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OPINION

ORDER

BE IT REMEMBERED on this the 24¢h day of July 2001 the Court reviewed the file in the above-captioned matter
and specifically the "Defendants' proposed Plan for Proceeding on Remand" [pleading 349 filed July 20, 2001] and
"Plaintiffs' Joint Status Report" [pleading 350 filed July 20, 2001], and thereafter, the Court enters the following:

Subsequent to the most recent rendition of opinion of the United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit in this
case, after the last conference involving counsel, with all attempted appeals to the United States Supreme Court being
[*4] exhausted, the Court is of the opinion that there is no viable issue remaining to be litigated in this case. It appears
all of the causes of action of the named plaintiffs have now been concluded along with all costs and attorney's fees in
appropriate judgments that should be immediately paid. The Court has no basis whatsoever to set any hearings with
regard to any past or proposed alleged misconduct or, behalf of any defendant. Therefore, there are no live issues to be
determined in this case.

The Court regrets, as do all parties, that this case was not finally determined by the United States Supreme Court,
but the world is not a perfect place, and all things, especially old cases, most come to an end. The Court believes the end
has come for this case.

The Clerk is ORDERED to mark this file closed and permit no further filing except any notice of appeal.
SIGNED this the 24¢h day of July 2001.

Sam Sparks

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE



