UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Vigil v. Department of Child Support Services

No. 2:24-cv-2109-TLN-JDP (PS) (E.D. Cal. Apr. 4, 2025) - No. 2:24-cv-2109-TLN-JDP (PS) - Decided April 4,

2025

SUMMARY

The document contains findings and recommendations by a United States magistrate judge in a pro se

action challenging a state-court child support order and the Department of Child Support Services'

collection efforts. The court recommends dismissal without leave to amend because the claims seeking

to invalidate the state order and recover payments are barred by the Rooker-Feldman doctrine. The

recommendation also advises closing the case and explains the procedure and deadline for filing

objections.
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Findings and recommendations on screening of a pro se plaintiff's first

amended complaint filed in forma pauperis.

On screening an in forma pauperis complaint, the court must dismiss
claims that are frivolous, malicious, fail to state a claim, or seek
monetary relief from an immune defendant. The court accepts well-
pleaded factual allegations for purposes of screening and construes a
pro se complaint liberally, but cannot supply essential elements not
pleaded. Jurisdictional issues are reviewed de novo by the district

judge upon objection to findings and recommendations.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal district court had jurisdiction to review and invalidate a state court child support

order.

2. Whether plaintiff's first amended complaint should be dismissed without leave to amend because the

jurisdictional defect could not be cured by amendment.

HOLDINGS

1. The claims were barred by the Rooker-Feldman doctrine because plaintiff sought relief for injuries
allegedly caused by a state court judgment and requested that the federal court invalidate the child

support order and reimburse payments made under it.

2. Dismissal without leave to amend was appropriate because the jurisdictional deficiency could not be

cured through amendment.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“This court does not have jurisdiction to review the state court decision plaintiff seeks to challenge.” (at 2)

“Plaintiff’s request to invalidate the state court’s order and require defendant to reimburse him for support

payments made under that order is squarely what Rooker-Feldman prohibits.” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff challenged a state court order requiring him to make child support payments to the Department of Child
Support Services. He alleged that the order was invalid because the Department lacked jurisdiction to enforce it
and because a deputy clerk, rather than the clerk of court, signed it. He sought to invalidate the order, stop his
child support obligation, and recover $160,592.93 allegedly collected under the order, along with relief based on

federal and California statutes.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a first amended complaint challenging a state court child support order and seeking declaratory,
injunctive, and monetary relief. On screening under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e), the magistrate judge determined that
the claims were barred by the Rooker-Feldman doctrine and recommended dismissal without leave to amend and
closure of the case. The recommendations were submitted to the assigned district judge under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)

(1), subject to objections.
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