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YAHVAH, in and through Yahvah’ s Ki ngdom Peopl e
vi a anbassadors C aude Hugh LI oyd The Second
and Cassondra Jean LI oyd,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

HENRY CUELI AR, Texas Secretary of State;

Rl CK PERRY, Texas Governor; CLARENCE JAMES,
Harris County Appraisal Review Board; JI M ROBI NSON,
Harris County Appraisal District; PETE ALFARQ,

Bayt own Mayor; DON HENDRI X, Crosby | ndependent
School District Superintendent; BARBARA SULTI S,
Goose Creek | ndependent School District Superintendent,
Al'l others of like kind; CITY OF BAYTOW\,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
(H 02-CVv-87)

Bef ore BARKSDALE, DeMOSS, and BENAVIDES, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Cl aude Hugh Ll oyd and Cassondra Jean Ll oyd seek a decl aratory
judgnent that the “taxing entities” of the United States and Texas

have no jurisdiction over them This court nust exam ne the basis

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.



of its jurisdiction, sua sponte if necessary. E.g., Copling v.
Container Store, Inc., 174 F.3d 590, 594 (5th Gr. 1999). The
Lloyds did not file a tinely notice of appeal from the final
judgnent dismssing their action for lack of jurisdiction.
Therefore, we lack jurisdiction to review that judgnent. E.g

Dison v. Witley, 20 F.3d 185, 186 (5th Cr. 1994).

The Lloyds did tinely file a notice of appeal fromthe order
striking their pleading entitled, “Final order of formal
acknow edgnent from United States District Court”. Because the
LI oyds have not identified any error in that order, however, they
have abandoned t hat appeal. See Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy
Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987). The appeal is
W t hout arguable nerit and, therefore, is DI SM SSED as frivol ous.
See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th G r. 1983); 5TH QR
R 42.2. (The “Demand to conpel court to sign final order” is
DENI ED. )

The LI oyds are warned that filing future frivolous conplaints
or appeals will result in the inposition of sanctions.

APPEAL DI SM SSED;, MOTI ON DENI ED; SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED



