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

No. 95-20086
Summary Cal endar

CANDY BRANDLEY, CLARENCE LEE BRANDLEY,
I ndi vidual ly and as next friend of
CASSI E BRANDLEY, RONDALE BRANDLEY, and
ERI C BRANDLEY, m nors, and
CLARENCE LEE BRANDLEY, JR
Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
and
EVELYN STEWART
Plaintiff

ver sus

JOHN KEESHAN, ET AL.,
Def endant s,
and

JOHN WESLEY STYLES,
PEGGY and CHARLES RAY

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the
Southern District of Texas
(CA-H 91-3574)

Decenber 6, 1995



Bef ore GARWOOD, JOLLY and PARKER, Circuit Judges.”’
PER CURI AM

As appell ees Stevens and Ray point out, the district court’s
herei n appeal ed di sm ssal order dated January 26, 1995, states that
it is “pursuant to the agreenent of Plaintiffs and Defendants
Styles, Ray and Stevens” and that the renmaining clai ns agai nst said
def endants “are hereby DI SM SSED as per agreenent of the parties,
costs to be borne by the party incurring them” Appellants have
not denied or explained this or clainmed that these recitals are
i naccurate; and, they are supported by the “Certificate of
Conf erence Regar di ng Def endants’ Mdtion to Reconsider Their Mtions
to Dism ss Pursuant to Rule 12" signed by appellants. Accordingly,
appellants may not challenge the said dismssal of defendants-
appel l ees Charlie Ray, Peggy Stevens, and Wesley Styles. See Tel -
Phonic Services, Inc v. TBS Intern, Inc., 975 F.2d 1134, 1137 (5th
Cr. 1992) (“A party will not be heard to appeal the propriety of
an order to which it agreed”).

The January 26, 1995, dismssal is therefore

AFFI RVED.

Local Rule 47.5 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 needless
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.”
Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



