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

No. 01-60303
Conf er ence Cal endar

DARRELL L. BANKSTON,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
ARI AN JOSEPH ALEXANDER, Etc.; ET AL.,

Def endant s,

ARl AN JOSEPH ALEXANDER, al so known as Robert Al exander,
Correctional Guard; CHARLI E POPE, Deputy Warden,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 2:99-CV-321-PG

June 18, 2002

Before H G3d NBOTHAM DAVIS, and EMLIO M GARZA, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM ~

Darrell L. Bankston, M ssissippi state prisoner nunber
R1725, filed a conplaint in the district court alleging that
correctional guard Arian Joseph Al exander used another inmate to

attack Bankston and that deputy warden Charlie Pope failed to

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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protect Bankston fromthe attack. The parties consented to the
exercise of jurisdiction by the magistrate judge. See 28 U. S . C
8§ 636(c). The case was tried before a jury, which returned a
verdict in favor of the defendants. The nmagistrate judge entered
judgnent dism ssing the conplaint. Bankston has appeal ed.
Bankston contends: (1) that the jury verdict was contrary to
the evidence presented at trial; (2) that the verdict formwas
m sl eadi ng because it m scharacteri zed his clai magai nst
Al exander as an excessive-force claim and (3) that the
magi strate judge commented inproperly during the trial that the
def endants were represented by a "distinguished" law firm
Bankst on has not provided the court with a trial transcript. It
is the appellant’s responsibility to provide a transcript of al
rel evant evidence to support his appellate argunent. See FED. R

App. P. 10(b)(2); Powell v. Estelle, 959 F.2d 22, 26 (5th Cr

1992). Bankston's failure to provide a transcript prevents this
court fromreview ng these issues. Accordingly, the appeal nust

be dism ssed in part. See R chardson v. Henry, 902 F.2d 414, 416

(5th Gr. 1990).
Bankst on has not shown that the magi strate judge abused his
di scretion by denying his notion for appointnent of counsel.

See Branch v. Cole, 686 F.2d 264, 266 (5th Cr. 1982). The

magi strate judge's order is affirnmed.

DI SM SSED | N PART; AFFI RVED | N PART.



