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On Appeal fromthe 134th Judicial District Court, Dallas County, Texas, Trial Court
Cause No. DV99-07579- G

Before JAMES, WRI GHT, and RI CHTER, JJ.

OPI NI ON
V\RI GHT.
*1 Rabbi Tonmmy L. Parker appeals the summary judgnent granted in favor of The
Dal | as Weekly, Inc. Appellant sued appellee after it published an article referring
to Parker as a “self-professed rabbi,” clainmng the reference to himas “sel f-
prof essed” was defamatory. On appeal, appellant clains there are fact issues
precludi ng summary judgnment. We affirmthe trial court's judgnent.

Appel | ee noved for summary judgnent on nultiple grounds: (1) the affirnative
defense of truth; (2) the phrase “sel f-professed rabbi” is not defamatory; and (3)
the conpl ai ned- of statenent is not |ibelous per se. The trial court granted sumary
j udgrment without specifying a basis for its ruling.

When the trial court does not specify the basis for its ruling, it is appellant's
burden on appeal to show that each of the independent grounds asserted in support
of summary judgnment is insufficient to support summary judgnent. See WIllians v.
Crum & Forster Coomil Ins., 915 S.W2d 39, 43 (Tex. App.-Dallas 1995), rev'd on
other grounds U.S. Fire Ins. Co. v. WIllianms, 955 S.W2d 267 (Tex.1997); Cullen
Frost Bank v. Conmonwealth Lloyd's Ins. Co., 852 S.W2d 252, 256 (Tex.App.-Dallas
1993), wit denied per curium 889 S.W2d 266 (Tex.1994).

Initially, we question whether appellant's brief is adequate to present error for
our review. As noted by appellee, appellant's brief is inadequate for a nunber of
reasons, including that it does not state the issues or points presented for
review, nor does it contain a clear and accurate argunent supported by appropriate
citations to authority or the record. See Tex.R App.P. 38.1. Nevertheless, in the
interest of justice, we have reviewed appellant's brief and, although not clear, it
appears to challenge only the first ground presented by appellee in support of its
motion for summary judgnment. Appellant's brief does not challenge the remaining
two grounds advanced by appellee in support of its notion. Appellant does not
appear to address or discuss appellee's contentions that the conpl ai ned-of
statenent is not defamatory nor |ibel per se. Because summary judgnent may have
been granted, properly or inproperly, on a ground not challenged by appellant, we
affirmthe summary judgnent. See Holloway v. Starnes, 840 S.W2d 14, 23 (Tex. App.-
Dallas 1992, wit denied); Warner v. Onage County, 984 S.W2d 357, 358 (Tex.App.-
Beaunont 1999, no pet.); King v. Texas Enployers' Ins. Ass'n, 716 S.W2d 181, 182
(Tex. App.-Fort Wrth 1986, no wit).

© 2006 Thomson/West. No Jaimto Oig. US Govt. Wrks.



Not Reported in S.W3d Page 2
Not Reported in S.W3d, 2001 W. 168061 (Tex. App.-Dallas), 29 Media L. Rep

1509

(Cite as: Not Reported in S.W3d)

FN1. Appellant filed a brief on April 5, 2000. By letters dated April 7, 2000
and April 24, 2000, the Court notified appellant of deficiencies in his
brief. On May 19, 2000, appellant filed an amended brief. We are considering
the May 19, 2000 brief in this appeal

FN2. Appellant's argunent is that his “evidence presented establishes at the
very least that there is a genuine issue as to the material facts. The
plaintiff is Jesus Christ, Rabbi sent by God, which is a matter of the tria
court to be deternmined only after a trial by a jury.” W construe this
argunment to chall enge appellee's contention that appellant is a “self-

prof essed” rather than an “ordai ned” rabbi because appel |l ant has not

conmpl eted a course of study in a Jewi sh seminary. Thus, appellant's argunment
is directed at appellee's affirmati ve defense of truth.
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