UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
for the Fifth Crcuit

No. 92-3176
Summary Cal endar

JAMM E SHELTON, et al,
Pl aintiffs-Appellants,
VERSUS
CI TY OF NEW ORLEANS, et al,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
(CA 90 2412 1)

(January 27, 1993)
Before JOLLY, DUHE, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !

Appel l ant Jamm e Shelton sued the City of New Oleans, its
Police Departnent, and certain police officers under 8§ 1983 and
related federal statutes, and under state tort | aw, contendi ng that
during an altercation between her m nor son and the officers he was
injured and the constitutional rights of both were violated. A
jury returned a verdict for all Defendants on all clains and

Plaintiff appeals. W find no error and affirm

! Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat 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that this opinion should not be published.



Appellant first conplains that the court erred by denying
Plaintiff's chall enges for cause of two jurors who were related to
persons in |aw enforcenent, and one juror who had, in years past,
been enployed in |law enforcenent and as a juvenile officer. W
review for abuse of discretion? and find none here. The record
clearly establishes that the challenged jurors who did serve could
fairly serve. They were directly questioned about the effect, if
any, that their connection with | aw enforcenent woul d have on their
inpartiality and their answers show that they were not biased
Deni al of challenges for cause was not an abuse of discretion.

Appellant's reliance on Darbin v. Nourse, 664 F.2d 1109 (9th G

1981) is m splaced. In that case the district court did not
inquire into the juror's bias; in this case it did.

Next Appellant conplains of the defense attorney's closing
remar ks about drugs since, she all eges, drugs were not an issue in
this case. Appellant overl ooks the fact that the officers' reason
for stopping her son was suspicion of drug activity. The remarks
wer e not i nproper.

Appel l ant al so conplains of defense counsel's reference in
argunent to the potential financial liability of the individua
officers if a damage award was made. There was no cont enpor aneous
objection to the remarks so we exanine only for plain error.® 1In

rebuttal Appellant's counsel nmade a counter argunent and, when

2 United States v. Gordon, 812 F.2d 965 (5th CGr. 1987).

3 United States v. lLopez, 923 F.2d 47, 49 (5th Cr. 1991);
see, Edwards v. Sears, Roebuck and Co., 512 F.2d 276, 286 (5th
Cr. 1975).




viewing the closings in their entirety, we are unable to find any
error, much less plain error.

Appellant's final conplaint is that the evidence does not
support the verdict. W di sagree. No appropriate notions were
filed at the close of the evidence. Therefore, we reviewonly to

see if any evidence supports the verdict. See Stewart v. Thigpen,

730 F.2d 1002, 1007 (5th Cr. 1984); Bartholonew v. CNG Producing

Co., 832 F.2d 326, 329 (5th Cr. 1987). OQur review of the record
shows anpl e evidence to support the verdict.

AFFI RVED.



