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MAG C CARPET LI MOUSI NES,

Plaintiff,
EUGENE R HAFKE,

Appel | ant,
ver sus
DFW | NTERNATI ONAL Al RPORT; ROBERT L. MCAFEE; THOVAS M DUNNI NG
RON KI RK; KENNETH L. BARR DAVI D DYBALA, JEFFREY P. FEGAN, JI M
CRI TES; PAUL TOMVE; SANDRA PERKINS; JOHN CORNYN,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:01-CV-997-N

Bef ore JONES, BENAVI DES and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM ~

Eugene R Haf ke appeals the district court's granting of the
defendants' FED. R Cv. P. 12(b) notions for dismssal and the
granting of a summary judgnent notion. In his suit, Hafke, doing

busi ness as Magi ¢ Carpet Linousines, alleged various clains,

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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



under 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1981, 1983, 1985, 15 U.S.C. § 1, and state

| aw, agai nst the defendants. An exam nation of the record and

briefs shows that the district court did not err, and we affirm
Afforded |iberal construction, Hafke argues that the

district judge was biased and shoul d have recused hinself. Hafke

has not shown that a reasonable and objective person, know ng al

of the facts, would harbor doubts concerning the judge's

inpartiality. Levitt v. University of Texas at El Paso, 847 F.2d

221, 226 (5th Cr. 1988).
Haf ke failed to show the existence of a genuine issue of

material fact to defeat the summary judgnent notion. See Little

v. Liquid Air Corp., 37 F.3d 1069, 1075 (5th Gr. 1994)(en banc).

Hafke's 18 U . S.C. 8§ 2724 and Tex. Transp. CopbE § 731. 005 cl ai ns
fail because he has not shown that DFWor the individual
defendants violated the statutes. Hafke has not shown that John
Cornyn, as the Texas Attorney CGeneral, may be |iable under the
statutes, or that Cornyn, in his individual capacity, was
personally involved in a constitutional violation. See 18 U S.C.

8§ 2725(2); Tex. Transp. Cooe § 730.003(5); diver v. Scott, 276

F.3d 736, 741 (5th Cr. 2002). Hafke's 42 U.S.C. § 1983 clains
fail because Haf ke has not shown the deprivation of a federal

right. See Gonez v. Toledo, 446 U. S. 635, 640 (1980); Randol ph

V. Cervantes, 130 F.3d 727, 730 (5th Cr. 1997). Hafke's 42

U S C 88 1981 and 1985(2) clains fail because Haf ke has not
all eged a conspiracy with a nexus to a proceeding in federal
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court or that the defendants discrim nated agai nst hi m based on

race or other class-based ani nus. See Geen v. State Bar of

Texas, 27 F.3d 1083, 1086 (5th Cr. 1994); Bradt v. Smth, 634

F.2d 796, 800 (5th Gr. 1981). Hafke's antitrust clains fail
because Hafke did not allege facts that woul d support the

el ements of the claim See Ancar v. Sara Plasma, Inc., 964 F.2d

465, 469 (5th Cr. 1992); see also Brunswi ck Corp. v. Pueblo

Bow -O-Mat, Inc., 429 U S. 477, 488 (1977).

The di sm ssal of the supplenental state |aw clainms was not
an abuse of discretion because all of the federal clains were

properly dism ssed. See Dayton Indep. Sch. Dist. v. U S Mneral

Products Co., 906 F.2d 1059, 1067 (5th Gr. 1990).

AFF| RMED.



