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Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissippi
Cv. A No. 5:03-cv-35(Br)(9S)

Before DAVIS, SMTH, and DENNIS, Ci rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

This case revol ves around a segnent aired on the weekly news
program entitled “60 Mnutes” that is broadcast by CBS. The
segnent in question, shown on the Novenber 20, 2002, edition of 60
M nutes was entitled “Jackpot Justice” and focused on t he percei ved
inpropriety of large jury verdicts that were being awarded in the
State of Mssissippi. Plaintiffs, who are all nenbers of a jury

mentioned in the segnent, brought clains against CBS and ot her

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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named defendants for: (1) libel, slander and defamation; (2)
i nvasi on of privacy (appropriation of another’s identity for an
unpermtted use); (3) invasion of privacy (holding another in the
public eye in a false light); (4) gross negligence or intentional
infliction of enotional distress; and (5) nmalicious reckless,
want onness, negligence or gross negligence. They seek decl aratory,
equitable and/or injunctive relief along wth conpensatory and
puni ti ve damages.

Plaintiffs appeal the district court’s denial of their notion
to remand for |ack of conplete diversity and the district court’s
grant of defendants’ notion for judgnent on the pleadings. This

court reviews the denial of a notion to remand de novo. Heri t age

Bank v. Redcom Laboratories, Inc., 250 F.3d 319, 323 (5th Grr.
2001). Simlarly, we reviewa district court’s ruling on a notion

for judgnent on the pleadings de novo. Johnson v. Johnson, 385

F.3d 503, 529 (5th Cr. 2004).
After a review of the record, we agree with the district
court’s characterization that: “at best [the statenents in the 60

M nut es broadcast] were directed towards Jefferson County jurors in

general . Thus, they lack the specificity required to inpose
liability. ‘Vague, general references to a conparatively |arge
group do not constitute actionable defamation.”” Dist C. Op. at 24

(quoting 52 ALR 4th 618, § 23, citing Mchigan United Conservation

Clubs v. CBS News, Div. of CBS, Inc., 655 F.2d 110 (6th GCr.

1981)). W therefore affirm the district court’s order for
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essentially the reasons as well-stated in its nmenorandum opi ni on
and order.

AFF| RMED.



