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PER CURI AM *
Ronal d X. Gordon appeals the dism ssal of his conplaint as

barred by the Rooker-Fel dman’ doctrine. Gordon’s conplaint,

whi ch sought to appeal the Texas Suprenme Court’s decision in

Madi son v. Gordon, 39 S.W3d 604 (Tex. 2001), did not raise a

cogni zabl e federal cl ai mbecause under the Rooker-Fel dman

doctrine, federal district courts are prohibited fromreview ng

" Pursuant to 5THQOR 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.

" District of Colunbia Court of Appeals v. Feldman, 460
U S 462, 476, 482 (1983); Rooker v. Fidelity Trust Co., 263 U S.
413, 415 (1923).
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or nullifying final state court judgnents. See Union Planters

Bank Nat'|l Ass’'n v. Salih, 369 F.3d 457, 462 (5th Gr. 2004).

| nsofar as Gordon all eges that the Texas Suprene Court’s judgnent
was void for lack of jurisdiction, he nust appeal that issue to
the United States Suprene Court if he desires federal review of
that ruling. See id. To the extent that Gordon’s argunents can
be liberally construed as raising a 42 U . S.C. § 1983 claimthat
he was deni ed access to the courts, 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 does not
cover clains against purely private parties, and, therefore, this

also is not a cognizable federal claim See R chard v. Hoechst

Cel anese Chem Goup, Inc., 355 F.3d 345, 352 (5th Cr. 2003).

G ven that Gordon has failed to state a federal claim the
district court did not abuse its discretion in refusing to

appoi nt counsel. See Castro Ronero v. Becken, 256 F.3d 349,

353-54 (5th Cr. 2001).
Gordon’s appeal is without arguable nerit and is therefore

di sm ssed as frivol ous. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20

(5th Gir. 1983); 5THQOR R 42.2.

APPEAL DI SM SSED;, ALL QOUTSTANDI NG MOTI ONS DENI ED



