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Marvin Carrera appeals pro se from the district court’s judgment dismissing
his action alleging various federal claims arising from state court child custody

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

Cervantes v. Countrywide Home Loans, Inc., 656 F.3d 1034, 1040 (9th Cir. 2011)
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(dismissal under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6)); Noel v. Hall, 341 F.3d
1148, 1154 (9th Cir. 2003) (dismissal under Rooker-Feldman doctrine). We
affirm.

The district court properly dismissed Carrera’s action for lack of subject
matter jurisdiction under the Rooker-Feldman doctrine because it was a “forbidden
de facto appeal” of a prior state court decision and raised issues that were
“inextricably intertwined” with that decision. See Noel, 341 F.3d at 1163-65
(discussing the Rooker-Feldman doctrine); see also Exxon Mobil Corp. v. Saudi
Basic Indus. Corp., 544 U.S. 280, 284 (2005) (explaining that the Rooker-Feldman
doctrine is limited to “cases brought by state-court losers complaining of injuries
caused by state-court judgments rendered before the district court proceedings
commenced and inviting district court review and rejection of those judgments”);
Cooper v. Ramos, 704 F.3d 772, 782 (9th Cir. 2012) (explaining that claims are
“inextricably intertwined” with state court decisions where federal adjudication
“would impermissibly undercut the state ruling on the same issues” (citation and
internal quotation marks omitted)).

We do not consider arguments and allegations raised for the first time on
appeal. See Padgettv. Wright, 587 F.3d 983, 985 n.2 (9th Cir. 2009).

AFFIRMED.
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