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PER CURI AM *

Ceoffrey E. Rohde filed the instant 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 action
to chall enge an ordi nance (“the Ordi nance”) enacted by the City
of Austin that forbids snoking in public places. Rohde contended
that the O dinance violated his First and Fourteenth Amendnent
rights. The district court determ ned that Rohde had failed to
state a claimupon which relief could be granted and di sm ssed

his suit. Rohde appeals that dism ssal.

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.
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Qur review of the record reveals that the district court did
not have jurisdiction to enter its anmended judgnent because this
j udgnent was entered after Rohde had noticed his appeal fromthe

district court’s original judgnent. See Henry v. Indep. Am Sav.

Ass’n, 857 F.2d 995, 997-98 (5th Cr. 1988). Accordingly, to the
extent that Rohde seeks to challenge the district court’s anended
j udgnent, which was the only judgnent to address his Due Process
claim that matter is not before us.

Rohde did tinely notice his appeal fromthe district court’s
original judgnent, which addressed Rohde’s First Anendnent claim
The First Anendnent recogni zes certain rights of association

i nvol ving private relationshi ps and shi el ds these rel ati onshi ps

fromgovernnental interference. See Louisiana Debating and

Literary Ass’n v. City of New Ol eans, 42 F.3d 1483, 1493 (5th

Cir. 1995). One type of relationship that qualifies for this
protection is associations that are nmarked by “deep attachnents
and commtnents to the necessarily few other individuals with
whom one shares not only a special community of thought,
experiences, and beliefs, but also distinctively personal aspects

of one’s life.” Roberts v. United States Jaycees, 468 U. S. 609,

620 (1984). Rohde has not shown that the di sputed associ ations
fall into this category. See id. at 622.

The Constitution also protects associations that exist for
t he purpose of engaging in expressive activities protected by the

Fi rst Anmendment. Loui si ana Debating and Literary Ass'n, 42 F. 3d
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at 1493. Rohde has not shown that the disputed relationships
fall into this category, as he has not shown that he and his
friends neet for the purpose of engaging in activity that

comuni cates a certain nessage to those who witness it. See

Cabrol v. Town of Youngsville, 106 F.3d 101, 109 (5th Cr. 1997).

Rohde has not shown that the district court erred in concluding
that he had failed to state a First Amendnent cl ai m upon which
relief could be granted. The judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RVED.



