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Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana
(94- CV-539- A

Before JOLLY, WENER, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Appel lants’ clainms were dismssed by the district court’s
grant of Texaco’s notion for summary judgnent, thereby di sposing of
Appel lants’ nyriad and far-ranging clains. On appeal, appellants
conplain of nultiple errors by the district court including,

wthout Iimtation, the court’s denial of Appellants’ notions for

Pursuant to 5THGOR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



transfer of venue and request for jury trial, its contractua
interpretation of the prior settlenent agreenent, and its various
findings of fact and concl usions of | aw.

Qur review of the volum nous record on appeal, appellants
largely non-conformng appellate brief,! the district court’s
careful and exhaustive di sposition of the issues presented, and the
oral argunents of the parties, convince us beyond peradventure that
appel lants’ clains and assignnents of error are entirely wthout
merit and approach frivol ousness. Largely for the reasons
expressed by the district court, as well supported by the appell ate
brief and oral argunent of counsel for Texaco, we are satisfied

that all rulings, orders, and judgnents appeal ed from should be

1 Anobng other deficiencies, that brief fails properly to
di scuss the standard of review for the various issues presented in
this appeal; and fails to structure argunents concerning sumrary
judgnent decisions and trial decisions as well as argunents
concerni ng | egal conclusions and factual findings, instead m xing
themin a manner that can best be described as “hodgepodge” (for
exanpl e, appellants discuss the fourth issue cited in summary
judgnent in a 2-page subsection within the section addressing the
third i ssue deci ded on sunmary judgnent). |In addition, 24 pages of
the 75 pages of the initial brief and 13 of 19 pages of the reply
brief contain single-spaced, 9-point-font footnotes, with sone of
the longer ones carrying over to the following page and nany
containing substantive argunents, thereby violating even the
expanded page or word limtation that we authorized for this
appellate brief, in spirit if not technically. Appel I ants al so
failed to furnish record-excerpt copies of significant docunents
that are extensively referred toin their briefs, e.g., the d obal
Services Agreenent between Texaco and Louisiana, the Hankaner
Agreenment between Texaco and appellants, the sublease between
Texaco and the Laines, and the district court’s second summary
j udgnent opinion. Cunulatively, these deficiencies could justify
rejection of appellants’ brief and even summary dism ssal of
appel l ants’ appeal .



affirmed. This matter has engendered expendi tures of direct costs,
attorneys’ fees, and judicial resources beyond any justification
that we are able to detect in the nerits of these clains. W wll
not conpound these problens by witing further, especially when it
appears to us that the district court ably resol ved the case.

AFF| RMED.



