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

No. 92-5010
Summary Cal endar

JANI E DCDD BAKER,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
STATE OF LQUI SI ANA, and
GRAYDON K. KITCHENS, JR, in his
O ficial capacity as Judge 26th
Judicial District Court,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
(CA-91-1874-9)

(Novenber 3, 1993)

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

Appel lant Janie Dodd Baker <challenges the district
court's denial of injunctive and declaratory relief on her
conplaint that a Louisiana court illegally taxed the costs of a

sign | anguage i nterpreter against her in a donestic rel ations case.

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that have no
precedential value and nerely decide particular cases on the basis of well-
settled principles of |aw inposes needl ess expense on the public and burdens on
the | egal profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published.



W agree with the district court's decision to wthhold these
equitable renedies and therefore affirm

Ms. Baker, deaf and therefore di sabled withinthe neaning
of 29 U S.C. § 706(8)(B), filed a rule for past due child support
and cont enpt agai nst her fornmer husband in Louisiana state court.
Her husband responded with a cross-rule to reduce child support.
Baker personally arranged for a sign |anguage interpreter during
the July 19, 1990 hearing, as this was the only neans by which she
could communicate with the court and understand the nature and
consequences of the hearing. On July 31, the Deaf Action Center
submitted its bill for $150 to the judge, who sua sponte taxed the
bill as court costs against M. Baker in his judgnent. The bil
was not paid. On the other hand, appellant never noved to set
aside the bill for costs or to appeal the judgnent containing that
bill.

Her federal lawsuit, filed in August 1991, contends that
two Louisiana statutes that allegedly conpelled the judge's
decision violate the Americans with Disabilities Act, 42 U S.C
§ 12131-12161, and § 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 29
US C 8 794, as well as her equal protection and due process
rights under the Fourteenth Amendnent. La. Code Cv. Prac. art.
192.1, La. Rev. Stat. 13:841. 2.

The only disputed issue before the district court was
"whet her the defendants discrimnated agai nst Ms. Baker solely by
reason of her handi cap when the state court taxed her interpreter

services as court costs and apportioned those costs to her." The



court concluded that M. Baker did not tinely initiate the
requi site procedures to obtain appointnent of a sign |anguage
interpreter by the state court and that only upon such appoi nt nent
by the court would the provisions of federal |aw apply and prevent
the court fromtaxing costs agai nst her.

Wt hout reaching that specific holding, we neverthel ess
concur that injunctive and declaratory relief were not appropriate
her e.

The Suprene Court has stated that federal "[district
courts] do not have jurisdiction . . . over challenges to state-
court decisions in particular cases arising out of judicial
proceedi ngs even if those challenges allege that the state court's

action was unconstitutional." D.C. Court of Appeals v. Feldman,

460 U. S. 462, 486 (1983). This is not a case in which a party has
sued in federal <court to nmke a general challenge to the
constitutionality of a statute or rule. See id. at 482 - 86.
Rather, the plaintiff's suit 1is "patently an attenpt to
collaterally attack the validity of [the state court judgnent]."

Alnmon v. Sandlin, 603 F.2d 503, 506 (5th Cr. 1979).

Al t hough Baker frames her conplaint in terns of the
i nconsistency of the <cited Louisiana statutes wth federal
statutory and constitutional | awand seeks declaratory, injunctive,
and nonetary relief as a result, the essential relief sought by
Baker is a reversal of the state court's taxing of interpreter fees

as court costs to her. See Chrissy F. by Medley v. Mss. Dep't of

Pub. Welfare, 995 F. 2d 595, 599 (5th Cir. 1993) (relying on Reed v.




Terrell, 759 F.2d 472 (5th Cr. 1985)). Were, as here, the taxing
of costs was bound up with a state court judgnent that Baker chose
not to appeal, this court lacks jurisdiction to hear plaintiff's
conplaint. See id. at 598 - 600.

Further, there is no denonstrable |ikelihood that M.
Baker wll again be subjected to paying her interpreter fees in
court. That donestic struggles may require her to comence future
court proceedi ngs does not establish her propositionthat Louisiana
| aw requires her to pay the costs of sign | anguage interpreters in
those |l ater cases. The uncertainty of Louisiana | aw prevents her
from denonstrating a sufficient |ikelihood of future injury to
necessitate equitable relief. In this connection we agree with the
district court's statenent that nere concl usional allegations that
Baker may use the state court system sonetine in the future and
that state laws could possibly be applied to her in a manner
i nconsistent wwth 8 504 of the Rehabilitation Act are insufficient
to establish a dispute susceptible to resolution by the federal

court. Babbitt v. United Farm Workers National Union, 442 U. S

289, 298, 99 S. . 2301, 2309 (1979).
The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RMED



