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

No. 00-51060
Conf er ence Cal endar

LESROY JOSEPH,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

ROY HCLI DAY, Manager - Wall burg State Bank;
CHRIS R HERNDON, Investigator,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. A-99-CV-344-SS

 June 13, 2001
Bef ore WENER, DeMOSS, and DENNIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Lesroy Joseph, Texas inmate # 831595, proceeding pro se and
in forma pauperis, appeals the district court’s sumrary-judgnent
di sm ssal of his 42 U.S.C. §8 1983 conplaint. Joseph’s notions to
stri ke Appellee Herndon’s conputer disk and for en banc hearing
are DENIED. Joseph’s notion for reconsideration is construed as

a notion for leave to file an out-of-tinme reply brief and is

GRANTED.

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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We review the district court’s grant of a summary judgnent
noti on de novo, using the sane criteria used by the district
court. Fraire v. Gty of Arlington, 957 F.2d 1268, 1273 (5th
Cr. 1992). W may affirmthe district court’s judgnent on
al ternative grounds. See Johnson v. MCotter, 803 F.2d 830, 834
(5th Gr. 1986) (citing Bickford v. Int’l Speedway Corp., 654
F.2d 1028, 1031 (5th Gir. 1981)).

“The Rooker-Fel dman®" doctrine holds that federal district
courts lack jurisdiction to entertain collateral attacks on state
judgnents.” United States v. Shepherd, 23 F.3d 923, 924 (5th
Cir. 1994) (footnote omtted). |If the district court nust
exam ne issues that are “inextricably intertwined with a state
judgnent, the [district] court is in essence being called upon to
review the state-court decision, and the originality of the
district court’s jurisdiction precludes such a review” |d.
(internal quotations omtted). Under the Rooker-Fel dman
doctrine, Joseph may not attenpt to invalidate the state court
judgnent in the forfeiture proceeding in federal court. See id.
Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court is affirnmed. See
Johnson, 803 F.2d at 834.

AFFI RVED; MOTI ONS TO STRI KE DI SK AND FOR EN BANC HEARI NG
DENI ED; MOTI ON TO FI LE OUT- OF- Tl ME REPLY BRI EF GRANTED

Rooker v. Fid. Trust Co., 263 U S. 413, 415 (1923);
Dist. of Colunbia Court of Appeals v. Feldman, 460 U.S. 462, 476,
482 (1983).



