UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
for the Fifth Crcuit

No. 93-3034

JOHN DEERE COVPANY,

Pl ai ntiff-Counter-
Def endant - Appel | ee,

and

FEDERAL DEPOSI T | NSURANCE CORPORATI ON,
As Receiver for First National Bank, Covington, Louisiana,

I ntervenor-Plaintiff-
Count er - Def endant - Appel | ee,
VERSUS
SLI DELL TRACTOR COWPANY, INC., ET AL.,

Def endant s- Count er -
d ai mant s- Appel | ant s.

Appeals fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Loui siana
(89- CV-1953-N)

(Decenber 9, 1993)

Before DUHE and EMLIO M GARZA, Circuit Judges and BLACK!,
District Judge.

PER CURI AM 2

. Chi ef Judge of the Southern District of Texas, sitting by
desi gnati on.

2 Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needless
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.™
Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



Appel l ant clains seven errors were commtted by the district
court in the conduct of this bench trial and in her findings and
concl usi ons. One is a claimthat the court erred in admtting
certain evidence, and another has to do with the district court's
refusal to allow Appellant to add an additional party to the
proceedi ngs. The remaining five have to do with errors alleged in
the court's findings of fact and concl usi ons of | aw.

Having carefully reviewed the record and briefs, and having
consi dered the argunent of able counsel, we are convinced that no
error occurred.

The determ nation of evidentiary matters is within the broad
di scretion of the trial court and we find no abuse of discretion
her e. The evidence concerning the financial dealings and
conditions of the parent corporation and the sibling M ssissippi
corporations was rel evant to the i ssues of consent to repossession,
and to the integrity of the security for the bank's debt which was
secured, in part, by the parent and sibling corporations.

The conpl ai ned of conduct of counsel for the FDIC was not, in
our view, inproper.

Appel  ants sought to add John Deere |nsurance Conpany as a
party at a tine which, if allowed, would have required a delay in
the previously scheduled trial. Appel l ant  (through different
counsel ) had obtained several delays before. W find no abuse of
discretionin the district court's refusal to allow further del ay.

In reviewi ng the district court opinion, we are convi nced t hat



the court fully addressed each of the five remaining points
Appel l ant raises on appeal. W find ourselves in agreenent with
the district court's analysis, and, in short, do not believe that
we can inprove on what the district court said. We therefore
affirm the judgnent of the district court on the basis of the
court's opinion and the additional comments nade herein.

AFF| RMED.



