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Annette S. Miecke appeals the district court’s denial of her
FED. R Cv. P. 60(b) notion. Although the notion purported to
relate only to the order granting summary judgnent in favor of
t he defendants, she al so sought reconsideration of various other
district court orders.

As an initial matter, we DENY State Farnmis notion to dismss
for lack of jurisdiction, DENY Miecke’s notions to suppl enent the

record, DENY AS UNNECESSARY State Farnis notion to stri ke one of

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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Muecke’ s notions to supplenent, and DENY Miecke’s notion for
sanctions. Any remaining notions are |ikew se DEN ED
This court reviews the denial of a FED. R CvVv. P. 60(b)

motion for an abuse of discretion. Travelers Ins. Co. V.

Lil]jeberg Enters., Inc., 38 F.3d 1404, 1408 (5th Cr. 1994);

Seven Elves, Inc. v. Eskenazi, 635 F.2d 396, 402 (5th Gr. 1981).

Under this standard, “[i]t is not enough that the granting of
relief mght have been perm ssible, or even warranted--deni al

must have been so unwarranted as to constitute an abuse of

di scretion.” Eskenazi, 635 F.2d at 402.

Muecke’s brief contains a series of ranbling, disjointed,
and often i nconprehensible argunents. She al so rai ses nunerous
argunents that are largely irrelevant to the central issue on
appeal, i.e., whether the district court abused its discretion in
denying her FED. R CQGv. P. 60(b) notion. After having reviewed
the record and the briefs on appeal, we conclude that Miecke has
failed to show that the district court’s denial of her FED. R
CGv. P. 60(b) notion was so unwarranted as to constitute an abuse
of discretion. |1d. The judgnent of the district court is
AFFI RVED,

Because the face of the appeal borders on being frivol ous,
we caution Miecke that the filing of any frivolous appeals wll
invite the inposition of sanctions in the future. To avoid

sanctions, Miecke is further cautioned that she should review any
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pendi ng appeals to ensure that they do not raise argunents that
are frivol ous.
AFFI RVED; MOTI ON TO STRI KE DENI ED AS UNNECESSARY; ALL OTHER

MOTI ONS DENI ED; SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED.



