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(August 9, 1993)
Bef ore GARWOOD, SM TH and DeMOSS, Circuit Judges.”

PER CURI AM

Plaintiff-appellant D ane Duhon (Duhon) appeals the district
court's judgnent on the jury's verdict for defendants-appellees
t hat she take nothing against themin her action under 42 U S.C. 8§

1983 conplaining of the nonrenewal of her enploynment wth

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.



def endant - appel | ee Col nesnei |l | ndependent School District. Duhon's
state law clains were dism ssed prior to trial wthout prejudice,
and she nmakes no conplaint in this respect on appeal. Duhon, who
is represented by experienced counsel, as she was at all stages in
the district court, conplains on appeal only that the evidence at
trial establishes as a matter of law that she was entitled to
judgnent, and that accordingly the judgnent for the defendants
should be reversed and judgnent rendered in her favor or a new
trial ordered. No conplaint is nade of the formor |egal effect of
the verdict, of the court's charge, of the argunent of counsel, of
t he adm ssion or exclusion of any evidence, of the selection of the
jury, of any ruling bel owon any notion, or of any matter of trial,
pre-trial, or post-trial procedure.

Duhon, as she concedes, at no tine bel ow nade any noti on under
Fed. R Cv. P. 50, and did not ever file a notion for new trial
(nor did she ever file any notion for sunmmary judgnent).
Accordingly, Duhon is not entitled to any relief on appeal unless
t he judgnment for defendants anmobunts to "plain error apparent on the
face of the record, that, if not noticed, would result in a
mani fest m scarriage of justice." Little v. Bankers Life & Cas.
Co., 426 F.2d 509, 511 (5th Cr. 1970). See also McConney v. City
of Houston, 863 F.2d 1180, 1186-88 (5th Cr. 1989). This is, of
course, a far nore stringent and difficult standard for an
appellant to neet than even the quite restricted review of a
verdi ct applied where a notion for directed verdi ct has been nade.

W note that the evidence reflects, anong other things, severa



matters respecti ng Duhon's conduct that woul d constitute cause for
nonrenewal , and that in addition to the February 20, 1990, heari ng,
at which appellant and her attorney refused the board's offer to
enter the closed session neeting, appellant had received an in-
person eval uation fromthe superintendent February 9, 1990, and she
was given a hearing and invited to speak in her behalf April 24,
1990, but refused to testify when asked, and did not attend a
rehearing schedul ed for her May 11, 1990. The burden of proof was
on appel | ant.

Considering the record as a whole, we are not convinced that
affirmance would result in a manifest mscarriage of justice
what ever the situation mght be had appellant made any Rule 50
nmotion or notion for newtrial. Accordingly, the judgnent of the

district court is

AFFI RVED.



