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MARTINEZ; POLINA TSATRYAN; 

DOES, 1 through 10, Inclusive, 

 

                     Defendants - Appellees. 

 

Appeal from the United States District Court  

for the Central District of California 

Consuelo B. Marshall, District Judge, Presiding 

 

Submitted April 22, 2026** 

 

Before:   LEE, DESAI, and JOHNSTONE, Circuit Judges. 

Arthur Tsatryan appeals pro se from the district court’s order dismissing his 

action alleging federal and state law claims arising from state court divorce 

proceedings.  We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291.  We review de novo.  

Watison v. Carter, 668 F.3d 1108, 1112 (9th Cir. 2012) (dismissal under 28 U.S.C. 

§ 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii)); Noel v. Hall, 341 F.3d 1148, 1154 (9th Cir. 2003) (dismissal 

under the Rooker-Feldman doctrine).  We affirm. 

The district court properly dismissed Tsatryan’s action because Tsatryan’s 

claims are a “de facto appeal” of prior state court judgments or are “inextricably 

intertwined” with those judgments, and Tsatryan did not allege facts sufficient to 

show that any alleged fraud on the court affected the state court judgments.  See 

Noel, 341 F.3d at 1163-65 (discussing proper application of the Rooker-Feldman 
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without oral argument.  See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2). 
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doctrine); see also Carmona v. Carmona, 603 F.3d 1041, 1050-51 (9th Cir. 2010) 

(Rooker-Feldman doctrine barred plaintiff’s claims seeking to enjoin state family 

court orders); Kougasian v. TMSL, Inc., 359 F.3d 1136, 1140-41 (9th Cir. 2004) 

(discussing the extrinsic fraud exception to the Rooker-Feldman doctrine). 

All pending motions are denied. 

AFFIRMED. 


