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Before DAVIS, JONES, and DeM3SS, Circuit Judges.
EDI TH H JONES, Circuit Judge:”
Larry Wesley Lawence, M ssissippi prisoner #46006,
appeal s fromthe entry of final judgnment pursuant to a jury verdict

for the defendants in his civil rights claimfiled under 42 U S. C

"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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



§ 1983.

On appeal, he asserts that the district court erred by
denyi ng hi mcourt-appoi nted counsel ; by denying his request for the
i ssuance of subpoenas to certain free-world wtnesses; and by
failing to enforce its discovery order for certain records fromthe
Scott County detention center. Finding no reversible error, we
affirm

The court carefully considered the standards for
appoi ntment of counsel in pro se civil rights cases and did not
abuse its discretion in denying Lawence’s nption. Uner v.

Chancellor, 691 F.2d 208, 213 (5th Gr. 1982).

The court made no m stake in refusing to i ssue subpoenas
for which Lawrence did not pay the witness fee. The |l aw affords no
subsidy to |.F.P. plaintiffs for this expense.

Finally, with regard to the defendants’ alleged failure
to produce docunents, there is no docket entry reflecting that
Lawence ever filed a notion to conpel, while there is a docket
entry in which defendants certified their conpliance with the order.
If these matters were di scussed before or during trial and are in
the trial transcript, and if Lawence felt that violation of
di scovery orders occurred and prejudiced his ability to try the
case, he should have so stated in his requests for production of a
trial transcript at the governnent’s expense. | nstead, he said

not hi ng about this claimin his notions for a transcript to the



district court, to a single judge of this court, and to a 3-judge
panel on reconsideration. As a result, there is no record
substantiating his claim Based on Lawence’ s continued |ack of
expl anation about the relevance or prejudice relating to these
docunents in light of his specific clains, we will not at this late
date reconsider the notion for a governnent-paid transcript and
reject this point.

For these reasons, the district court judgnent is

AFFI RVED.



