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PER CURI AM *

Sandra Patricia McCorm ck, proceeding pro se, appeals the
district court’s dismssal for lack of subject matter
jurisdiction of her 42 U S.C. § 1983 action, in which she

asserted that her due process rights were violated by a state

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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court’s entry of a child custody order and another state court’s
enforcenent of that order. MCorm ck noves to suppl enent the
record with copies of the state court records and asks this court
to conpel the defendants to provide the relevant records. These
noti ons are DENI ED.

McCorm ck’s federal allegations can be construed as requests
for review of the state court orders or as issues that are
“Inextricably intertwined” wwth those orders. Pursuant to the

Rooker/ Fel dnan™ doctrine, the federal district court | acked

jurisdiction to consider McCormck’ s collateral attack on a state

judgnent. See United States v. Shepherd, 23 F.3d 923, 924 (5th

Cir. 1994); Hale v. Harney, 786 F.2d 688, 690-91 (5th Cr. 1986).

McCorm ck has not established that the district court erred in

di sm ssing her clains against the defendants. See John Corp. v.

Gty of Houston, 214 F.3d 573, 576 (5th Cr. 2000); Misslewhite

v. State Bar of Texas, 32 F.3d 942, 945 (5th Gr. 1994). The

judgnent of the district court is therefore AFFI RVED

Rooker v. Fidelity Trust Co., 263 U S. 413 (1923);
District of Columbia Court of Appeals v. Feldman, 460 U. S. 462
(1983).




