UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF ALASKA

Douglas v. Child Support Enforcement Division

Douglas - No. 3:25-cv-00238-SLG - Decided January 28, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Alaska dismissed Brandon Eugene Douglass’s
prisoner civil-rights complaint against the Alaska Child Support Enforcement Division upon
screening. The court held that the claims, which sought to challenge paternity and obtain
reimbursement of child support payments and punitive damages, implicated domestic-relations matters

outside federal jurisdiction; dismissal was without prejudice and without leave to amend.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Pro se prisoner civil-rights complaint screened under the Prison
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED



1. Whether the federal district court had subject-matter jurisdiction over claims requiring adjudication of

paternity and reimbursement of child-support payments.

2. Whether styling the claims as constitutional due-process violations permitted federal adjudication of the

underlying domestic-relations dispute.

3. Whether amendment should be permitted after screening.

HOLDINGS

1. The federal court must decline jurisdiction over claims whose resolution would require adjudicating

paternity, parent-child status, or child-support matters governed by state domestic-relations law.

2. A plaintiff cannot create federal jurisdiction by styling a dispute over paternity and child-support
payments as a constitutional due-process claim when the substance of the action remains a domestic-
relations dispute.

3. Leave to amend was properly denied because the jurisdictional defect could not be cured by additional

factual allegations.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court must decline jurisdiction to consider Plaintiff s claims regarding paternity or his child custody

payments because they are exclusively matters of state law.” (Discussion)

“The fact that Plaintiff styles his claims as violations of his constitutional due process rights does not change
the analysis—at its core, this case seeks to challenge the State’s determination of Plaintiff’s status as the

biological parent of a child.” (Discussion)

“Because this jurisdictional deficiency cannot be cured by amendment, this case must be DISMISSED without

leave to amend in federal court.” (Discussion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Brandon Eugene Douglas alleged that, since January 1, 2021, he had paid child support for a child who was not
his biological child. He claimed that he requested a paternity test from the Alaska Child Support Enforcement
Division, but the agency did not respond and continued garnishing his prison wages. He sought an order
requiring DNA testing, reimbursement of garnished support payments, and punitive damages. The court noted
that Douglas had previously filed a state-court action to disestablish paternity, which was dismissed for failure to

serve the defendant.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a federal complaint alleging that the Alaska Child Support Enforcement Division continued
garnishing his prison wages for support of a child he claims is not biologically his. The court screened the
complaint under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e) and 1915A, determined that the claims required adjudication of paternity
and child-support matters outside federal jurisdiction, and dismissed the action without leave to amend. The

court also denied pending motions as moot and directed the Clerk to enter final judgment and close the case.



DISPOSITION

dismissed
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