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

No. 91-7033

JOHN LELSZ, et al.,
Pl aintiffs-Appell ees,
ADVOCACY, | NC.
| nt erveni ng
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
VERSUS
JOHN J. KAVANAGH, M D., et al.
Def endant s- Appel | ees,
VERSUS

PARENT ASSCCI ATI ON FOR THE
RETARDED OF TEXAS,

| nt er venor - Appel | ant .

No. 92-1087

JOHN LELSZ, et al.,
Plaintiffs,
JOHN LELSZ, et al.,

Pl aintiffs-Appell ees,



VERSUS

CHARLES L. MEYER,
A Menber of the Plaintiff d ass,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS

ADVOCACY, | NC.,

| nt erveni ng
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,

VERSUS

JOHN L. KAVANAGH, M D., Etc., et al.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees,
VERSUS

PARENT ASSOCI ATI ON FOR THE
RETARDED OF TEXAS
and
FREDA SNYDER,
By and Through Her Next Friends and QGuardi ans
Fred and Ruth Snyder,

| nt ervenor s-
Appel | ant s.

Appeals fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
(CA 3 85 2462 H)

(January 11, 1993)

Bef ore REAVLEY, SMTH, and EMLIO M GARZA, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

" Local Rule 47.5.1 provides: "The publication of opinions that have no
precedential value and nerely decide particular 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 deternined
that this opinion should not be published.
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In No. 91-7033, the appeal is DI SM SSED, as the appel |l ant has
not listed the propriety of the Septenber 4, 1991, order as an
i ssue on appeal, nor does it provide any reasons, inits brief, as
to why the order was inappropriate. Accordingly, the issue is

wai ved. See Atwood v. Union Carbide Corp., 847 F.2d 278, 280 (5th

Cir.) (per curian), opinion on rehearing, 850 F.2d 1093 (5th Cr
1988) (per curiam, cert. denied, 489 U S. 1079 (1989).

In No. 92-1087, the judgnent is AFFIRMED. W have revi ewed
the briefs, the record, and the argunent of counsel and concl ude
that the district court did not abuse its discretion in approving

the settl enent.



