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OPINION* 

_________ 

 

PER CURIAM 

 In 2023, pro se litigant Yvonne Worman initiated this civil-rights action in the 

District Court.  Her amended complaint, which was the operative pleading, named a host 

of defendants and related to, inter alia, protection-from-abuse (“PFA”) proceedings that 

had been brought against her in Pennsylvania state court.1  On March 27, 2025, the 

District Court granted the defendants’ motions to dismiss the amended complaint without 

further leave to amend.  In doing so, the District Court (1) concluded that Worman’s 

federal claims were barred by the Rooker-Feldman doctrine and Younger abstention, and 

(2) declined to exercise supplemental jurisdiction over her state-law claims.  Worman 

timely appealed from that judgment.2  Appellees now move for summary affirmance and 

to be relieved of filing a brief in response to Worman’s brief. 

 Worman’s appellate brief, liberally construed, does not address any aspect of the 

District Court’s analysis.  Accordingly, we deem these issues forfeited.  See In re LTC 

Holdings, Inc., 10 F.4th 177, 181 n.1 (3d Cir. 2021) (noting that “arguments not 

 
* This disposition is not an opinion of the full Court and pursuant to I.O.P. 5.7 does not 

constitute binding precedent. 

 
1 Worman states that “[t]his is [her] SEVENTH attempt to show to a reputable judge that 

a fake, case-fixed PFA was filed and issued against [her].”  3d Cir. Docket No. 27, at 15 

(bolded emphasis omitted). 

   
2 We have jurisdiction over this appeal pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291. 



 

 

developed in an appellant’s opening brief are forfeited” (citing In re Wettach, 811 F.3d 

99, 115 (3d Cir. 2016))); see also Emerson v. Thiel Coll., 296 F.3d 184, 190 n.5 (3d Cir. 

2002) (per curiam) (applying this rule to a pro se appeal).  And this appeal does not 

otherwise present a substantial question.  For these reasons, we grant Appellees’ motions 

for summary affirmance and to be relieved of filing a response brief, and we will 

summarily affirm the District Court’s judgment.  See 3d Cir. I.O.P. 10.6.  To the extent 

that Worman seeks any other relief from us, that relief is denied.  

 


