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PER CURIAM:*

James Kenneth Fontenot and Sandra Fontenot appeal the jury’s award of

damages, alleging that the award is inadequate.  For the reasons assigned, we

affirm.

The Fontenots sued Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. for injuries allegedly sustained
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when a Wal-Mart employee caused a stereo box to fall on James Fontenot.  The

matter was tried to a jury.  At the close of the plaintiffs’ case, the trial court granted

the Fontenots’ motion for a judgment as a matter of law on the issue of liability,

finding no comparative fault attributable to them.  The issue of damages was then

submitted to the jury which awarded $10,000 for past general damages and

$8,513.94 for past medical expenses.  The jury declined to award future damages,

and found that no loss of consortium damages were sustained.  The Fontenots

moved for a judgment as a matter of law, new trial, or additur, contending that the

damages award was inadequate.  The trial court denied the motions and the

Fontenots timely appealed.

In reviewing a damage award, the evidence must be viewed in a light most

favorable to the jury’s verdict, and the verdict must be upheld unless the evidence

points so strongly and overwhelmingly in favor of one party that the court believes

that reasonable persons could not arrive at a contrary conclusion.1  We do not alter

a damage award unless it is so “inadequate as to shock the judicial conscience and

to raise an irresistible inference that passion, prejudice, corruption or other

improper cause invaded the trial.”2

Our review of the briefs and appellate record, recognizing and giving due

deference to the jury’s essential role in weighing conflicting evidence and

determining the relative credibility of the witnesses, leads inexorably to the
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conclusion that the jury’s quantum award is supported by sufficient evidence and,

accordingly, no error exists.

The judgment appealed is AFFIRMED.


