United States Court of Appeals

Fifth Circuit
FILED
IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH CIRCUI T July 29, 2004

Charles R. Fulbruge IlI
Clerk

No. 04-20097
Summary Cal endar

CARL R PRUETT; SCOIT MARTI N,
Pl ai ntiffs-Appellees,
vVer sus
HARRI S COUNTY BAI L BOND BOARD, ET AL.,
Def endant s,

| NTERNATI ONAL FI DELI TY | NSURANCE COVPANY; ALLEGHENY
CASUALTY COVPANY,

Movant s- Appel | ant s.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H- 03-CV-3241

Bef ore DUHE, STEWART, and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !

| nt ernati onal Fidelity Insurance Conpany (“IFIC) and
Al | egheny Casualty Conpany (“Allegheny”) appeal the district
court’s denial of their notion seeking intervention as of right or,
alternatively, perm ssive intervention in accordance with FED. R
GQv. P. 24. W have jurisdiction to entertain this appeal to the

extent that | FI Cand Al |l egheny are challenging the district court’s

1 Pursuant to 5THAQR 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



denial of their notion seeking intervention as of right. Edwards

v. Gty of Houston, 78 F.3d 983, 992 (5th Gr. 1996) (en banc).

However, to the extent that |IFIC and All egheny are chall engi ng t he
district court’s denial of their notion seeking permssive
intervention, we have jurisdiction over this appeal only if we
determne that the district court abused its vast discretion in
denying the notion. 1d.

| FIC and Al l egheny have not shown that the district court
erred in denying their notion to the extent that they sought
intervention as of right, as they have not shown that the Harris
County Bail Bond Board and Harris County cannot represent them

adequately in the plaintiffs’ suit. See Edwards, 78 F.3d at 1004-

05; Hopwood v. Texas, 21 F.3d 603, 605-06 (5th Cr. 1994).

Accordi ngly, the judgnment of the district court is AFFIRVED to the
extent that it denied |IFIC and Allegheny’'s notion seeking
intervention as of right.

| FI C and Al | egheny have |i kew se not shown that the district
court abused its discretionin denying perm ssive intervention. See

| ngebretsen v. Jackson Pub. Sch. Dist., 88 F.3d 274, 281 (5th Gr.

1996). Consequently, to the extent that | FIC and Al | egheny seek to
appeal the district court’s denial of their notion seeking
perm ssive intervention, their appeal is D SM SSED

JUDGMENT OF DI STRICT COURT AFFIRVED | N PART AND APPEAL

DI SM SSED | N PART.



