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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Columbia dismissed Shannon A. Bondoc’s claims
against James Blake, Jr. for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction. The court applied Younger abstention
to claims seeking interference with ongoing Maryland family-court proceedings and the Rooker–
Feldman doctrine to claims challenging existing state-court judgments. The court did not reach the
defendant’s Rule 12(b)(6) arguments.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved to dismiss the amended complaint under Federal
Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6). The court granted the
motion under Rule 12(b)(1) for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction and
dismissed the action.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(1) motion, the plaintiff bears the burden of
demonstrating subject-matter jurisdiction. The court liberally construes
the complaint and gives the plaintiff the benefit of reasonable
inferences; pro se pleadings are construed liberally and held to less
stringent standards than lawyer-drafted pleadings.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published memorandum opinion
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the federal district court had subject-matter jurisdiction over claims seeking to stay or interfere
with ongoing Maryland divorce and child-custody proceedings.

2. Whether the Rooker-Feldman doctrine barred federal district-court review of Maryland child-support,
child-custody, and other state-court orders.

3. Whether the court needed to decide the Rule 12(b)(6) motion or the domestic-relations exception after
concluding that subject-matter jurisdiction was lacking.

HOLDINGS

1. The court could not exercise jurisdiction over Bondoc's claims seeking to stay or otherwise interfere
with ongoing Maryland divorce and child-custody proceedings because the proceedings fell within the
category of state proceedings covered by Younger and satisfied the requirements of ongoing
proceedings, important state interests, and an adequate opportunity to raise federal issues.

2. The Rooker-Feldman doctrine barred Bondoc's claims seeking federal review or invalidation of
Maryland child-support, child-custody, and forfeiture orders because those claims complained of injuries
caused by state-court judgments and invited the federal district court to review and reject those
judgments.

3. Because the court dismissed for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction under Younger and Rooker-Feldman,
it did not need to reach the Rule 12(b)(6) motion or decide whether the domestic-relations exception
independently deprived the court of jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

““[F]undamentally, federal courts have no business interfering with child-custody proceedings in state
court.”” (at 2)

““Family relations are a traditional area of state concern.”” (at 4)

“The Rooker–Feldman doctrine applies to cases “complaining of injuries caused by state-court judgments
rendered before the district court proceedings commenced and inviting district court review and rejection of
those judgments.”” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Bondoc and Blake share a child. Bondoc alleged that she had primary custody until 2012, when a court
transferred custody to Blake, and she challenged a $34,046 child-support judgment and prior custody orders. She
also sought to stay ongoing Maryland proceedings and obtain a change in custody or renewed federal visitation
protections. The Maryland proceedings included ongoing divorce and child-custody litigation in Charles County.
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seeking to stay ongoing Maryland family-court proceedings. Blake moved to dismiss for lack of subject-matter
jurisdiction and failure to state a claim. The motion was fully briefed; the court dismissed the case under Rule
12(b)(1), denied Bondoc's motion to strike as moot, and did not reach the Rule 12(b)(6) arguments.
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