IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 97-11271
Summary Cal endar

ANAND P. AGARVWAL; URM LA AGARWAL,
Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
ver sus

RHONALD MORRI'S; BETTY MORRI' S, Substitute Trustee; JOHN
BAYLESS; SH RLEY SM TH,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
(94- CV-2623-P)

February 15, 1999
Before JOLLY, SM TH, and WENER, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Plaintiffs-Appellants Anand and U mla Agarwal appeal the
district court’s denial of their notions for remand of their
conplaint to state court and the court’s grant of Defendant-
Appel l ees’ notion for summary judgnent, dism ssing the Agarwal s’
cl ai ms.

They argue first that the court erred by dismssing their
clains of (1) breach of contract; (2) promssory estoppel; (3)

wrongful acceleration and foreclosure; (4) unjust enrichnent;

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



(5) conspiracy; (6) interference with contractual relations, and
myriad other clains. As a prelimnary issue, we conclude that
despite the Agarwals’ inprecise notice of appeal, we have
jurisdictiontoreviewtheir clains that remand was warranted. See

New York Life Ins. Co. v. Deshotel, 142 F.3d 873, 884 (5th Cr.

1998). Regarding the remand issue, however, we find no abuse of

discretion. Mdelland v. Gonwaldt, 155 F.3d 507, 519 (5th Cr.

1998) .

Wth regard to the nerits of the Agarwal s’ conplaint, we have
reviewed de novo the record and the briefs of the parties and
conclude that the district court correctly granted summary
j udgnent . Accordingly, we affirm for the reasons given by that

court. See Agarwal v. Mrris, No. 3:94-CV-2623-P (N.D. Tex.; Jul

8, 1996, and Cct. 1, 1997).
AFFI RVED.



