UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MINNESOTA

Roseline Pierre Blanc v. LVNV Funding LL.C and Messerli &

Kramer, P.A.

Blanc - No. 25-cv-2171 (ECT/SGE) - Decided January 5, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Minnesota considers defendants’ Rule 12(b)(6)

motion in a pro se action arising from a prior Hennepin County Conciliation Court debt-collection

judgment. The court holds that the Rooker-Feldman doctrine bars only the plaintiff’s request to vacate

the state-court judgment, while the remaining claims are not subject to dismissal at this stage based on

claim preclusion or sovereign-citizen arguments. The motion to dismiss is therefore granted in part and

denied in part.
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Defendants moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss the pro se plaintiff's claims arising from defendants'
prosecution of a prior state conciliation-court debt-collection action.
The court granted the motion in part as to the request to vacate the

state-court judgment and denied it in all other respects.

On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts the complaint's factual
allegations as true, draws reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's favor,
and determines whether the complaint states a facially plausible claim
for relief. The court may consider materials embraced by the
pleadings, matters incorporated by reference, judicially noticeable
matters, and public records. Because the plaintiff was pro se, the
complaint was construed liberally, but she was not excused from

complying with substantive and procedural law.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Rooker-Feldman doctrine deprived the federal district court of subject-matter jurisdiction

over Blanc's claims arising from defendants' conduct in the state-court debt-collection proceeding.

2. Whether the Rooker-Feldman doctrine barred Blanc's request to vacate the state conciliation-court

judgment.

3. Whether Minnesota claim-preclusion principles supported dismissal of Blanc's claims at the Rule 12(b)
(6) stage.

4. Whether Messerli & Kramer was in privity with LVNV for purposes of claim preclusion.

5. Whether the sovereign-citizen character of some of Blanc's filings justified dismissal of the complaint.

HOLDINGS

1. Rooker-Feldman did not bar jurisdiction over Blanc's claims seeking relief for defendants' allegedly
unlawful conduct in bringing and prosecuting the state-court case, because those claims were
independent of the state-court judgment and sought damages for defendants' conduct rather than

appellate review of the judgment.

2. The federal district court lacked subject-matter jurisdiction over Blanc's request to vacate the state-court

judgment, and that portion of the complaint was dismissed without prejudice.

3. Claim preclusion did not support dismissal at the Rule 12(b)(6) stage because the extent of overlap
between the operative facts underlying Blanc's state-court counterclaim and her federal claims was not

apparent from the face of the complaint and embraced public records.

4. The attorney-client relationship between Messerli & Kramer and LVNV, without more, did not establish
privity for claim-preclusion purposes, and the record did not show that Messerli had an interest in the

state proceeding beyond obtaining a favorable outcome for LVNV.

5. The complaint was not dismissed merely because Blanc's filings reflected sovereign-citizen beliefs,

because the complaint did not appear to be derived primarily from that ideology.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Rooker-Feldman doctrine requires dismissal of Ms. Blanc’s request to “vacate” the conciliation court’s

judgment, but nothing else.”

“If a federal plaintiff asserts as a legal wrong an allegedly erroneous decision by a state court, and seeks
relief from a state court judgment based on that decision, Rooker-Feldman bars subject matter jurisdiction in

federal district court.”



“If, on the other hand, a federal plaintiff asserts as a legal wrong an allegedly illegal act or omission by an

adverse party, Rooker-Feldman does not bar jurisdiction.”

“The Complaint will be dismissed without prejudice for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction to the extent it

seeks this remedy.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

LVNV and Messerli & Kramer attempted to collect an alleged $1,119 debt originally issued by Credit One Bank
and allegedly transferred through Sherman Originator III, LLC to LVNV. LVNV sued Blanc in Hennepin County
Conciliation Court, seeking the debt, fees, and costs; Blanc counterclaimed, challenging the debt, its amount,

and LVNV's ownership. After a remote hearing, the conciliation court entered judgment for LVNV in the amount

of $1,194.16, rejected Blanc's counterclaim, and Blanc did not appeal.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

LVNYV Funding LLC, represented by Messerli & Kramer, obtained a $1,194.16 judgment against Blanc in
Hennepin County Conciliation Court after Blanc counterclaimed and challenged the debt and LVNV's
ownership. Blanc did not appeal the state-court judgment, which was docketed on June 10, 2025, and filed this
federal action on May 20, 2025. Defendants moved to dismiss, asserting Rooker-Feldman, claim preclusion, and

sovereign-citizen grounds.
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