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

No. 96-60451
Conf er ence Cal endar

RONALD JASON FERGUSON,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

vVer sus
KEI TH STARRETT,
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 3:96-CV-190-L-H

Cct ober 24, 1996
Before PCOLI TZ, Chief Judge, and JOLLY and H G NBOTHAM GCircuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Ronal d Jason Ferguson (M ssissippi prisoner # 82238) appeal s
the district court's dismssal of his suit as barred by the
doctrine of absolute judicial inmunity. Because Ferguson sought
injunctive relief rather than nonetary damages, the district
court erred by enploying the doctrine of absolute judicial

imunity. Holloway v. Wal ker, 765 F.2d 517, 525 (5th Cr.),

Pursuant to Local Rule 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 Local Rule
47.5. 4.
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cert. denied, 474 U S. 1037 (1985). Nevertheless, reversal is
unnecessary as the district court |acked subject-matter
jurisdiction over the case. See Bickford v. Int'l Speedway
Corp., 654 F.2d 1028, 1031 (5th Gr. 1981) (reversal is

i nappropriate if ruling of district court can be affirmed on any
grounds, regardl ess of whether those grounds were used by
district court).

Under the Rooker/Fel dman doctrine, federal district courts
| ack subject-matter jurisdiction to review state court judgnents.
United States v. Shepherd, 23 F.3d 923, 924 (5th Cr. 1994);
Rooker v. Fidelity Trust Co., 263 U S. 413 (1923); District of
Col unbi a Court of Appeals v. Feldman, 460 U. S. 462 (1983). If
the issues raised in the federal district court are "inextricably
intertwined" with a state judgnent, the court is "in essence
being called upon to review the state-court decision," and the
court lacks jurisdiction to conduct such a review. Shepherd, 23
F.3d at 924 (internal quotations and citations omtted). A
plaintiff cannot circunvent this jurisdictional limtation by
framng his conplaint in the formof a civil rights action under
§ 1983. Liedtke v. State Bar of Texas, 18 F.3d 315, 317 (5th
Cr.), cert. denied, 115 S. C. 271 (1994).

Fer guson sought federal review of the state-court decision
to rescind his participation in Mssissippi's shock-probation
program Under the Rooker/Feldman doctrine, the district court

| acked jurisdiction to hear the clains. See Liedtke, 18 F.3d at
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317-18. Because the district court |acked jurisdiction, the
appeal is without nerit.

AFF| RMED.



