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Mar gar et Chanberl ain appeals the district court’s di sm ssal
for lack of subject matter jurisdiction of her 42 U S.C. § 1983
| awsuit asserting constitutional violations arising out of the
way her state-court lawsuit was processed. A district court’s
dism ssal for lack of subject matter jurisdiction is reviewed

de novo. See Wllianms v. Dallas Area Rapid Transit, 242 F.3d

315, 318 (5th Gir. 2001).

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



No. 03-41470
-2

Chanberl ain renews her argunent that the district court had
jurisdiction to review her clains of constitutional deprivations
under 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1331, under the Fifth, Seventh, and Fourteenth
Amendnents, and under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. She al so contends that
the district court had jurisdiction under FED. R Qv. P. 60(b)
because the state-court judgnent was void. This court wll not

consider this newy raised argunent. See Stewart 3 ass & Mrror

Inc. v. U S. Auto dass D scount Centers, lInc., 200 F.3d 307,

316-17 (5th G r. 2000).

Chanberlain’s conplaint is inextricably intertwned with the
merits of her state-court suit, and exam nation of her clains of
constitutional deprivations would require the district court to
exam ne the validity of the state courts’ rulings. Accordingly,
the conplaint was properly dismssed for |ack of subject matter

jurisdiction. See District of Colunbia Court of Appeals v.

Fel dman, 460 U.S. 462, 476, 482 (1983); Rooker v. Fidelity

Trust Co., 263 U. S. 413, 415 (1923); see also United States v.

Shepherd, 23 F.3d 923, 924 (5th Gr. 1994). The district court’s

j udgnent i s AFFI RVED



