United States Court of Appeals

FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

No. 05-5195 September Term, 2004
05cv00906

Filed On: October 31, 2005 928447
Jacqueline A.M. Phillips,
Appellant

V.
U.S. Attorney for the District of Columbia,
Appellee
APPEAL FROM THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

BEFORE: Ginsburg, Chief Judge, and Sentelle and Brown, Circuit Judges

JUDGMENT

This appeal was considered on the record from the United States District Court for

the District of Columbia and on the brief filed by appellant. See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2);
D.C. Cir. Rule 34()). Itis

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the district court’s final judgment, filed May 6,
2005, be affirmed. The district court did not abuse its discretion in dismissing the
complaint. See Ciralsky v. CIA, 355 F.3d 661, 671 (D.C. Cir. 2004). The district court
lacks subject matter jurisdiction to review the judgment of District of Columbia courts or to
compel those courts to act or not act. See District of Columbia Court of Appeals v.
Feldman, 460 U.S. 462, 486 (1983). Moreover, this case is frivolous. 28 U.S.C. §
1915(e); see Nietzke v. Williams, 490 U.S. 319 (1989) (a claim is frivolous under section
1915(e) if it “lacks an arguable basis either in law or fact”).

Pursuant to D.C. Circuit Rule 36, this disposition will not be published. The Clerk is
directed to withhold issuance of the mandate herein until seven days after resolution of any
timely petition for rehearing or petition for rehearing en banc. See Fed. R. App. P. 41(b);
D.C. Cir. Rule 41.

Per Curiam



