extrinsic-fraud exception to the Rooker-Feldman doctrine.

3. Whether the complaint stated a cognizable claim under the federal pleading and in-forma-pauperis
screening standards.

HOLDINGS

1. The claims seeking to invalidate the state-court child-support order and obtain reimbursement for
payments made under that order were barred by the Rooker-Feldman doctrine because they sought
redress for an injury allegedly caused by the state-court judgment.

2. The complaint did not sufficiently allege extrinsic fraud because plaintiff presented her fraud-related
argument to the state court and received a hearing on her child-support obligations.

3. The complaint failed to state a claim and was dismissed with leave to amend.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“This court does not have jurisdiction to review the state court decision on child support payments.” (at 2)

“The law does not allow a federal court to review the child support orders created by a state court.” (at 2)

“Therefore, plaintiff’s claims are barred by the Rooker-Feldman doctrine.” (at 3)

“Accordingly, plaintiff’s complaint is dismissed for failure to state a claim.” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff attended a July 3, 2023 state family-law hearing concerning her child-support obligations. She alleged
that the Sacramento Department of Child Support Services submitted a fraudulent proof of service bearing the
signature of Deborah Hamm, whom plaintiff determined had not worked for the department since 2019. Plaintiff
asserted that the allegedly fraudulent proof of service led to an order requiring child-support payments and
income withholding, although she acknowledged presenting her fraud and paperwork-related arguments to the
state court and having a hearing.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a civil-rights complaint alleging that the Sacramento Department of Child Support Services
submitted a fraudulent proof of service during a state family-law proceeding, resulting in an allegedly improper
child-support obligation and income withholding. The court granted leave to proceed in forma pauperis,
screened the complaint, found that the claims were barred by the Rooker-Feldman doctrine and failed to state a



claim, dismissed the complaint with leave to amend, and directed plaintiff either to file an amended complaint or
voluntarily dismiss within thirty days.
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