UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
For the Fifth Crcuit

No. 96-30696
Summary Cal endar

MARY ANN LOVELL,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS
GARY HURFORD, President; RAY L. HUNT, Chairman; HUNT O L COVPANY,

Def endant s- Appel | ees,

MARY ANN LOVELL,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS
M LLS TI MMONS & FLONERS, Successi on of Meaker Wite,
Second Judicial District Court in and for
Cl ai borne Parish, Loui si ana,

Def endant - Appel | ee,

MARY ANN LOVELL,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS
JAMES HATCH, Attorney, Hatch & Smth,
Def endant - Appel | ee,

MARY ANN LOVELL,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS



JOHN MONTGOMERY, Attorney, Second Judicial District,

Def endant - Appel | ee,

MARY ANN LOVELL,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS

GARY HURFCORD, President; RAY L. HUNT, Chairnan,
Hunt Q| Conpany,

Def endant s- Appel | ees,

MARY ANN LOVELL,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS
VWAYNE TIMVONS, MIIs Timons & Fl owers,

Def endant - Appel | ee,

Appeal s fromthe United States District Court
For the Eastern District of Louisiana
(96- CVv-584- QG

i Decenber 26, 1996
Before SM TH, DUHE, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM ?
Mary Ann Lovell, proceeding pro se, brought the consolidated
actions, and nunerous others, inthe United States District Court for

the Eastern District of Louisiana, registering numerous conplaints

1Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the Court has deternmined that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and i s not precedent except under the
limted circunstances set forth in Local Rule 47.5. 4.
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agai nst various defendants having to do with mneral production
attributable to the interest of Meaker dover Wite in mnerals
underlying certain lands in C aiborne Parish, Louisiana. Follow ng
consol idation of the captioned cases, the district court considered
defendants’s notions to dismss pursuant to Rule 12 (b)(6) and
granted each notion dismssing plaintiff’s clainms. W have carefully
reviewed the briefs on file and the record and are satisfied that the
reasons given by the district court inits Menorandumand Order filed
June 14, 1996 in the consolidated matters are correct. W therefore
affirm the district court’s dismssal of the captioned cases
essentially for the reasons given by it in its menorandum and order.

AFFI RVED.



