
     *Local Rule 47.5 provides:  "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and merely decide particular cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of law imposes needless
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession."
Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determined that this opinion
should not be published.
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POLITZ, Chief Judge:*

Rudolph Lance Flores, individually and on behalf of his minor
son, appeals the 28 U.S.C. § 1915(d) dismissal of his civil rights,
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civil RICO, and state law claims.  We affirm in part and vacate and
remand in part.

The Flores complaint arises out of extended custody and
divorce proceedings in Texas state court during the course of which
Flores alleges his ex-wife, her attorney, various state court
judges and prosecutors, several City of Dallas police officers, and
others all engaged in a conspiracy to violate his due process
rights, interfere with his relationship with his son, and cause him
financial hardship.

Dismissal of an in forma pauperis petition under section
1915(d) may be appropriate if the district court is convinced the
action is frivolous or malicious.  An action is frivolous if it
lacks an arguable basis either in law or fact.1   We review a
district court's section 1915(d) dismissal only for abuse of
discretion.2  In making that determination, we may consider whether
"(1) the plaintiff is proceeding pro se, (2) the court
inappropriately resolved genuine issues of disputed fact, (3) the
court applied erroneous legal conclusions, (4) the court has
provided a statement of reasons which facilitates 'intelligent
appellate review,' and (5) any factual frivolousness could have
been remedied through a more specific pleading."3
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The section 1983 claims against the various judicial officers
and those alleged to have conspired with them properly were
dismissed.  We have long held that a plaintiff may not collaterally
attack state court proceedings by couching pleadings as a civil
rights suit.4  Under the Feldman doctrine,5 federal courts are
without jurisdiction to review state court decrees.  Feldman's
jurisdictional bar applies to constitutional claims which are
"inextricably intertwined with the state court's [decision] in a
judicial proceeding"6 and to claims "anchored to alleged
deprivations of federally protected due process and equal
protection rights."7  Despite protestations that plaintiffs "do not
seek to re-litigate state domestic actions," their allegations
against the various judges are predicated on the merits of
particular actions taken during the course of the state
proceedings.  To the extent that there was any constitutional error
in the state courts' decisions, the available recourse was through
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the state appellate process, and ultimately to the United States
Supreme Court, not to federal district court.8  Given these
jurisdictional barriers, these civil rights claims lack an arguable
basis in law and properly were dismissed under section 1915(d).9

The plaintiffs also bring a section 1983 claim alleging
deprivation of their guarantee clause rights in that they were
deprived of fair and honest state judicial officials.  Claims
arising under the guarantee clause present nonjusticiable political
questions.10  Accordingly, this claim has no arguable basis in law.

The civil RICO claims have no arguable basis in law because
the plaintiffs lack standing.  "[T]he plaintiff only has standing
if, and can only recover to the extent that, he has been injured in
his business or property by the conduct constituting the
violation."11  Furthermore, there must be a direct causal
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relationship between the injury and the alleged predicate acts.12

The primary injuries alleged by the plaintiffs include loss of
familial relationships and mental distress.  These are not injuries
to "business or property."

The district court inadvertently overlooked Flores' claim that
he was unlawfully arrested by City of Dallas police officers who
allegedly were conspiring with his ex-wife and others.13  "The right
to be free from illegal arrest plainly enjoys [constitutional]
protection."14  Thus, such a claim has an arguable basis in law.
Further, the factual allegations do not "rise to the level of the
irrational or the wholly incredible," so the claim may not be
dismissed as factually frivolous.15

We VACATE and REMAND for consideration of the claims against
the City of Dallas police officers for alleged unlawful arrest
only; in all other respects the judgment of the district court is
AFFIRMED.


