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

No. 96-50852
Summary Cal endar

LARRY JOE JONES,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

RONALD URBANOVSKY, Sheriff;
LOU LOURCEY; SHAWN ELDRI DGE, Jail er,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas

USDC No. A-94-CV-697

January 20, 1999
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM JONES, and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Larry Joe Jones, Texas prisoner # 621238, has filed an

application for leave to proceed in forma pauperis (IFP) on

appeal, following a jury verdict for sone defendants and the
district court’s grant of summary judgnent and judgnent as a
matter of law for other defendants in this 42 U . S.C. § 1983

action. By noving for |FP, Jones is challenging the district

court’s certification that |IFP should not be granted on appeal

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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because his appeal presents no nonfrivol ous issues. See Baugh v.

Taylor, 117 F.3d 197, 202 (5th Gr. 1997).

Jones argues that the jury erroneously concluded that the
defendants did not cause himto suffer cruel and unusual
puni shnment in violation of the Eighth Arendnent. Jones is
contesting the jury's credibility decisions. This court wll not
disturb the credibility determnations of the factfinder, here

the jury, on appeal. See WIllians v. Fab-Con, Inc., 990 F.2d

228, 230 (5th Cir. 1993); Mrtin v. Thomas, 973 F.2d 449, 453 n.3
(5th Gir. 1992).

Jones argues that he was unable to present his best case to
the jury because the district court denied his requests for
appoi nt nent of counsel. Jones contends that the district court
erroneously denied his requests for appoi ntnent of counsel. He
al l eges that he denonstrated that he was inconpetent to represent
hinmself at trial and that the case was sufficiently conplex to
requi re appoi ntnment of counsel. The district court did not abuse
its discretion in denying Jones’ notion for appointnent of

counsel. Jackson v. Dallas Police Dep't, 811 F.2d 260, 261 (5th

Cir. 1986).

Jones al so argues that the district court erred by
dism ssing his clains against Eldridge and Dr. Stigler. Jones
has not adequately briefed his argunents relating to the district
court’s grant of judgnent as a matter of law for Eldridge or the
district court’s grant of summary judgnent for Dr. Stigler. See

Gant v. Cuellar, 59 F.3d 523, 524 (5th Cr. 1995); Fed. R App.

P. 28(a)(4); 5th Gir. R 28.2.3.
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Accordingly, we uphold the district court’s order certifying
that the appeal presents no nonfrivolous issues. Jones’ request
for IFP status is DENIED, and his appeal is D SM SSED as
frivolous. See Baugh, 117 F.3d at 202 n.24; 5th Gr. R 42.2.

We caution Jones that any additional frivolous appeals filed
by himor on his behalf will invite the inposition of sanctions.
To avoid sanctions, Jones is further cautioned to review any
pendi ng appeals to ensure that they do not raise argunents that
are frivol ous.

| FP DENI ED; APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED



