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PER CURI AM *

Eduardo P., Jorge A, and Marta A. Lentino appeal a Precl usion
Order enjoining them from filing, without the district court’s
prior witten perm ssion, papers that relate to the bankruptcies of
Eduardo and Jorge Lenti no.

Upon review of the record, we conclude that the order was
warrant ed. See Farguson v. MBank Houston, N A, 808 F.2d 358, 359-
60 (5th Cir. 1986). Further, we reject as neritless Appellants
contention that the district court did not give them proper notice
of itsintent to enjoin them The order was requested at a hearing
on 25 April 2000, which Appellants attended. Fi nding that such
order was warranted, the district court informed Appellants of its
intent to enter it. The order was signed one nonth |ater, thus,
af fording Appellants a fair opportunity to oppose it.

W also reject Appellants’ contention, assumng it was
preserved in district court, that the district court judge
exhi bi ted bi as and prejudi ce toward them Appellants m sunder st ood

the district judge's remarks. A reasonabl e person would not, as a

"Pursuant to 5TH CTR. R 47.5, the Court has deterni ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.
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result of these remarks, harbor doubts about the district judge’'s
inpartiality. See United States v. Jordan, 49 F.3d 152, 155 (5th

Gir. 1995).
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