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Plaintiff-Appellant Dani el AbrahamLorenz (Appel |l ant) appeal s
the district court’s judgnent stemmng from an enploynent
discrimnation suit. W AFFIRM

In March 2003, Appellant was hired as a cashier by WAl -Mart
Stores, Inc. After working for several nonths, Appellant began

wearing a priest’s shirt and collar. 1In addition to the priestly

Pursuant to 5th Cir. R 47.5, the Court has determ ned t hat
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5th Gr. R 47.5.4.



attire, he sonetines would arrive at work wearing a beret and a
court jester or joker’s hat. In Decenber 2003, Appellant
transferred to a position of an overnight stocker. He then began
wearing a Muslimheaddress or “kaffiyeh” to work. Also, he wire a
chain around his waist with nultiple crosses, a necklace with a
crucifix, and various synbols attached to his person, including
anarchy and peace synbol s.

After receiving custoner conplaints regarding Appellant’s
attire, Manager Steven Shadrock net wth Appellant. Shadr ock
i nformed Appellant his attire did not conply with Wal -Mart’s dress
code policy. Shadrock infornmed Appellant that he could wear the
kaf fi yeh but not the priestly attire to work. Nonethel ess, despite
repeated warni ngs and disciplinary action, Appellant continued to
wear the priestly attire to work. Utimately, Appellant was
termnated for his failure to conply with the dress code.

Proceedi ng pro se, Appellant filed the instant | awsuit agai nst
VWl - Mart, all eging enploynent discrimnationin violation of Title
VII, infliction of enotional distress, |ibel and sl ander. Appellee
filed a notion to dismss under Federal Rule of G vil Procedure
12(b). The magi strate judge i ssued a nenorandumand recomrendati on
to: (1) grant the notion to dismss wth respect to the Title VII
claimfor religious harassnent, clainms for |ibel and slander, and
intentional infliction of enotional distress; and (2) deny the

motion to dismss the claim for failure to provide religious



accommodat i on. Over Appellant’s objections, the district court
entered an order accepting the magistrate judge s recommendati on.

Appellee also filed a notion for summary judgnent, and the
magi strate judge, after careful consideration, reconmended that the
nmotion be granted as to the remaining failure-to-acconmobdate and
di scrimnation clains. Over the Appellant’s objections, the
district court accepted the recommendation and granted summary
judgnent. Appellant noved for reconsideration, and the district
court denied the notion. Appellant appeals pro se.

Qur de novo review of the Rule 12(b) and sunmary | udgnent
di sm ssal s convinces us that the court below correctly issued the
orders and granted judgnent. In this regard, we affirmessentially
for the reasons set forth in the magistrate judge s orders dated
March 1, 2006 and May 24, 2006. Additionally, Appellant has not
shown that the district court abused its discretion in denying his
motion to reconsider or in excluding the belatedly submtted
decl arati on.

AFFI RVED.



