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

No. 99-60158
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
Upon the Relation and for
the use of the Tennessee
Val | ey Authority,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
ver sus

AN EASEMENT AND RI GHT- OF- WAY
Etc., ET AL.,

Def endant s,

THOVAS E. W LLI AMSON
BRENDA E. W LLI AMSON,

Def endant s- Appel | ant s.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 1:96-CV-239-S-D

Decenber 14, 1999
Before JOLLY, H GE NBOTHAM and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Thomas and Brenda W/ Ilianmson appeal the district court’s
adoption of the comm ssion’s report in this condemmation case.
The WIllianmsons first argue that the magistrate judge erred in

denying their request for a jury trial. However, we |ack

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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jurisdiction to consider this issue, as they did not appeal it to

the district court. See Col burn v. Bunge Towing, Inc., 883 F.2d

372, 379 (5th CGir. 1989); Fed. R Cv. P. 72(a).

Appel  ants next argue that the district court erred in
adopting the comm ssioners’ report. The report, which inplicitly
rejected the testinony of Ms. WIlianson in favor of that of
plaintiff’s expert, was “neither clearly erroneous nor nerely

conclusory.” United States v. 24.48 Acres of Land, 812 F.2d 216,

218 (5th Gr. 1987). Thus, the district court did not clearly

err in adopting the report. See United States v. 8.41 Acres of

Land, 680 F.2d 388, 393 (5th G r. 1982). The judgnent is
therefore

AFFI RVED.



