
*Pursuant to 5TH CIR. R. 47.5, the Court has determined that this
opinion should not be published and is not precedent except under
the limited circumstances set forth in 5TH CIR. R. 47.5.4.
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PER CURIAM:*



In this diversity suit, defendants Grady C. Weeks, Catherine

S. Weeks, Kenneth Wood, and Katherine Wood (“Weeks”) appeal from

the district court’s grant of a preliminary injunction in favor of

the plaintiffs, owners of a mineral servitude on Black Hawk

Plantation.  Weeks argues that the district court erroneously found

that defendants, who own a portion of Black Hawk Plantation, had

illegally interfered with plaintiffs’ mineral rights.  

Specifically, the court found that Weeks had impermissibly

interfered with the mineral owners’ reasonable use of the land to

reach their minerals, and that their actions were “plainly contrary

to the fundamental tenets of the Louisiana Mineral Code.”  District

Court’s December 20, 1996, Ruling at 6.  The trial court based its

conclusion on the evidence elicited from several witnesses who

testified about Weeks’ deterrence tactics and harassment of

potential drilling companies.  Id.

Having reviewed the evidence in the record, the parties’

briefs, and their arguments, we find no reversible error in the

district court’s conclusion that the plaintiffs are entitled to a

preliminary injunction.  Accordingly, for essentially the same

reasons enunciated by the district court, its judgment is AFFIRMED.


