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FRANCI S SHARPE,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
ROVAN CATHOLI C DI OCESE OF DALLAS; CHARLES V. GRAHVMANN, Reverend,
Hi s Predecessors and Successors, as Bishop of the Roman Catholic

Di ocese of Dallas; WNDLE TURLEY; RANDAL MATHI S; MONTE FI TE,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:02-CV-522-G

Bef ore H G3d NBOTHAM DAVIS, and PRADO Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Francis Sharpe appeals the district court’s judgnent
di sm ssing his action under 42 U S.C. 88 1983 and 1985 for |ack of
jurisdiction under the Rooker-Feldnman doctrine.! Sharpe argues

that his federal action does not anmount to an attack on the prior

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.

! See D.C. Court of Appeals v. Feldman, 460 U.S. 462 (1983);
Rooker v. Fidelity Trust Co., 263 U S. 413 (1923).



state court judgnent because his federal clains are not
inextricably intertwined with the nerits of the state court suit.

Under t he Rooker-Fel dman doctrine, “[w hen issues raised in a
federal court are inextricably intertwined with a state judgnent
and the court is in essence being called upon to review the state-
court decision, the court |acks subject matter jurisdiction to
conduct such a review. "2 Although Sharpe argues that his federal
suit differs from his state case because his federal conplaint
clains that the defendants violated his civil rights, “litigants
may not obtain review of state court actions by filing conplaints
about those actions in |lower federal courts cast in the form of
civil rights suits.”?

Sharpe’ s pl eadi ngs belie his argunent that the Rooker-Fel dman
doctrine is inapplicable: H's conplaint specifically requests a
decl aratory judgnent that certain di scarded church docunents bel ong
to him and should be returned to him The state court had
previously granted summary judgnent to the defendants on Sharpe’s
clains requesting return of the docunents. Sharpe’ s federal action

is clearly inextricably intertwined wwth the judgnment in his prior

2 See Davis v. Bayless, 70 F.3d 367, 375 (5th Cr. 1995)
(“When issues raised in a federal court are inextricably
intertwined with a state judgnent and the court is in essence being
called upon to review the state-court decision, the court [|acks
subject matter jurisdiction to conduct such a review. ” (interna
quotation marks omtted)).

3 Hale v. Harney, 786 F.2d 688, 691 (5th Gir. 1986).
2



state court case. Therefore, the district court’s judgnent of
di sm ssal is AFFI RVED.
The notions to dismss filed by defendants Turley and Fite are

DENI ED AS MOOT.



