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PER CURIAM:

Dion Orlando Taylor appeals the jury verdict in favor
of the defendants on his claims asserting violations of his
Eighth Amendment rights under 42 U.S.C. 8 1983 (2006). Finding
no error, we affirm.

Considering TfTirst Taylor’s claims of numerous errors
in the admission and exclusion of evidence during his trial, we
“review a trial court’s rulings on the admissibility of evidence
for abuse of discretion, and . . . will only overturn an
evidentiary ruling that is arbitrary and irrational.” United

States v. Cole, 631 F.3d 146, 153 (4th Cir. 2011). After

careful review of the record, we conclude that Taylor has failed
to establish that the district court abused its discretion.
Further, contrary to Taylor’s contention, the
evidence, viewed i1n a light most favorable to the prevailing
parties below, amply supported the jury’s verdict on Taylor’s
claims of excessive force and deliberate indifference. King v.
McMillan, 594 F.3d 301, 312 (4th Cir. 2010). Accordingly, we
find no abuse of discretion iIn the district court’s denial of

Taylor’s motion for a new trial. See Dennis v. Columbia

Colleton Med. Ctr., Inc., 290 F.3d 639, 650 (4th Cir. 2001)

(denial of a motion for a new trial reviewed for clear abuse of

discretion).



Finally, the remainder of the issues Taylor raises on
appeal were not asserted iIn the district court. Therefore, they
are not properly preserved for our consideration on

appeal. Muth v. United States, 1 F.3d 246, 250 (4th Cir. 1993).

Accordingly, we affirm the judgment below. We
dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

this court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



