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

No. 93-3114
Summary Cal endar

CREGORY JAMES CAHANI N
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS
MAX B. TOBIAS, JR, ET AL.
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
(CA 92 4097 D6)

( Sept enber 20, 1993)
Before KING H G3 NBOTHAM and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Gregory Janes Cahanin appeals, pro se, the dismssal, wth
prejudi ce, for lack of subject matter jurisdiction of his 42 U S. C
8§ 1983 action against the State of Louisiana and various state

officials. W AFFIRMthe judgnent as nodified.

Local Rule 47.5.1 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needless
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.™
Pursuant to that rule, the court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



l.

Dissatisfied with his Louisiana state court child custody
proceedi ngs and allegedly related events, Cahanin initiated this
civil rights action in August 1992 in federal district court in
Massachusetts against the State of Louisiana and various state
officials involved in the proceedi ngs, seeki ng noney danmages and "a
nullification of all decisions nade by the Oleans Cvil D strict
Courts or any other court in the cause from®6 January 1987 forward

" The action was transferred to the Eastern District of
Loui si ana, and the defendants noved to dism ss on various grounds
pursuant to Fed. R Cv. P. 12(b), including |lack of subject matter
jurisdiction. Cahanin failed to respond to the notion; and in
February 1993, the district court dismssed the action, on the
alternate bases of lack of subject matter jurisdiction and
i nuni ty.

.

Cahani n rai ses various contentions regarding illegal arrest,
i nvol untary servitude, denial of due process, venue, subject matter
jurisdiction, various procedural rulings, and imunity. Because
this appeal turns on |ack of subject matter jurisdiction, we
address only that issue.

Cahanin's action is a collateral attack on the state court
child custody proceedings, in that the basis for his clains stens
entirely from his dissatisfaction with the results in those
pr oceedi ngs. "[L]itigants may not obtain review of state court

actions by filing conplaints about those actions in | ower federal



courts cast in the formof civil rights suits." Hale v. Harney,
786 F.2d 688, 691 (5th Gr. 1986); see also Brinkmann v. Johnston,
793 F.2d 111, 113 (5th Gr. 1986). Redress, should any be
avai |l abl e, would be in the Louisiana state courts, or, ultimtely,
the United States Suprene Court. Hale, 786 F.2d at 691. Because
Cahanin's constitutional clains are "inextricably intertw ned" with
the state court proceedings, the district court correctly di sm ssed
the conplaint as beyond its jurisdiction. See id. at 69l.

W note that the dismssal for lack of subject matter
jurisdiction should have been w thout prejudice, see Verrit v.
Elliot Equipnment Corp., 734 F.2d 235, 238 (5th Cr. 1984); and,
therefore, we nodify the judgnent accordingly. At the sane tineg,
we note that "pro se litigants [who] attenpt to appeal donestic
proceedi ngs to federal court in the guise of civil rights action
invite[] sanctions”. Brinkmann, 793 F.2d at 113. This court has,
and will, enforce that warning. See id.

L1l

For the foregoing reasons, the judgnent is nodified to refl ect

di sm ssal without prejudice; and the dism ssal, as nodified, is

AFFI RVED.



