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Kendrick Jernmai ne Fulton, federal prisoner # 30080-177,
appeals fromthe district court’s order dismssing his pro se
42 U.S.C. § 1983 civil rights action for failure to state a claim
upon which relief may be granted, pursuant to 28 U S. C
88 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii) and 1915A. The district court concl uded
that Fulton’s constitutional challenges to the state-court civil

forfeiture proceeding in which Fulton’s Chevrol et Bl azer was

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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forfeited to the State of Texas was barred by the

Rooker/ Fel dnan™ doctri ne.

Fulton was the losing party in a state-court action, and he
filed suit in federal court after the state proceedi ngs ended.
Hi s federal action concerns an injury “caused by the state-court
judgnent and [effectively] seek[s] review and rejection of that

judgnent.” See Exxon Mbil Corp. v. Saudi Basic |ndus. Corp.

544 U. S. 280, 291-92 (2005). As such, the district court |acked

subject-matter jurisdiction over Fulton’s conplaint. R chard v.

Hoechst Cel anese Chem G oup, Inc., 355 F.3d 345, 354 (5th Gr.

2003) .
The appeal is without arguable nerit, is frivolous, and is

therefore dismssed. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 220 (5th

Cr. 1983); 5THGQR R 42.2. The district court’s dismssal of
Fulton’s 8 1983 conpl aint and the dism ssal of this appeal as
frivol ous count as strikes under the three-strikes provision,

28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915(g). See Adepegba v. Hanmons, 103 F. 3d 383,

387-88 (5th Gr. 1996). Fulton is cautioned that if he
accunul ates a third strike under 8§ 1915(g), he will not be
permtted to proceed in forma pauperis in any civil action or
appeal filed while he is incarcerated or detained in any facility
unl ess he is under inmm nent danger of serious physical injury.
See 8 1915(9).

APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED.

Rooker v. Fidelity Trust Co., 263 U S. 413 (1923);
District of Columbia Court of Appeals v. Feldman, 460 U. S. 462
(1983).




