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MEMORANDUM* 

 

Appeal from the United States District Court  

for the Central District of California 

Percy Anderson, District Judge, Presiding 

 

Submitted April 22, 2026** 

 

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

 Donald Wenger appeals pro se from the district court’s judgment dismissing 

sua sponte his action arising out of state court proceedings.  We have jurisdiction 
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under 28 U.S.C. § 1291.  We review de novo.  Carolina Cas. Ins. Co. v. Team 

Equip., Inc., 741 F.3d 1082, 1085-86 (9th Cir. 2014) (sua sponte dismissal for lack 

of subject matter jurisdiction); Noel v. Hall, 341 F.3d 1148, 1154 (9th Cir. 2003) 

(dismissal under the Rooker-Feldman doctrine).  We affirm. 

 The district court properly dismissed Wenger’s action as barred by the 

Rooker-Feldman doctrine because his claims amounted to a forbidden “de facto 

appeal” of a prior state court judgment or are “inextricably intertwined” with that 

judgment.  See Noel, 341 F.3d at 1163-66 (discussing proper application of the 

Rooker-Feldman doctrine).  Although Rooker-Feldman does not bar a collateral 

challenge to “a state court judgment entered in a case that falls within the federal 

courts’ exclusive jurisdiction,” Henrichs v. Valley View Dev., 474 F.3d 609, 614 

(9th Cir. 2007), Wenger has failed to establish that this exception applies in this 

case, see Fern v. Turman, 736 F.2d 1367, 1368 (9th Cir. 1984) (explaining that the 

Uniform Services Former Spouses’ Protection Act permits state courts to treat 

retired pay as either personal or community property in accordance with state law). 

 AFFIRMED. 


