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Bef ore KING Chief Judge, and JOLLY and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

The plaintiffs-appellants appeal the dism ssal of their
clainms filed under the Federal Tort Clains Act, 28 U S.C. § 2671
et seq. They argue that the district court erred insofar as it
held that Paradise Village Children’s Hone, Inc. could not

proceed pro se because it was a corporate entity. However, “a
corporation can appear in a court of record only by an attorney

at law.” Sout hwest Express Co. v. Interstate Comrerce Conm n,

670 F.2d 53, 55 (5th Cr. 1982). Appellants’ argunent that J. R
Liggins is constitutionally entitled to proceed pro se on behalf
of the corporation is therefore rejected.

| nsofar as the appellants have requested in the alternative
that they be afforded additional tine in which to retain counsel
and anend their conplaint, that request is DENIED. The appellants
have failed to address any of the district court’s rulings that
served as the basis for the dism ssal of their clainms, and they

have therefore wai ved their review See Yohey v. Collins,

985 F.2d 222, 228 (5th CGr. 1993). The appeal is therefore
frivolous and is disn ssed as such. See 5THCR R 42.2; Howard
v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th G r. 1983).

APPEAL DI SM SSED;, ALL QOUTSTANDI NG MOTI ONS DENI ED

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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



