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PER CURI AM *

The appellants, private plaintiffs in a two-decades old action
concerni ng desegregation of M ssissippi universities, appeal the
district court’s My 8, 1995, denial of their request for an
i njunction prohibiting increases in tuition charged by M ssi ssi pp
uni versities to nonresident students. (The appeal fromthe ruling
on the nerits, Ayers v. Fordice, 879 F. Supp. 1419 (N.D. M ss.
1995), is pending in a separate appeal, No. 95-60431.)

The appellants contend that the district court erred by
conducting the hearing telephonically, ruling that nonresident
tuition has no bearing on adm ssions standards, and failing to
order additional renedial neasures that were necessary to fully
cure the violation. (Nunerous issues are raised inthe appellants’
brief, such as classification of nonresident students, student
| oans, and m ni mum entrance requirenents, that are outside the
order inissue. W l|lack jurisdiction to consider those i ssues, and
therefore do not address them)

The district court held that the nonresident tuition increase
did not violate its rulings delaying inplenentation of new
adm ssi ons st andar ds; t hat t he appel | ant s’ i ndi vi dua

constitutional rights are not inplicated, because bl ack nonresi dent

Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in Local Rule
47.5. 4.



students are not nenbers of the plaintiff class; that the
appellants inproperly sought to assert alleged rights of
universities; and that present State policies associated with
nonresident tuition are not vestiges or remmants of de jure
segregati on.

Essentially for the reasons stated by the district court, the
request for injunctive relief is neritless. The contention
concerning the telephonic hearing 1is |ikewse neritless.
Accordingly, the district court did not abuse its discretion by
denying the requested relief. Therefore, the denial of injunctive
relief is

AFF| RMED.



