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CHARLOTTE MANCR
Plaintiff - Appellant
V.
TEXAS SUPREME COURT JUSTI CES, RONALD WALKER, Chief Justi ce,
ROBERT TRAPP, Judge, 411th Judicial Court, San Jacinto County,
LI NDA GOOD, East Texas Legal Aid

Def endants - Appel |l ees

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 9:03-CV-32

Bef ore KING Chief Judge, and WENER and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Charl otte Manor appeals the dism ssal of her 42 U S C
8§ 1983 action for |ack of subject-matter jurisdiction pursuant to
FED. R CQv. P. 12(b)(1) and for failure to state a cl ai mupon
which relief may be granted pursuant to FED. R CQv. P. 12(b)(6).
Because Manor’ s al |l eged deprivation of constitutional rights
arose solely fromthe state-court divorce and child custody

proceedi ng and was “inextricably interwined” with the 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 judgnent, the district court did not err in dismssing it

in part for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction. See Davis V.

Bayl ess, 70 F.3d 367, 375 (5th Gr. 1995); see also Musslewhite

v. State Bar of Texas, 32 F.3d 942, 946 (5th Gr. 1994). Because

the state judges were entitled to absolute inmunity from

liability and Manor did not allege that they acted in the absence
of all jurisdiction, the district court did not err in dismssing
Manor’s conplaint in part for failure to state a clai mupon which

relief may be granted. See Malina v. Gonzales, 994 F.2d 1121,

1124 (5th Gr. 1993). Manor’s appeal is wthout arguable nerit

and, therefore, is DISM SSED as fri vol ous. See Howard v. King,

707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Gr. 1983); see 5THCQR R 42.2.
Manor’s notion for appointnent of counsel is DENIED. Manor’s
nmotion for an extraordinary wit that the “agreed decree of

di vorce” be voided and hel d unenforceable is al so DEN ED.

APPEAL DI SM SSED;, MOTI ONS DEN ED.



