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RUSTY REEDER
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
THE PARI S NEW5; JEFF JONES, Corporal, Police Oficer, Gty of
Paris; UP WHI TE, Manager, Social Security Adm nistration; UP
SUPERVI LLE, Judge, Lamar County Court; CITY OF PARI S,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
(3:01-Cv-33)

Bef ore BARKSDALE, EMLIO M GARZA, and DENNIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Rusty Reeder appeals the dism ssal of his pro se, in form
pauperis 42 U S.C. § 1983 action. (Reeder’s notion to suppl enent
the record is DEN ED.)

Reeder first contends the Paris News violated his freedom of
speech by not publishing an article about himas he had requested.
By not addressing the dism ssal of the Paris News because it was

not a state actor, Reeder has wai ved any challenge to this ruling.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Gr. 1993).

Reeder next asserts that Corporal Jones told himhe would be
arrested if he continued to stay in a park while displaying a sign
near a wedding, pronpting Reeder to |eave the park. The disrict
court ruling that Reeder did not state a claim agai nst Corpora
Jones is not plain error. See Steadnman v. Texas Rangers, 179 F.3d
360, 366 (5th Gir. 1999), cert. denied, 528 U.S. 1115 (2000);
Dougl ass v. United Servs. Auto. Ass’'n, 79 F.3d 1415, 1429 (5th Gr
1996) (en banc).

Reeder contends the Cty of Paris “set [hin] up to |ook Iike
a crimnal or [a] nentally ill [person]” in order to discrimnate
agai nst him because of his religious beliefs. Because Reeder did
not object to the magi strate judge’ s report and recommendati on t hat
the City’s FED. R Qv. P. 12(b)(6) notion be granted, we reviewonly
for plain error. See id. Reeder has not shown plain error
because Reeder’s concl usi onal all egations that the Gty
di scrim nated agai nst him based on his religion were insufficient
to save the conplaint from the notion to dismss. See
Fer nandez-Montes v. Allied Pilots Ass'n, 987 F.2d 278, 284 (5th
CGr. 1993).

Reeder maintains Judge Superville did not give hima jury
trial, did not order the Salvation Arny to let him stay there
barred him from going to the public library, denied him due

process, and violated his Ei ghth Arendnent rights by not rel easing



him from the county jail. By failing to address the dism ssal
based on i mmunity, Reeder has waived any challenge to this ruling.
See Yohey, 985 F.2d at 224-25.

Finally, Reeder asserts that the State of Texas violated his
Fourteenth Anmendnent rights because divorce violates church |aw
The State was not naned as a defendant, and Reeder’s cl ai ns agai nst
it were not the subject of a ruling by the district court.
Accordingly, we do not consider this contention. See Vogel .
Veneman, 276 F.3d 729, 734 (5th Gr. 2002). For the sane reasons,
we do not consider Reeder’s contention concerning Judge Lovett.
See id.
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