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 (Opinion filed:  January 3, 2011) 
 _________ 
 
 OPINION 
 _________ 
 
PER CURIAM 

 Deborah Young, proceeding pro se, appeals the District Court’s order dismissing 

her complaint.  Because the appeal does not present a substantial question, we will 

summarily affirm. 

I 

 In November 2009, Young filed in the District Court a complaint against 

Philadelphia Court of Common Pleas Judge Alice Dubow, officials at the Philadelphia 

Department of Human Services (“DHS”), employees of Methodist Kinship, an 

organization that provides child placement services for DHS, and Mary Ann Taylor, her 

children’s paternal grandmother.  Her complaint stemmed from Judge Dubow’s order 

awarding custody of Young’s two children to their father and Taylor.  Young alleged that 

Judge Dubow’s decision “ordered kidnap for profit and prolonged child abuse of [her 

children],” D. Ct. Doc. No. 3, 3, and accused the remaining defendants of contributing to 

the alleged kidnap and abuse of her children.  Young sought the return of her children to 

her custody and $900,000 in punitive damages. 

 The Defendants filed motions to dismiss, which the District Court granted.  Young 

then filed a timely notice of appeal. 

II 

 We have jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291.  We may summarily affirm the 
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District Court’s order if Young’s appeal does not present a substantial question.  See 3d 

Cir. LAR 27.4; 3d Cir. IOP 10.6.  We exercise plenary review over the District Court’s 

order granting the Rule 12(b)(6) motion.  See Capogrosso v. Sup. Ct. of New Jersey, 588 

F.3d 180, 184 (3d Cir. 2009).  “The District Court's judgment is proper only if, accepting 

all factual allegations as true and construing the complaint in the light most favorable to 

[Young], we determine that [she] is not entitled to relief under any reasonable reading of 

the complaint.”  Id. (quoting McGovern v. Philadelphia, 554 F.3d 114, 115 (3d Cir. 

2009)).   

 The District Court presented several alternative bases for dismissing Young’s 

complaint.  We need only address two of these.  First, we agree with the District Court 

that Young’s claims were barred by the Rooker-Feldman doctrine.  See Dist. of Columbia 

Ct. App. v. Feldman, 460 U.S. 462 (1983); Rooker v. Fidelity Trust Co., 263 U.S. 413 

(1923).  “In certain circumstances, where a federal suit follows a state suit, the Rooker-

Feldman doctrine prohibits the district court from exercising jurisdiction.”  Great W. 

Mining & Mineral Co. v. Fox Rothschild LLP, 615 F.3d 159, 163-64 (3d Cir. 2010).  

There are four requirements that must be met for the Rooker-Feldman doctrine to apply:  

“(1) the federal plaintiff lost in state court; (2) the plaintiff ‘complain[s] of injuries caused 

by [the] state-court judgments’; (3) those judgments were rendered before the federal suit 

was filed; and (4) the plaintiff is inviting the district court to review and reject the state 

judgments.” Id. at 166 (quoting Exxon Mobil Corp. v. Saudi Basic Indus. Corp., 544 U.S. 

280, 284 (2005)).  Here, there is no question that these requirements are met.  Young’s 

federal complaint stemmed from the adverse custody decision rendered in state court, 
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Young claims that she and her children have been harmed by that decision, and she 

expressly asks the District Court to reverse Judge Dubow’s custody award.  See also 

Marran v. Marran, 376 F.3d 143, 153 (3d Cir. 2004) (mother’s action for a declaratory 

judgment invalidating Office of Children and Youth’s findings concerning the absence of 

child abuse necessarily implied a finding that Court of Common Pleas made improper 

custody award, and was thus barred by Rooker-Feldman). 

 To the extent that Young raised claims that would not be barred by Rooker-

Feldman, we also agree with the District Court that her allegations were insufficient to 

state a claim for which relief could be granted.  To withstand a Rule 12(b)(6) motion to 

dismiss, “a complaint must contain sufficient factual matter, accepted as true, to ‘state a 

claim to relief that is plausible on its face.’”  Ashcroft v. Iqbal, __ U.S. __, 129 S. Ct. 

1937, 1949 (2009) (quoting Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 570 (2007)).  “A 

claim has facial plausibility when the plaintiff pleads factual content that allows the court 

to draw the reasonable inference that the defendant is liable for the misconduct alleged.”  

Id.  Here, Young raised a number of allegations against the Defendants, but failed to 

provide factual support for those allegations. 

 Accordingly, we will summarily affirm the District Court’s order. 


