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Bef ore NI EMEYER, LUTTIG and M CHAEL, GCircuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.



Af af Kanazeh, Appellant Pro Se. Randel | Charles QOgg, SHERVAN
MEEHAN & CURTIN, P.C., Wshington, D.C.; Carol Thomas Stone,
JORDAN, COYNE & SAVITS, Fairfax, Virginia; Joseph Francis
Cunni ngham CUNNI NGHAM & ASSOCI ATES, Al exandria, Virginia, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).

PER CURI AM

Af af Kanazeh appeals from the district court’s orders dis-
m ssing her eight notions as frivolous and enjoining her from
filing any nore pro se lawsuits against defendants. W have
reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion and find no
reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the

district court. Kanazeh v. Mann, No. CA-00-2126-A (E.D. Va. filed

Feb. 9, entered Feb. 15; filed Mar. 2, entered Mar. 8; filed Apr.
12, entered Apr. 19, 2001). W deny Kanazeh’s notion for relief.
We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court

and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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