United States Court of Appeals
Fifth Circuit

FILED

IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS December 16, 2003

FOR THE FIFTH CIRCU T
Charles R. Fulbruge llI
Clerk

No. 03-60139
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,

ver sus

DEBORAH THERESA MEEKS, al so known as
Debor ah Meeks Quai nt ance,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissippi
USDC No. 3:02-CR-73-W5-ALL

Bef ore H G3d NBOTHAM DAVIS, and PRADO Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Deborah Theresa Meeks appeal s her convictions for mail fraud
and noney | aundering. She argues that the district court erred by
admtting the testinony of certain witnesses at trial. W review
the district court’s ruling on the admssibility of testinony for

abuse of discretion.? W AFFIRM

"Pursuant to 5THCGR 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.

2United States v. Mody, 903 F.2d 321, 326 (5th Cr. 1990).



Meeks’ first contention is that the district court abused its
discretion in admtting the testinony of Antoni o Johnson regarding
statenents nmade to him by doria Johnson. We disagree. The
district court admtted the prior inconsistent statenents nmade by
Qoria to inpeach her trial testinony.?

Meeks also contends that the district court abused its
discretion by allowng the prosecution to present to the jury a
portion of the grand jury testinony of Chaquita HIl. W agree
wth Meeks that the court erred in allowing this testinony to be
admtted as a recorded recol |l ecti on because there was no predicate
show ng that, at the tine H Il provided her grand jury testinony,
the rel evant conversation was “fresh in [her] nenory.”® However
any error in admtting this testinony was harm ess.* The grand
jury testinony was nerely cunul ative of other testinony in the
record, and its admssion at trial did not affect Meeks’
substantial rights.®

The judgnent of the district court is therefore AFFI RVED

2See United States v. Pol asek, 162 F.3d 878, 883 (5th Cir.
1998); United States v. Sisto, 534 F.2d 616, 622 (5th Cr. 1976).

SUnited States v. Judon, 567 F.2d 1289, 1294 (5th Cr.
1978) .

“See United States v. Skipper, 74 F.3d 608, 612 (5th GCir
1996) .
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