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In the Matter O : CLAUDE HUGH LLOYD, CASSONDRA JEAN LLOYD,
Debt or s
CLAUDE HUGH LLOYD, al so known as Yahweh Ki ngdom Peopl e, al so

known as Anci ent Oaks Sanctuary; CASSONDRA JEAN LLOYD, al so known
as Cassondra Dougl as LI oyd,

Appel | ant s

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H-BK-01-41075

Bef ore JONES, BENAVI DES, and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

This appeal is the latest in a series of frivolous filings by
Appel  ants O aude Hugh LI oyd and Cassondra Jean Lloyd. Over the
past several years, M. and Ms. Lloyd have burdened this court and
the district court with nunerous notions and briefs apparently
designed to obstruct the seizure of their real property for
nonpaynent of property taxes. This strategy finally forced the
district court to dismss all pending cases filed by the LIoyds in

the bankruptcy and district courts of the Southern District of

Pursuant to 5THAQR R 47.5, the court has determnmined that this opinion
should not be published and is not precedent except under the linmted
circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5.4.
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Texas and to i npose pre-filing restrictions requiring the LI oyds to
obtain the court’s perm ssion before filing any new letters or
pl eadings. A panel of this court affirnmed that order, dism ssed
the LI oyds’ appeal as frivol ous, and i nposed sanctions. The panel
al so ordered the clerk not to accept any further filings fromthe
Ll oyds until they had paid the sanctions. Although the LI oyds have
failed to pay the sanctions, the clerk’s office accepted the
Lloyd’s latest brief and notions because they had filed the notice
of appeal in the present appeal prior to the inposition of
sancti ons.

This latest brief and the notions that acconpany it are
| argely inconprehensible. To the extent the Lloyds have renewed
their objections to the district court order striking their
pl eadi ngs, we have already rejected those argunents as frivol ous.
To the extent the Lloyds raise new issues, we can discern no
argunent neritorious enough to warrant anal ysis.

W once again DISMSS the Lloyd s appeals and all pending
nmotions as frivolous and entirely without nmerit. See 5th Cr. R
42.2. The clerk of this court wll accept no further filings by
the LI oyds until they have paid the outstandi ng sanctions. Should
the Ll oyds feel inclined to persist infiling frivol ous appeals, we
once again warn themthat this court has the authority to sanction
appellants on its own notion. See Conner v. Travis County, 209
F.3d 794, 801 (5th Cr. 2000). W wll not hesitate to exercise
that authority if necessary.

DI SM SSED.



