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G ALLEN PRI CE,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus

HARRAH S MARKETI NG SERVI CE CORPORATI ON; HARRAH S LAKE CHARLES, LLC,
HARRAH S LAKE CHARLES, LLC, as successor to Players Lake Charl es,
LLC, PLAYERS LAKE CHARLES, LLC, HARRAH S STAR PARTNERSHI P; HARRAH S
OPERATI NG COVPANY, | NC.; HARRAH S SHREVEPORT BOSSI ER CI TY HOLDI NG
COVPANY, LLC, HARRAH S SHREVEPORT BOSSI ER CI TY | NVESTMENT COMPANY,
LLC, HARRAH S SHREVEPORT | NVESTMENT COWPANY, LLC, HARRAH S
SHREVEPORT MANAGEMENT COWPANY, LLC, HARRAHS BOSSIER CTY
| NVESTMENT COMPANY, LLC; HARRAH S BOSSI ER CI TY MANAGEMENT COVPANY,
LLC, HARRAH S NEW ORLEANS MANAGEMENT  COVPANY; HARRAH S
ENTERTAI NVENT, I NC.; SAM S LI MOUSI NE SERVI CE, | NC.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
(H 02- CV-4597)

Bef ore GARWOOD, JOLLY, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

At issue is a 29 August 2003 final judgnent. Pursuant to FED.
R Qv. P. 12(b)(6) (failure to state a claim, the district court

di sm ssed Price’s cl ai ns under the Racketeer | nfluenced and Corrupt

" Pursuant to 5TH QR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



Organi zations Act, 18 U.S.C. 8§ 1962(a)-(d). Price’s maritime |aw
claim was dismssed pursuant to Rule 12(b)(1) (lack of subject
matter jurisdiction) and, in the alternative, pursuant to Rule
12(b)(6). The district court declined to exercise its suppl enental
jurisdiction over Price’'s state law clains, see 28 U S C
1441(c)(2004); they were dism ssed w thout prejudice.

Price’s 24 Septenber 2003 notice of appeal fromthe 29 August
2003 final judgnment does not include the 29 COctober 2003 deni al of
Price’s 8 Septenber 2003 Rule 59(a) “Plaintiff’s Mtion for
Reconsi deration (New Trial) and Mtion for Leave to Anend
Pl eadi ngs”. See FED. R AprP. P. 4(a)(4)(B)(ii). Therefore, as
stated, only the 29 August 2003 final judgnent is at issue.

For essentially the reasons stated by the district court in
its conprehensive and well-reasoned opinion, entered 29 August

2003, the judgnent is

AFFI RVED.



