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Clerk
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MALVIN M LLS, Etc; ET AL
Plaintiffs,

MALVIN M LLS, doi ng busi ness as
Pronto Bail Qut; ANGELO L. CLARK
doi ng busi ness as Angel o’ s Bondi ng
Servi ce; TERRY HENSQN, doi ng business
as Henson’s Bail Bond, doi ng business
as Terry’'s Quick Bail Qut,

Pl aintiffs-Appellants,

ver sus

SM TH COUNTY TEXAS; BILLY WAYNE BOBBI TT,
doi ng business as Stri ke Three Bai

Bondi ng Conpany, doi ng busi ness as

Easy Qut Bail Bondi ng Conpany; J B SM TH,
Individually and in official capacity

as Sheriff of Smth County, Texas; BOBBIE
GARMON, Individually and in official
capacity as Deputy Sheriff of Smth County,
Texas; FAR WEST | NSURANCE COVPANY,

DCES 1-100, I nclusive;

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeals fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
(03-CV-169)

Bef ore GARWOOD, BENAVI DES, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.



PER CURI AM *

Appel  ants conpl ain of two evidentiary rulings of the district
court. It is plain that neither ruling presents an abuse of the
district court’s discretion, and in any event it is |ikew se plain
that even if there were error, neither ruling was prejudicial.
Wth respect to appellants’ conplaints as to the district court’s
taxation of costs of the expert fees for witness Needhamand expert
Bailes & Co. , appellees for whom these costs were taxed
voluntarily remtted themby March 30, 2004, filing in the district
court; with respect to the $120 vi deotapi ng charge, appellees in
their brief have agreed to remt that itemof costs. Accordingly,
the judgnent of the district court is AFFIRMED except that the
award of costs is MODI FIED in accordance with the said March 30,
2004 remttitur filed by the Smth County defendants in the
district court, and with the further nodification that the $120
charge for deposition videotaping is elimnated.

Costs under FeED. R App. P. 39 are taxed against appellants.

"Pursuant to 5THGQR R 47.5 the Court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunmstances set forth in 5THAQR R 47.5. 4.
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