UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T
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Summary Cal endar

LI FE BANCHSARES, |INC., ET AL.,
Plaintiffs,
LI FE BANCSHARES, |INC., ET AL.,
Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
vVer sus

JONATHAN FI ECHTER, Director of
the Ofice of Thrift Supervision,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeals fromthe United States District Court for the
M ddle District of Louisiana
(CA 93-88)

(May 2, 1994)

Bef ore GARWOOD, SM TH and DeMOSS, Circuit Judges.”
PER CURI AM

The district court, in response to appellee's notion,
determined that it |lacked jurisdiction because none of the

plaintiffs was authorized to challenge the order in question. W

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needl ess
expense on the public and burdens on the | egal profession.”
Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



perceive no error inthis ruling. See 12 U . S.C. 88 1464(d)(2)(B)
and 1464(d)(2)(D); Marietta Franklin Securities Co. v. Mil doon, 972
F.2d 128, 129 (6th Cr. 1992); Franklin Sav. Ass'n v. Director,
OrsS, 934 F.2d 1127, 1135 n.2 (10th Gr. 1991), cert. denied, 112
S.C. 1475 (1992). Plaintiffs never attenpted to cure this defect,
and on appeal they cite no authority, and really nmake no argunent,
tending to denonstrate that the district court erred in this
respect. In substance, this crucial ruling of the district court
has not been neaningfully chall enged on appeal. Accordingly, the
judgnent of the district court is

AFF| RMED.



