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Def endants - Appel |l ees

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissippi
USDC No. 3:99-CV-869-W5

 June 22, 2001
Before KING Chief Judge, and SM TH and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Appel l ant Ezzat E. Majd Pour, MD. (Pour) filed this action
agai nst nunerous defendants, seeking nonetary damages and

injunctive relief on clains of conspiracy to commt and

comm ssion of hate crines, invasion of privacy, |ibel, slander,

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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and nmurder. The district court dismssed the action with
prejudi ce on grounds of res judicata and claimpreclusion. The
district court also enjoined Pour fromfiling any other papers in
that court without prior |eave of court. W AFFIRM
substantially for the reasons stated in the district court’s

menor andum opi ni on, Pour v. ©More, No. 3:99-CV-869W5 (S.D. M ss.

Aug. 31, 2000) (unpublished).

| T IS FURTHER ORDERED t hat the requests of appellees Or,
Ham | ton, Wod, and Howard for this court to broaden the district
court’s injunction are DEN ED

| T IS FURTHER ORDERED that Pour’s notions to strike appellee
Or’'s brief, to file an anended reply brief to Or’s brief, and
to file a notion as a supplenent to Pour’s own reply brief, are
DENI ED

AFFI RVED; MOTI ONS DENI ED



