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PER CURIAM:*

Rodney Allen Revere, Louisiana prisoner #121826, appeals the dismissal of his

42 U.S.C. § 1983 action without prejudice to his right to raise the same claims in a

habeas corpus proceeding.  In his § 1983 complaint Revere maintained that his due-
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process and equal-protection rights were violated in state proceedings because he was

denied certain procedural safeguards which he submits are mandatory under the

relevant provisions of the Louisiana Code of Criminal Procedure.  Specifically, Revere

contends that a state trial court deprived him of a hearing when denying his motions for

recusal and for production of the district attorney’s file, and failed to order an answer

from the respondent when denying his postconviction application.  According to

Revere, the Louisiana Supreme Court denied his request for discretionary review, while

Governor Mike Foster and Attorney General Richard Ieyoub denied a “request for

compliance.”  Revere’s complaint seeks the issuance of orders directing that he be

provided with these procedural safeguards.

We affirm the district court’s dismissal of Revere’s civil rights action but for

different reasons than those assigned à quo.1  By requesting that he be given the benefit

of certain procedural safeguards, Revere effectively petitioned the district court to

vacate the state courts’ decisions on these matters so that they could be reconsidered

after the claimed safeguards were made available.  Revere’s complaint, stripped to

essentials, would have the district court sit as an appellate court and have it review the

state courts’ judgments.  It is well settled, however, that federal district courts lack

jurisdiction under § 1983 to review, modify, or nullify the final judgment of a state

court.2  Accordingly, the district court’s dismissal of Revere’s civil rights action is
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AFFIRMED for lack of subject matter jurisdiction.3 


