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ROBERT MARI E; REBECCA MARI E,
and on behal f of April Marie,

Pl ai ntiffs-Appellants,
ver sus

GAYLORD PAPER MANUFACTURER, and their attorney;
GAYLORD CHEM CAL CORPCRATI ON, and their attorney,;
GAYLORD CONTAI NER CORPORATI ON, and their attorney;
VI CKSBURG CHEM CAL CORPORATI ON, and their attorney;
CEDAR CHEM CAL CORPORATI ON, and their attorney;

UNI ON TANK CAR CO., and their attorney; DAVID A
BARFI ELD, attorney for Union Tank Car Conpany;

BARFI ELD & ASSCOCI ATES, P.A., attorneys for

Uni on Tank Car Conpany; |LLINO S CENTRAL RAI LROAD,
and their attorney; KANSAS CI TY SOUTHERN RAI LWAY,
and their attorney; STUART SM TH, GECRGE FLEM NG

W LLI AM ARATA; WALTER P. REED;, JAMES E. GRAVES, JR,
M ssi ssi ppi Suprenme Court Justice; DAVID BARI A

RI CHARD STRI NGER, HAL J. KI TTRELL, Assi stant
District Attorney; M CHAEL R EUBANKS,

Circuit Court Judge; CHARLES W PICKERI NG, SR ;
ROBERT BURNS; UNI DENTI FI ED PARTI ES; VICKI R LEGGETT,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
USDC No. 03-CVv-3011-J

Before DAVIS, SMTH, and DENNIS, C rcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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The appel |l ants chal l enge the di sm ssal w thout prejudice of
their conplaint, nam ng as defendants various chem cal conpanies,
rail road conpanies, private attorneys, public officials, and
state and federal judges, for failure to conply with FED. R Q.
P. 8(a). The appellants’ argunents are difficult to deci pher but
appear to be nerely a continuation of the disjointed allegations
of the plaintiffs’ conplaint. The district court was correct in
concl udi ng that the conplaint does not conply with Rule 8(a)(2)
inthat it fails to provide sufficient notice of the
circunstances giving rise to their clainms or to set forth
sufficient information to outline the elenents of their clains.
See FED. R CQv. P. 8(a)(2). Because it is inpossible to discern
fromthe conplaint the exact basis of the appellants’ clains or
the I egal theories on which they seek redress agai nst any or al
of the named defendants, the district court’s dismssal is

AFFI RVED. See General Star Indem Co. v. Vesta Fire Ins. Corp.

173 F.3d 946, 950 (5th Gr. 1999); Conley v. G bson, 355 U S. 41,

47 (1957). Because the district court’s dism ssal was w thout
prejudi ce, the appellants remain free to file another conpl ai nt
in conpliance with FED. R CGv. P. 8.

The appel lants’ notion for |eave to supplenment their record
excerpts is DENIED. Gaylord Chem cal Corporation and Gayl ord
Cont ai ner Corporation nove to dism ss Gayl ord Paper Manufacturer

and its attorneys as a naned defendant, and the appellants oppose
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the notion in their own notion to add a “DVSO Defendant. These
nmotions are simlarly DEN ED.

AFFI RVED; MOTI ONS DENI ED.



