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PER CURIAM:

Jermaine Capel appeals the district court’s order
dismissing without prejudice his civil complaint challenging the
calculation of his child support payments. For the reasons set
forth below, we affirm.

Although the district court dismissed the complaint
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e)(2)(B)(1i) (2012) for failure to
state a claim on which relief may be granted after Capel failed
to cure the 1identified deficiencies in his complaint, we find
that no amendment to the complaint in this case would have cured
the fact that the district court lacked subject matter

jurisdiction. See Cantor v. Cohen, 442 F.3d 196, 202 (4th Cir.

2006) (noting “the 1long established precedent that federal
courts are courts of limited jurisdiction and generally abstain
from hearing child custody matters™).

Moreover, the record reveals that the Chesapeake Juvenile
and Domestic Relations District Court ordered Capel in December
2014 to pay $4620.18 in arrears to support his son. Because
Capel appears to be seeking review of this state court order 1in

*

federal court, his action i1s barred under the Rooker-Feldman

doctrine.

* D.C. Ct. of Appeals v. Feldman, 460 U.S. 462 (1983);
Rooker v. Fid. Tr. Co., 263 U.S. 413 (1923).




We therefore affirm the district court’s order on the
ground that the court lacked jurisdiction to consider Capel’s
claims. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and
legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials
before this court and argument would not aid the decisional
process.

AFFIRMED



