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

No. 98-41156
Conf er ence Cal endar

THERMAN LEE HARRI S,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

GARY L. JOHNSON, DEPUTY DI RECTOR, TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF CRI M NAL
JUSTI CE, | NSTI TUTI ONAL DI VI SI ON; Tl MOTHY WEST, Warden, Mark W
Stiles Unit; GARLAND FLAKES, Assistant Warden, Mark W Stiles
Unit; CHRI STOPHER NVWENE, CGuard, Mark W Stiles Unit; LARRY
BOTTOM CGuard, Mark W Stiles Unit; KEVIN POAELL, Sergeant, Mark
W Stiles Unit; FELECIA DAVIS SMTH, Guard, Mark W Stiles Unit;
KI MBERLY RHI NEHART, CGuard, Mark W Stiles Unit; NORVAN WARD,
GQuard, Mark W Stiles Unit; CLINTON ROBI NSON, CGuard, Mark W
Stiles Unit; ADAM CARMOUCHE, Guard, Mark W Stiles Unit; JAMES

M TCHELL, Guard, Mark W Stiles Unit; GARY GOVEZ, Board Menber of
regi on three; JEANE BELLANGER, i ndividual capacity; RUSSEL
MCDONALD, i ndividual capacity; STEVEN SW FT, individual capacity;
RI CKEY TARVER, i ndividual capacity; BELLA LEBLANC, i ndivi dual
capacity; CARL PLOCK, individual capacity; LLYN REYNOLDS,

i ndi vi dual capacity,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:97-CV-263

Decenber 14, 1999
Before JOLLY, H GE NBOTHAM and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Therman Lee Harris, Texas prisoner # 534500, appeals the

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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magi strate judge’s denial of his notion for appointnent of
counsel. Because Harris’ case is not particularly conplex and he
has been able to present his case adequately in his conplaint,
anended conplaint, and at the hearing held pursuant to Spears v.
McCotter, 766 F.2d 179 (5th Gr. 1985), Harris has not shown that
the magi strate judge abused his discretion in denying his notion

for appoi ntnent of counsel. See Uner v. Chancellor, 691 F. 2d

209, 212 (5th Cir. 1982).

Harris has also filed a notion for a transcript of the
Spears hearing at governnent expense. Because Harris has not
denonstrated that the transcript is necessary for the resolution
of this appeal, because such transcripts are for the court’s
internal use and are not generally provided to the appellant, and
because the district court did not obtain a record of the Spears
hearing due to equi pnment mal function, Harris’ notion for a
transcript at governnent expense is DEN ED

MOTI ON FOR TRANSCRI PT AT GOVERNMENT EXPENSE DEN ED; ORDER
DENYlI NG APPO NTMENT OF COUNSEL AFFI RVED



