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

No. 97-40060
Summary Cal endar

HARCLD M LAM JANI CE M LAM

Pl ai ntiffs-Appellants,

ver sus
DR, MARY LOU SE HOLT; DR CECI L W NGl ELD,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. C-96- MC-41

August 5, 1997
Before KING H G3 NBOTHAM and DAVIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Harol d and Janice M| am appeal the dism ssal as frivol ous of
their civil rights conplaint. W have carefully reviewed the

record and the appellate argunents. W conclude, for essentially

the sane reasons expressed by the district court, see Mlamuv.

Holt, No. C-96-41 (S.D. Tex. Sept. 30, 1996), that the district
court did not abuse its discretion by dismssing the conplaint as

frivolous. See Denton v. Hernandez, 504 U. S. 25, 33 (1992).

Pursuant to 5THCGQR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5THGQR R
47.5. 4.



Thi s appeal has no arguable nerit and is therefore
frivolous. See 5th Cr. R 42.2. The appeal is DI SM SSED. W
caution Harold and Janice MIlamthat any additional frivol ous
appeals filed by either litigant wll invite the inposition of
sanctions. To avoid sanctions, Harold and Janice M| am are
further cautioned to review all pending appeals to ensure that
they do not raise argunents that are frivol ous because they have
been previously decided by this court.

The notion for appointed appel |l ate counsel is DEN ED.

APPEAL DI SM SSED.  SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED.  MOTI ON DENI ED



