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PER CURI AM *

M chael Lee Hastey appeals the dism ssal of his conplaint
pursuant to a FED. R CQv. P. 12(b)(1) notion to dismss for |ack
of subject-matter jurisdiction. W AFFIRM

“[Blefore a federal court can consider the nerits of a
| egal claim the person seeking to invoke jurisdiction of
the court nust establish the requisite standing to sue.”

Wi tnore v. Arkansas, 495 U. S. 149, 154-55 (1990). To establish

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.
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standing, a plaintiff nmust show, inter alia, that he has suffered
an “injury in fact” that is concrete and particularized and

actual or immnent, not conjectural or hypothetical. Mdure v.

Ashcroft, 335 F.3d 404, 409 (5th Cr. 2003). A plaintiff cannot
establish standing sinply by claimng an interest in governnental
observance of the Constitution, he nmust set forth instead a
particul ar and concrete injury to a personal constitutional

right. Valley Forge Christian College v. Anericans United for

Separation of Church and State, Inc., 454 U S. 464, 482 (1982).

Hastey has failed to identify how the enactnent of aninal -
rights legislation has interfered with his constitutional rights.
He thus has failed to neet his burden of establishing standing.

See Vall ey Forge, 454 U S. at 482: see also Ramming v. United

States, 281 F.3d 158, 161 (5th Cr. 2001) (the party asserting
jurisdiction bears the burden of proof). The district court
did not err by granting the defendants’ notion to di sm ss.

See Hebert v. United States, 53 F.3d 720, 722 (5th G r. 1995)

(grant of a FED. R Qv. P. 12(b)(1) notion for |ack of subject-
matter jurisdiction is reviewed de novo).

Al t hough he alleges judicial bias, Hastey has not identified
any ruling by the court, other than the grant of the notion to
dism ss, in support of his claim Adverse judicial rulings
W Il support a claimof bias only if they reveal an opinion based
on an extrajudicial source or if they denonstrate such a high

degree of antagonismas to nmake fair judgnent inpossible.
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See Liteky v. United States, 510 U. S. 540, 555 (1994).

Hast ey has not shown that either situation applies here.

Because we AFFIRM the dism ssal of the conplaint for |ack of
subject-matter jurisdiction, we do not address Hastey’ s argunent
that the animal-rights |egislation at issue violates the

Consti tution.

AFFI RVED.



