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ERI C GANT,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
STATE OF TEXAS; UNKNOWN STATE OFFI Cl ALS,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:04-CV-394-Y

Bef ore BARKSDALE, GARZA, and STEWART, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Eric Gant appeals the 28 U S.C. 8§ 1915(e)(2)(B) dism ssal of
his 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 lawsuit chall enging as unconstitutional
state court rulings against him As the district court

determ ned, Gant’'s clains are barred by the Rooker-Fel dman®

doctrine. See Davis v. Bayless, 70 F.3d 367, 375 (5th Cr.

1995); Liedtke v. State Bar of Texas, 18 F.3d 315, 317 (5th G

1994). Gant’s conclusional assertion that the Rooker-Fel dman

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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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

" Rooker v. Fidelity Trust Co., 263 U S. 413 (1923);
District of Columbia Court of Appeals v. Feldman, 460 U. S. 462
(1983).
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doctrine does not apply to his case because any ruling in his
favor would not affect any state court rulings is patently
w thout nerit; the face of his conplaint sought reversal of the
state court rulings and the entry of judgnent in his favor in the
chal | enged state court case.

Because the appeal raises no nonfrivolous issues, it is

DI SM SSED. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th G

1983); 5TH QR R 42.2. W caution Gant that the filing or
prosecution of frivolous appeals will subject himto sanctions.
Gant shoul d review all pending appeals to ensure that they are
not frivol ous.

APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED.



