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

No. 97-20327
Conf er ence Cal endar

JOHNNI E JONES; HARVELLA JONES,

Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
vVer sus
THE STATE OF TEXAS,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H- 96-CV-1621

February 11, 1998
Before SMTH, EM LIO M GARZA, and DeMOSS, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *
Johnni e and Harvell a Jones request perm ssion to proceed in

forma pauperis (I FP) on appeal fromthe district court’s

di sm ssal of their 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 | awsuit against the State of
Texas. The Joneses contend that the district court did not |ack

subj ect-matter jurisdiction to consider their § 1983 cl ai ns.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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The Joneses’ § 1983 clains are “inextricably intertw ned”
wWth a state judgnent, and the district court was “in essence
being called upon to review the state-court decision.” See

United States v. Shepherd, 23 F.3d 923, 924 (5th Cr. 1994).

Federal courts lack jurisdiction to engage in appellate review of

state court determn nations. 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).

Furthernore, the Joneses’ civil rights |awsuit against the
State of Texas is barred by the El eventh Arendnent. The Suprene
Court has consistently held that the El eventh Amendnent confers

absolute imunity on an unconsenting state fromsuits brought in

federal court by the state's own citizens. Puerto R co Aqueduct

and Sewer Auth. v. Mtcalf & Eddy, Inc., 506 U S. 139, 144

(1993).
The Joneses have failed to show that they will present a

nonfrivol ous issue on appeal. See Carson v. Polley, 689 F.2d

562, 586 (5th Cr. 1982). Accordingly, perm ssion to proceed |FP
is DENIED and the appeal is DISM SSED. See 5THCR R 42. 2.
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