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

No. 98-30361
Summary Cal endar

KEVIN GUI DRY, individually and as adm nistrator of the estate of
his mnor child on behalf of Dustin Janmes GQuidry; M CHELLE GUI DRY

Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
vVer sus

GREYHOUND LI NES, INC.; HUGH E L. RAMSEY,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court,
for the Western District of Louisiana
(96- CV-611)
Novenber 16, 1998
Bef ore KING BARKSDALE, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Plaintiffs appeal the denial of their notion for a partial new
trial on the issue of damages, following a jury verdict in a
negl i gence action (vehicle accident) in which defendants sti pul ated
liability.

In response to special interrogatories, the jury awarded
plaintiff Kevin Guidry $62,285.33 for past nedical expenses and
$94, 263 for past and future | oss of earnings, but only $10, 000 for

general damages for pain and suffering. For |loss of consortium

the jury awarded $10,000 to plaintiff Dustin Janmes Quidry, Kevin

Pursuant to 5TH CR. 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



Quidry’s son, and nothing to plaintiff Mchelle Quidry, Kevin
Quidry’'s wfe.

Plaintiffs contend that the jury's award of special damages
required finding causation between the accident at issue and
certain of plaintiffs’ injuries, and that, in the light of this
finding, the jury's awards for general danages and |oss of
consortium are inconsistent. Accordingly, they claimthat their
new trial notion should have been granted.

O course, we review denials of notions for new trial for
abuse of discretion. E.g., Esposito v. Davis, 47 F.3d 164, 167
(5th Gr. 1995). The district court’s reconciliation of the jury’s
awar ds based on doubts regarding Kevin Quidry’s credibility and
candor regarding previous injuries appears proper. See CQuidry et
al. v. Geyhound Lines, Inc., et al, No. 96-0611, slip op. at 5-8
(WD. La. March 30, 1998). Accordingly, the court did not abuse
its discretion in denying a new trial.

AFFI RVED



