UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 98-60222
Summary Cal endar

LENI' S | RENE MULLINS and EVERETT D. MJLLI NS,
Pl ai ntiffs-Appellees,

VERSUS

WAL- MART STORES, | NC.,
Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of M ssissippi

(3: 95- CV- 178)

April 7, 1999
Before DAVIS, DUHE, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

VWl - Mart Stores, Inc. (“Wal-Mart”) appeals the denial of its
motion for new trial or, in the alternative, a remttitur. e
affirm

Plaintiffs Lenis Irene Miullins and Everett D. Millins brought

suit against Wal-Mart to recover damages sustained when Ms.

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.
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Mul I ins slipped and fell and suffered personal injuries in a Wl -
Mart Store. After jury trial, the jury returned a verdict for
plaintiffs, assessing no danages for M. Millins and $50, 000 for
Ms. Mullins. Wal-Mart noved for newtrial or, inthe alternative,
for remttitur, contending, inter alia, that the district court
erred in not granting a mstrial on notions made by Wal - Mart duri ng
trial. On appeal, WAl -Mart argues that the district court erred in
denying this notion.

Specifically, wWal-Mart alleges that the jury, prejudiced by
repetitious and I|eading questions and inproper comments by
Plaintiffs' counsel in response to Wal-Mart's objections, returned
a verdict against the weight of the evidence. Further, WAl-Mart
all eges that because they were forced by Plaintiffs' counsel's
egregi ous conduct to nmake numerous objections, the jury was led to
bel i eve WAl - Mart had sonet hing to hide.

Having reviewed the record, we conclude that the district
court did not abuse its discretionin denying Wal-Mart's notion for
new trial or, in the alternative, for remttitur. See Hltgen v.
Sunrall, 47 F.3d 695, 703 (5th Cr. 1995).

AFFI RVED.



