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Samuel R. Spencer appeals pro se from the district court’s judgment
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dismissing his action for declaratory relief challenging two California state court
judgments. We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review de novo a
dismissal under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) for lack of subject-matter
jurisdiction on the basis of the Rooker-Feldman doctrine. Noel v. Hall, 341 F.3d
1148, 1154 (9th Cir. 2003). We affirm.

The district court properly dismissed Spencer’s action because it is a
“forbidden de facto appeal” of two state court judgments that were unfavorable to
Spencer, and because Spencer did not allege facts sufficient to show how any
alleged extrinsic fraud affected the state court judgments. See Kougasian v. TMSL,
Inc., 359 F.3d 1136, 1139-40 (9th Cir. 2004) (discussing the Rooker-Feldman
doctrine and the extrinsic fraud exception).

AFFIRMED.
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