IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 99-60825
Conf er ence Cal endar

HARRY W VI NSON; BRAD VI NSON,

Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
vVer sus
DOROTHY W NSTON COLOM

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 1:99-CV-62-B-D
 June 16, 2000

Before JOLLY, DAVIS, and DUHE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Harry W and Brad Vinson (“the Vinsons”) appeal the district
court’s Fed. R Cv. P. 12(b)(6) dismssal of their clains
agai nst Dorothy Wnston Colom (“Colont), a M ssissippi Chancery
Court judge. The Vinsons’ 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 conpl aint alleged
that Col om had violated the Vinsons’ constitutional rights by
issuing a prelimnary injunction order in a Chancery-Court case.

“Federal courts, both trial and appellate, have a continuing

obligation to examne the basis for their jurisdiction.” MG

Inc. v. Geat W Enerqgy Corp., 896 F.2d 170, 173 (5th Cr. 1990).

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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“The issue may be raised by parties, or by the court sua sponte,
at any tine.” 1d.
Federal district courts lack jurisdiction to engage in

appel l ate review of state-court judgnents. See Dist. of Colunbia

Court of Appeals v. Feldnan, 460 U.S. 462, 476, 482 (1983);

Rooker v. Fidelity Trust Co., 263 U S. 413, 415-16 (1923).

“Constitutional questions arising in state proceedings are to be

resolved by the state courts.” Liedtke v. State Bar of Tex., 18

F.3d 315, 317 (5th Gr. 1994). The constitutional issues
presented in the Vinsons’ § 1983 action are inextricably
intertwined with the Chancery Court’s prelimnary injunction
order. Accordingly, the Vinsons’ action constituted a request
that the district court review a state-court decision. See

United States v. Shepherd, 23 F.3d 923, 924 (5th Cr. 1994).

In light of the foregoing, the judgnent of the district
court is affirmed on the ground of |ack of subject-matter

jurisdiction. See Sojourner T v. Edwards, 974 F.2d 27, 30 (5th

Cr. 1992) (court of appeals may affirmdistrict court’s judgnent
on any basis supported by the record).

AFFI RVED.



