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PER CURI AM *

Appel I ant Tubwel | chal l enges the district court's grant
of a directed verdict and other asserted trial errors in connection
with his civil rights clai magai nst three police officers. Because
the trial court commtted no reversible errors, we affirm

Tubwel | challenges the court's grant of defendants

motion for a directed verdict on his two substantive clains. The

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that have no
precedential value and nerely decide particular cases on the basis of well-
settled principles of |aw inposes needl ess expense on the public and burdens on
the | egal profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published.



district court reasoned that Tubwell's claimfor denial of nedical
care following his participation in a high-speed autonobile chase
with the police was i nadequate | egal |y because Tubwel | di d not show
that the police exhibited deliberate indifference to serious
medi cal needs. Technically, this was not the right fornmula. As
Tubwel | was nore like a pretrial detainee at the tine of the chase
than a prisoner, the Constitution guaranteed his right to
reasonable nedical care unless the failure to provide it was

related to a legitimte governnental objective. Van d eave V.

United States, 854 F.2d 82, 84 (5th Cr. 1988). The court did not
err ingranting directed verdi ct, however, because Tubwel|l admtted
he experienced only slight, tenporary injuries. There was no real
need for nedical care, hence no unconstitutional deprivation of
care.

The court also granted a directed verdict on Tubwell's
procedural due process claimhaving to do with the fact that the
police called a private conpany to tow his car to a garage after he
was arrested. The car was released to a nenber of Tubwell's famly
after they paid tow ng and storage fees. The district court held
that Tubwell had not shown that state renedies were inadequate to
protect his property rights. W need not focus on the adequacy of
renmedi es avail abl e under state procedure, however, because Tubwel |
has not shown that what the officers did was wong. The car was
not renmoved from him permanently; it was only towed and stored
tenporarily. How state or federal constitutional |aw could have

been violated by this expediency followng Tubwell's arrest is a



mystery, and Tubwell's brief does not solve it. We discern no
deprivation of property wi thout procedural due process and, equal |y
inportant, no basis on which to deny the defendants' claim of
qualified i munity.

The procedural issues of which Tubwell conplains are
meritless. First, the district court did not abuse its discretion
inrescheduling the trial, particularly where Tubwel| specifically
agreed to go forward on the reschedul ed date. Second, the error,
if any, in denying Tubwell's notion in limne that sought to
prevent inpeaching him with a 15-year old conviction for arned
robbery was harmess in light of the district court's grant of a
directed verdict. Third, Tubwell's challenge to one juror is npot
because the case was withdrawn from the jury's consideration.
Fourth, Tubwell does not dispute that he is an experienced wit-
witer and therefore had no need of appointed counsel.

The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RMED



