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July 28, 2000
Bef ore W ENER, BARKSDALE, and BENAVIDES, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Udo Bi rnbaumchal | enges, pro se, the dismssal, for failure to
state a claim under FeED. R Qv. P. 12(b)(6), of his Racketeer

I nfl uenced and Corrupt Organi zations Act (Rl CO conplaint

"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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



Birnbaumis RICO action arises out of a state-court action
br ought agai nst hi mby defendant Wl liamJones. Birnbaum s action
is an attenpt to attack collaterally the validity of an adverse
state-court judgnent. Federal courts lack jurisdiction to engage
in appellate review of state-court determ nations. District of
Col unbia Court of Appeals v. Feldman, 460 U S. 462, 476, 482
(1983); Rooker v. Fidelity Trust Co., 263 U S. 413, 415 (1923);
Liedtke v. State Bar of Texas, 18 F.3d 315, 317 (5th Gr. 1994).
“When i ssues raised in a federal court are inextricably intertw ned
wWth a state judgnent and the court is in essence being called upon
to reviewthe state-court decision, the court |acks subject matter
jurisdiction”. Davis v. Bayless, 70 F.3d 367, 375 (5th Gr.
1995) (i nternal quotation marks and citations omtted).

Because Birnbaunmis clains arise solely fromthe state-court
litigation and are “inextricably intertwned” with the state
court’s judgnent, the district court judgnent is

AFF| RMED.



