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Before McM LLIAN, JOHN R G BSON and BEAM Circuit Judges.

McM LLI AN, Circuit Judge.

Harold O Postma and Geta K Postma appeal from a final
judgnment entered in the District Court for the Northern District of
|l owa against them and in favor of First Federal Savings & Loan
Association of Sioux City, lowa (First Federal), and certain
i ndi vidual enployees of First Federal (the First Federal
def endants), and the I owa Medi ati on Service, Inc., and Hank Gstwal d
(the lowa Mediation Service defendants). Postma v. First Federal
Savings & Loan Ass’'n, No. (€93B4058 (N.D. lowa Mar. 28, 1995)
(j udgnent). For reversal, the Postmas argue the district court
erred in holding it |acked subject matter jurisdiction over their




cl ai rs agai nst the First Federal defendants and i n hol ding they had
failed to state a clai mupon which relief could be granted agai nst
the lowa Medi ation Service defendants. For the reasons discussed
bel ow, we affirmthe judgnent of the district court.

The underlying facts are fully set forth in the district
court’s March 28, 1995, sunmary judgnent order. In brief, in 1986,
the Postmas had borrowed noney from First Federal; the |oan was

secured by a nortgage on certain agricultural property. In 1990
the Postrmas defaulted, and in June 1991 First Federal filed a
nortgage foreclosure action in state court. The Postnas renoved
the action to federal district court, but the federal district
court later remanded the case to state court. In March 1992 the
state court entered a decree of foreclosure in favor of First
Federal. The Postnmas filed post-judgnent notions to dismss the
foreclosure action and to vacate the judgnent and for tenporary
injunctive relief. The state court denied the post-judgnment
not i ons. The Postmas did not appeal the judgnent or the order

denyi ng t he post-judgnment notions. The property was |ater sold at
a sheriff’'s sale.

In June 1993 the Postmas filed a pro se conplaint in federa
district court against the First Federal defendants alleging
violations of lowa law in foreclosing on the Postnmas' nortgage
breach of contract, racketeering violations, violation of the Truth
in Lending Act, redlining, trespass, and burglary. The Post mas
al so sued the I owa Medi ati on Servi ce defendants alleging failure to
proceed with nediation as required by lowa | aw. The | owa Medi ati on
Service defendants filed a notion to dismss for failure to state
a claim The First Federal defendants filed notions for sunmary
j udgnent . At the district court’s request, the parties filed
suppl emental briefs on the question of subject matter jurisdiction.



In February 1994 the district court' granted the Iowa
Medi ation Service defendants’ notion to dismss. Under lowa |aw
farm mediators are imune fromliability for civil damages unl ess
they act in bad faith, with nmalicious purpose, or in a manner
exhibiting willful and wanton di sregard of human ri ghts, safety, or
property. lowa Code 8§ 13.16. The district court concluded that
the conplaint failed to set forth facts or allegations that the
| owa Mediation Service defendants had acted in bad faith, wth
mal i ci ous purpose or in wllful and wanton disregard of hunan
rights, safety, or property.

In March 1995 the district court,? in an extensive menorandum
order, concluded that it did not have subject matter jurisdiction
and accordingly dism ssed the Postrmas’ clains against the First
Federal defendants. Slip op. at 7-11, citing Rooker v. Fidelity
Trust Co., 263 U S. 413 (1923), and District of Colunbia Court of
Appeal s v. Feldman, 460 U.S. 462 (1983). Under the Rooker-Fel dman
doctrine, because federal district courts are courts of original
jurisdiction, they lack subject matter jurisdiction to engage in
appel l ate review of state court decisions; review of state court
deci sions may be had only in the Suprene Court. The district court
not ed t hat the Postmas’ current action was essentially a coll ateral
attack in federal district court on a state foreclosure judgnent.
The district court decided that the Postmas’ current clains were
"inextricably intertwi ned" with the state forecl osure judgnment and
that it could not eval uate those clains without review ng the state
forecl osure decision, which is exactly what is barred by the
Rooker - Fel dman doctrine. This appeal foll owed.

'The Honorable M chael J. Melloy, Chief Judge, United States
District Court for the Northern District of |owa.

’The Honorable Mark W Bennett, United States District Judge
for the Northern District of |owa.
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For reversal, the Postmas argue the district court erred in
holding it did not have subject matter jurisdiction because the
Rooker - Fel dman doctri ne does not apply when the plaintiff has been
deni ed procedural due process in the state court. The Post mas
argue that they did not receive constitutionally adequate notice to
cure or to nediate and thus were denied a fair opportunity to
participate in the foreclosure proceedings in state court. W
di sagree. As noted by the district court, the Postmas’ clains in
the present case are inextricably intertwined with the state court

judgment. In particular, their current clains can succeed only to
the extent that the state court wongly decided the foreclosure
action. "Where federal relief can only be predicated upon a

conviction that the state court was wong, it is difficult to
concei ve the federal proceeding as, in substance, anything other
t han a prohi bited appeal of the state-court judgnment." Keene Corp.
v. Cass, 908 F.2d 293, 296-97 (8th Cr. 1990) (citation omtted).
See, e.qg., Wight v. Tackett, 39 F.3d 155 (7th Cr. 1994) (per
curian) (action alleging conspiracy to violate civil rights in
connection with forecl osure held barred by Rooker-Fel dnman), cert.
denied, 115 S. . 1100 (1995); Ritter v. Ross, 992 F.2d 750 (7th

Cir. 1993) (simlar), cert. denied, 114 S. C. 694 (1994).°

®Fol | owi ng oral argunent, counsel for the Postmas notified the
court by letter dated Decenber 13, 1995, with copies to opposing
counsel, that any reference during oral argunent that G eta Postm
had participatedtoalimted extent inthe state court forecl osure
action was a msstatenent. Subsequently, the Postmas notified the
court by letter dated Decenber 28, 1995, that they had di scharged
their attorney. 1In this letter the Postmas stated that they had
not received notice of the state court foreclosure action,
including the nmotion to remand, notions for summry judgnent,
notice of nediation, notice of the right to cure, and other
filings. In addition, the Postnmas stated that G eta Postm was
never served and had never appeared in the state court foreclosure
action and that Harold Postnma had only consented to federal court
jurisdiction. By letter dated Decenber 28, 1995, the Postnmas
submtted two additional citations to the court. See Fed. R App.
P. 28(j).

The court ordinarily does not consider nmatters submtted
directly by parties who are represented by counsel. The Postnas
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were represented by counsel, but they discharged their attorney
after oral argunment. W have considered the Postmas’ pro se
submi ssions and briefly respond to themas follows. W hold the
Postmas’ pro se argunents are without nerit.

First, contrary to the Postmas’ argunent, there is no
procedural due process exception to the Rooker-Feldman doctri ne.
See Ritter v. Ross, 992 F.2d 750, 752-54 (7th Gr. 1993)
(plaintiffs’ conplaint that all eged they did not receive notice of
foreclosure action and opportunity to object held barred by
Rooker - Fel dman doctrine; plaintiffs cannot seek reversal of state
court judgment sinply by casting conplaint in formof civil rights
action), cert. denied, 114 S. C. 694 (1994). Federal district
courts do not have jurisdiction over challenges to state court
decisions in particular cases arising out of judicial proceedings
even if those challenges allege that the state court’s action was
unconstitutional. See District of Colunbia Court of Appeals v.
Fel dman, 460 U.S. 462, 486 (1983). The Postrmas’ conpl ai nt does not
chal l enge in general the state foreclosure statute, the nediation
statute or state procedural rules; the federal district court would
have jurisdiction over such clainms which would not require review
of a state court judgnent in a particular case.

Next, we note that Geta Postma raised the issue of the
adequacy of notice in her affidavit. She asserted in her affidavit
filedinthislitigation that she "never signed, filed or otherw se
appeared in the foreclosure action . . . or in federal court to
which it was renoved by an Answer signed by [her] husband.”
However, the record indicates that Greta Postna actual | y knew about
the state court foreclosure action. As noted by the district court
inits sunmary judgnent analysis, Postma v. First Fed. Sav. & Loan
Ass’n, No. C93-4058, slip op. at 14-19 & n.9 (N.D. lowa Mar. 28,
1995) (order on notions for summary judgnment), Geta Postna’s
affidavit was directly contradicted by the allegations in the
Post mas’ conpl ai nt and anended conpl ai nt that the Postrmas filed an
answer and renmoved the foreclosure action to federal district
court. The conplaint filed by the Postmas in the United States
District Court for the District of South Dakota, which involved
substantially the same facts as this litigation, was signed by both
Geta Postma and Harold Postnma. Both Greta Postma and Harol d

Postma signed certain state court post-judgnment filings, i.e. the
petition to vacate judgnent and the application for a tenporary
restraining order. In addition, the state court forecl osure decree

found that the Postnmas had received adequate notice of the
forecl osure action. First Fed. Sav. & Loan Ass’'n v. Postma, Equity
No. 17180, slip op. at 2 (lowa Dist. C. Mar. 30, 1992) (defendants
were served by publication and by mil to three last known
addr esses). See also Postma v. First Fed. Sav. & lLoan Ass’n,
No. C93-4058, slip op. at 21 n.12 (hol ding state court had personal
and subject matter jurisdiction; even if notice was defective,
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The Postmas al so argue the district court erred in dism ssing
their clainms against the Iowa Mediation Service defendants. W
di sagree. They alleged at nost that the lowa Mediation Service
def endants acted negligently, and not in bad faith, with malicious
purpose, or in wllful and wanton disregard of human rights,
safety, or property.

Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court is affirned.

A true copy.
Attest:
CLERK, U.S. COURT OF APPEALS, EIGHTH CI RCUIT.

notice did not anmobunt to no notice at all; defendants conplied with
statutory nediation and foreclosure provisions; in any event,
failure to conply wth statutory mediation and foreclosure
provi si ons woul d have rendered judgnent nerely voi dabl e, not void).

Finally, the cases cited by the Postnas in their Rule 28(j)
| etter are distinguishable. Neither case involved the sanme kind of
procedural posture as the present case, that is, a federal action
that amounts to a collateral attack on a final state court
judgrment. Kornblumv. St. Louis County, No. 93-4111 (8th Cr. Dec.
22, 1995) (banc) (1995 W. 755347), involved a civil rights action
al | egi ng deprivation of property without due process. In that case
the plaintiff alleged that the defendant county had failed to give
notice that certain property that the plaintiff had bought had been
decl ared a nui sance before denolishing the property. Production
Credit Ass’'n v. Spring Water Dairy Farm Inc., 407 N.W2d 88 (M nn.
1987), involved an action by a lender to secure pre-tria
possession of secured property after the debtor defaulted on
repaynent of a loan. The debtor demanded nediation and filed a
notion to restrain the | ender fromrepossession. The state trial
court restrai ned repossessi on pendi ng nmedi ati on. The state suprene
court held that the debtor could invoke mandatory nediation
procedures even though the debt enforcenent proceedi ngs had been
commenced prior to the effective date of the M nnesota nediation
statute and it is in that context that the decision refers to
di sm ssal as the customary renedy when an action is comrenced in
violation of a statute. 1d. at 90-91 (debtor served wi th sumons
and conpl ai nt but not with nmedi ation notice could obtain dismssal
of action to enforce debt).
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