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PER CURI AM *

The court has carefully considered this appeal in |ight
of the briefs, argunents of counsel and pertinent portions of the
record. The scope of our appellate review is narrow because
appellants failed to object to the introduction of expert
testinony, failed to nove for judgnent as a matter of law or to
object tothe jury charge, and failed to nove for a newtrial. The
issues in this case that appellants nost strongly contest; whether
Ms. Grantham was qualified to seek an el enentary educati on degree
and whet her she was discrimnated against, were issues of fact.

MG egor v. Louisiana Board of Supervisors, 3 F.3d 850 (5th Gr.

Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the court has determned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under the linmted
circunstances set forth in Local Rule 47.5. 4.
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1993). The result of appellants’ procedural defaults is that we
will affirmthe jury verdict if there is any evidence to support

it. Steverson v. oldstein, 24 F.3d 666, 669 (5th GCr. 1994).

Based on this narrow standard of review, we conclude that there was
sone evidence to support the jury's finding that Southeastern
Loui siana University discrimnated against Ms. G antham based on
her disability, and further, that there was sone evidence to
support the anount of danmages awarded by the jury. Appel I ant s
conplaint that the trial court did not properly inpanel the jury is
frivol ous.

Wth regard to the award of attorneys’ fees, although it
seens high, we are hard put to conclude that it represented an
abuse of discretion. The nagistrate judge applied the proper |egal
standards, requested additional supporting docunentation for
pretrial work by the attorneys where he thought appropriate, and
di sal l owed fees for duplicative work. Whet her this panel woul d
have awarded t he sanme anount of fees is irrelevant. The nagistrate
judge commtted no legal error in his analysis nor did he arrive at
an overall anount outside the wide anbit of his discretion.

The judgnent of the district court is therefore AFFI RVED

AFFI RVED.



