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

No. 98-20868
Summary Cal endar

ROBERT HEDRI CK;
SHANNON M HEDRI CK, a m nor chil d;
SEAN C. HEDRI CK, a m nor child,

Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
ver sus

PATSY L. HEDRI CK; THOVAS V. GRI MES; DI ANE Rl TCHEY ANDREWS
LAURA SUSSEY HOUSE; STATE OF CALI FORNI A; SUPERI OR COURT COF
CALI FORNI A; COUNTY OF SAN DI EGO, THOVAS ASHWORTH, 111, Judge;
ROB | RW N, ANGELA DAVMANTE CUNNI NGHAM SANDI E VI G LI A;

JERRY SANDERS; NANCY GOODRI CH, ROBERT KRUM/EI DE; KEVI N MOYNA:
M KE BONG ORNG, KYM BONG ORNO, M PATRI Cl A CHAVEZ FALLON,
JAM E VCSS; CHARTER BEHAVI ORAL HEALTH SYSTEMS OF SAN DI EGO,
BEATRI Z HELLER, Ph. D

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H 98- CV-1520

Sept enber 20, 1999
Bef ore POLI TZ, BARKSDALE, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Robert Hedrick, individually and on behalf of his m nor
children, Shannon M Hedrick and Sean C. Hedrick, appeals the
district court’s dismssal of his pro se civil rights conplaint.

Hedrick’ s conplaint alleges that the California Famly Law Act is

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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unconstitutional because it has re-established a state sponsored
and court supported institution of slavery, that the courts,
attorneys, and officials of the State of California have in fact
pl aced his children into a formof slavery, and that the

def endants conspired to violate nunerous state and federal
crimnal laws and his First, Fourth, Sixth, N nth, Thirteenth,
and Fourteenth Amendnent Rights. The district court determ ned
that it |acked subject matter jurisdiction over Hedrick’s clains

based on t he Rooker-Fel dman doctri ne. See District of Colunbia

Court of Appeals v. Feldnan, 460 U. S. 462, 486 (1983); Rooker v.

Fidelity Trust Co., 263 U S. 413, 415-16 (1923).

Hedrick’ s argunent that the district court erred in

di sm ssing his conplaint sua sponte for |ack of subject matter

jurisdiction based on the Rooker-Fel dman doctrine is wthout

merit. Hedrick’s conplaint is an attenpt to attack collaterally
the validity of judgnents rendered in an extended custody and
divorce proceeding in a California State Court. Hedrick
conplaints arise fromand are predicated on the nerits of
particul ar actions taken during the course of those state court
proceedi ngs and pursuant to the state custody order; they are
“Inextricably intertwined" with the state court proceedi ngs. See

Hale v. Harney, 786 F.2d 688, 690-91 (5th Cr. 1986); Fed. R

Cv. P. 12(h)(3).
Hedrick’ s argunent that the district court procedurally
erred by dism ssing his case before all the defendants were

served, before it ruled on pending notions, and before he could
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file additional notions is |ikewise without nerit. See WIlly v.

Coastal Corp., 503 U S 131, 137 (1992)(holding that a final

determ nation of |ack of subject-matter jurisdiction of a case in
a federal court precludes further adjudication of it).

The district court’s judgnent dism ssing Hedrick s conplaint
for lack of subject matter jurisdiction is AFFI RVED

Hedrick has filed notions to conpel the joinder of Judge
M C. Superville, Jr.; Lamar County, Texas; the United States
Departnent of Justice; the Attorney General of the United States;
speci al counsel to represent the interest of the people; the
Federal Bureau of Investigations; Pushmataha County, Okl ahons;
Pushmat aha County Assistant District Attorney Janes R Wl fe;
Juvenil e Court Judge Doyle E. Plythe; Carter Coggburn fromthe
O fice of Juvenile Affairs; Attorney at Law Lowel| Burgess; the
City of Paris, Texas; and the Cty of Paris Texas Police
Departnent as defendants or involuntary plaintiffs in this case.
Alitigant may not add new parties on appeal. Hedrick’ s notion
i s DEN ED.

Hedrick has also filed a petition for a wit of nmandanus.
Hedri ck has not shown that he has a "clear and indisputable"

right to mandanus relief. See Inre WIlly, 831 F.2d 545, 549

(5th Gr. 1987). His petition is DEN ED
JUDGVENT AFFI RVED; MOTI ON TO COVPEL JO NDER OF NEW PARTI ES
DENI ED;, PETITION FOR A WVRI T OF MANDAMJUS DENI ED



