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

No. 98-31332
Summary Cal endar

LEVORN WOODLEY, CURTI S WOCODLEY, MATHEW WOCDLEY, CURVI S WOODLEY,
REG NA WOODLEY,

Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
VERSUS
MARY RI VES GALLASPY, ROCKING G FARMS L P;
PRAI RI E BAYOU HUNTI NG CLUB; BOBBY N. OIT,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
(97-Cv-1981)

Novenber 26, 1999
Before DAVIS, EMLIO M GARZA, and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

The Whodl eys filed this action seeking a judgnent recogni zing
them as legal owners of certain property in DeSoto Parish,
Loui si ana. After a bench trial, the district court found that
Def endant Gallaspy had exercised corporeal possession of the
property in good faith and dism ssed the plaintiffs’ suit. The

court found that none of the plaintiffs’ contacts with the property

"Pursuant to 5TH QR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



were sufficient to evict Gallaspy or to constitute corporeal or
civil possession by the plaintiffs. Thus, the district court found
that the running of the ten year prescriptive period in favor of
Gal l aspy was not interrupted. A careful review of the record
reveals that these findings are anply supported. The district
court did not err in entering judgnent for Gall aspy.?

Plaintiffs al so argue that the district court erred in denying
their nmotiontoreviewthe clerk’s taxation of costs. They contend
that Gall aspy i ncurred unnecessary costs in copying certified deeds
reflecting her chain of title. The district court did not err in
finding that these costs were necessary because the plaintiffs’
suit was a petitory action. Thus, the district court did not err
in denying the plaintiffs’ notion.

We have reviewed the plaintiffs’ other argunents on appeal and
find themto be without nerit.

W therefore affirm the district court’s judgnent in all

respects.

! The judgnment also was in favor of the |essees and other
defendants claimng through Gall aspy. Cl ai ns agai nst them were
di sm ssed pursuant to Fed. R CGv.P. 12(b)(6).



