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 Karen F. DeSoto, Esq., Jersey City, NJ, Attorney for Debtor-Plaintiff, Valerie Jane Mayeres.

 Stuart I. Seiden, Esq., Parker McCay P.A., Marlton, NJ, Attorney for Defendant, BAC Home Loans Servicing.

 MICHAEL B. KAPLAN, United States Bankruptcy Judge.

 *1 Counselors:

 This matter is before the Court upon the motion of BAC Home Loans Servicing, fka Countrywide Home Loan Servicing ("BAC", "Defendant", or "Creditor"), to dismiss the adversary complaint filed by Valerie Jane Mayeres ("Plaintiff" or "Debtor"). The Court has heard oral arguments and has reviewed the submissions filed in the above referenced matter. The Court issues the following ruling:

 I. Jurisdiction
 The Court has jurisdiction over this proceeding under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1334(a) and 157(a) and the Standing Order of the United States District Court dated July 10, 1984 referring all bankruptcy cases to the bankruptcy court. This matter is a core proceeding within the meaning of 28 U.S.C. § 157(b)(2)(B) and (K). Venue is proper in this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1408 and 1409. The following constitutes the Court's findings of fact and conclusions of law as required by Fed. R. Bankr.P. 7052. [FN1]
FN1. To the extent that any of the findings of fact might constitute conclusions of law, they are adopted as such. Conversely, to the extent that any conclusion of law constitutes finding of fact, they are adopted as such.

 II. Background
 On February 23, 2005, Debtor, Valerie Mayeres, executed a Note in favor of Countrywide Home Loans, Inc. ("Countrywide"), in the sum of $140,500.00. To secure repayment of the Note, Debtor executed a Mortgage in favor of Mortgage Electronic Registration Systems, Inc. ("MERS"), as nominee for Countrywide, for property commonly known as 16 Morgan Court, Bedminister, New Jersey. The Mortgage was duly recorded in the Office of the Clerk of Somerset County on March 9, 2005.
 The loan at issue is part of a pool of loans held by the Bank of New York Mellon ("BONY"), fka The Bank of New York, as Trustee for the Certificate Holders of CWALT 2005-10CB. Defendant, BAC, is the servicing agent for BONY and has been in physical possession of the original Note and Mortgage since March 30, 2005. Said loan was transferred from MERS to BONY pursuant to a written Assignment of Mortgage executed on January 25, 2010. The Assignment of Mortgage was recorded in the Office of the Clerk of Somerset County on May 3, 2010.
 On October 1, 2009, the requisite monthly mortgage payment was not tendered to BAC. This constituted a default under the Note and Mortgage. The Debtor failed to cure said default. As a result, on January 29, 2010, Defendant filed a foreclosure complaint against the Debtor in the Superior Court of New Jersey, Chancery Division, Somerset County. The Debtor filed an Answer to the foreclosure complaint and discovery was commenced and completed. Thereafter, on October 5, 2010, the Superior Court granted summary judgment affirming the foreclosure. [FN2]
FN2. Judge Accurso's Order granting summary judgment in favor of BAC specifically states: "[BAC] has demonstrated [a] prima facie case for foreclosure. No opposition filed. Court has reviewed Answer filed on behalf of [Debtor]. Answer does not deny allegations of the Complaint but merely leaves Plaintiff to its proofs. Summary judgment entered. See R. 4:64-1."

 On November 8, 2010, Debtor filed a voluntary petition for relief under  Chapter 13 of Title 11 of the United States Code. On December 7, 2010, BAC filed an objection to Debtor's Chapter 13 Plan on the ground that Debtor's Chapter 13 Plan failed to provide for full payment of mortgage arrears. On December 8, 2010, BAC filed a Proof of Claim totaling $117,764.53, with additional arrears of $22,507.04.

 Thereafter, on March 19, 2011, Debtor instituted this adversary complaint  (the "Complaint") seeking to invalidate Defendant's mortgage lien due to fraud and to have Defendant's Proof of Claim expunged. Specifically, Plaintiff's Complaint alleges two counts. First, Plaintiff argues that Defendant's Proof of Claim must be expunged and its lien invalidated because it relies upon fraudulent mortgage documents. Second, Plaintiff argues that the relief requested is warranted because BAC lacks standing as it has not provided authenticated documentation.

 *2 In response, BAC filed the aforementioned motion to dismiss (the "Motion to Dismiss"), arguing that, pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), made applicable in an adversary proceeding pursuant to Fed. R. Bankr.P. 7012, Plaintiff has failed to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. BAC also argues that the Rooker-Feldman doctrine precludes this Court from addressing the validity of BAC's lien because the Superior Court has already granted BAC summary judgment as to this issue. A hearing on the Motion was held on June 14, 2011. For the reasons set forth below, Defendant's Motion to Dismiss will be granted.

 III. Discussion
 1. Standard of Review
 The overriding issue raised in BAC's motion concerns this Court's subject matter jurisdiction. Fed. R.Civ. P. 12(b)(1). [FN3] As a fundamental matter, "[i]t must be determined whether jurisdiction exists before proceeding to the merits of a case." Mills v. Capital One Bank,
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FN3. Fed R. Bankr.P. 7012(b) incorporates Fed. R. Civ. P 12(b)- (h).

 2. Jurisdiction over Parties
 BAC argues that the Rooker-Feldman doctrine deprives the Court of subject matter jurisdiction. The Rooker-Feldman doctrine provides that federal courts, other than the United States Supreme Court, lack subject matter jurisdiction to review and reverse judgments rendered by state courts. See Rooker v. Fidelity Trust Co.,
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FN4. 28 U.S.C. § 1257(a) provides: 

Final judgments or decrees rendered by the highest court of a State in which a decision could be had, may be reviewed by the Supreme Court by writ of certiorari where the validity of a treaty or statute of the United States is drawn in question or where the validity of a statute of any State is drawn in question on the ground of its being repugnant to the Constitution, treaties, or laws of the United States, or where any title, right, privilege, or immunity is specially set up or claimed under the Constitution or the treaties or statutes of, or any commission held or authority exercised under, the United States.

 *3 The Supreme Court has explained that applicability of the Rooker-Feldman doctrine is not without limit. Exxon Mobil Corp. v. Saudi basic Industries Corp.,
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 Last year, in Great Western Mining & Mineral Co. v. Fox Rothschild LLP,
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 With these principles in mind, this Court holds that the Great Western Mining requirements have been met in this case. It is indisputable that: (1) Plaintiff is a state court loser, having suffered a state court foreclosure judgment; (2) Plaintiff complains of injuries caused by that state-court judgment, with the crux of the Complaint being that BAC wrongfully foreclosed on the property in question because BAC is not a holder in due course of the Note and Mortgage; (3) Plaintiff asks the Court to disregard, and essentially reverse, the state court's decision by quieting title in their favor; and (4) the state court judgment was rendered approximately seven months before Plaintiff commenced this action.

 Moreover, Courts in this Circuit, including this Court, have consistently found Rooker-Feldman to be applicable and a bar to plaintiff's relief in a federal district court in the context of state foreclosure actions. See, e.g., In re Rusch,
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 *4 The Court pauses to address Plaintiff's argument that Rooker-Feldman does not apply in the context of interlocutory orders. Here, the state court foreclosure judgment was entered on Defendant's motion for summary judgment via order after Debtor failed to oppose the motion or file an objection as required under R. 4:64-1. The matter was then returned to the Foreclosure Unit for entry of a final judgment. R. 1:34-6. Plaintiff cannot appeal the state court decision until the Foreclosure Unit enters said final judgment. LaSalle Bank Nat. Ass'n v. Feranda,
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 The Court disagrees with Plaintiff's contention. In fact, the suggestion that Rooker-Feldman does not apply to interlocutory orders is at odds with Third Circuit precedent. The Third Circuit has expanded coverage of Rooker-Feldman to include interlocutory orders of the state court. See Port Authority Police Benevolent Association v. Port Authority Police Department,
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The notion, however, that Rooker-Feldman does not apply to interlocutory orders is contrary to Third Circuit authority. Port Authority Police Benevolent Association v. Port Authority Police Department,
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  Id. at 159, n. 9. See also Moore v. One West/Indy Mac Bank,
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 *5 Additionally, to the extent that the summary judgment order is not yet appealable, this Court must abstain from exercising jurisdiction. "The Younger abstention doctrine applies when there is an ongoing state court proceeding, the state court provides an adequate forum for determining the claims asserted in the federal action, and the proceeding involves important state interests which traditionally look to state law for their resolution or implicate separately articulated state policies." Beeler,
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 As such, this Court is required to abstain from addressing this matter based upon alternative doctrines. Arguably, either Rooker-Feldman or Younger is applicable. If there was a final determination of the parties' rights in the state court proceeding, this Court must abstain pursuant to Rooker-Feldman because the Court cannot conduct an appellate like review over the state court ruling. Alternatively, if there has been no final determination of the rights of the parties because the foreclosure process was not concluded, then the Court should abstain under the Younger doctrine. Moore,
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 However, insofar as BAC additionally contends that there is a jurisdictional bar to considering Plaintiff's potential damage or recoupment claims with respect to any alleged fraud arising from the instant mortgage execution transactions, the Court disagrees. As explained above, Rooker-Feldman only applies to injuries imposed by a state-court judgment that the losing party then seeks to essentially relitigate in the district court in the hope of obtaining a more favorable result. "[R]ooker Feldman may not be applicable when a federal plaintiff present[s] some independent claim, ... then there is jurisdiction and state law determines whether the [party] prevails under principles of preclusion.' " Exxon Mobil,
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The amount due the mortgagee can be adjudged by th[e] court without affecting the validity of the mortgage itself, nor the right of the mortgagee to foreclose upon the judgment. In the same manner that the amount of the foreclosure judgment can be adjusted upward, prior to sale, to include post-judgment interest and court costs--referred to in state-court parlance as the 'reassessment of damages'--it can be adjusted downward for post-judgment credits owing to the mortgagor. 

  *6 358 B.R. at 161-162 (holding that damage or recoupment claims do not run afoul of the Rooker-Feldman doctrine). Furthermore, the abstention principle enunciated in Younger does not preclude the Court from addressing Plaintiff's potential claims for damages or recoupment. Clark v. Bloomberg,

 HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=0000999&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2021734975" \o "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=0000999&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2021734975"  

 HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=0000999&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2021734975" \o "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=0000999&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2021734975" 2010

 HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=0000999&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2021734975" \o "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=0000999&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2021734975"  WL 1438803 (E.D.N.Y.

 HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=0000999&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2021734975" \o "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=0000999&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2021734975" 2010

 HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=0000999&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2021734975" \o "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=0000999&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2021734975" ); Kirschner v. Klemons,

 HYPERLINK "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2000533030&ReferencePosition=238" \o "http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2000533030&ReferencePosition=238"  225 F.3d 227, 238 (2d Cir.2000) ("abstention and dismissal are inappropriate when damages are sought, even when a pending state proceeding raises identical issues and we would dismiss otherwise identical claims for declaratory and injunctive relief").

 In the instant proceeding, the state court did not address potential damages or recoupment arising as a result of BAC's alleged fraud in relying on what Plaintiff contends are falsified mortgage documents. Additionally, Plaintiff has not asked this Court to address these issues. Instead, the relief requested in the Complaint is limited to the invalidation of the BAC lien and the expungement of BAC's Proof of Claim, totaling $117,764.53 with arrears of $22,507.04, based upon the mortgage loan. Therefore, to the extent Plaintiff seeks relief for damages or recoupment, this Court's holding does not prohibit the Plaintiff from such pursuit. [FN5]
FN5. Defendant's Motion additionally seeks dismissal pursuant to Fed .R.Civ.P. 12(b)(6). However, as explained above, this Court must have subject matter jurisdiction before addressing and resolving the merits of the Motion to Dismiss. As the Court has determined that it lacks subject matter jurisdiction, it need not undertake a 12(b)(6) analysis.

 IV. Conclusion
 For the foregoing reasons, the Court finds that it lacks subject matter jurisdiction to address and resolve the underlying merits of Plaintiff's Complaint. The Court is thus obligated to abstain from adjudicating Plaintiff's request for invalidation of BAC's lien and expungement of BAC's Proof of Claim. Accordingly, BAC's Motion to Dismiss will be granted without prejudice. BAC is directed to submit a form of order.

 Slip Copy, 2011 WL 2945833 (Bankr.D.N.J.)
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