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

No. 99-40396
Summary Cal endar

ROBERT ARTHUR MAGOON,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
FRANK BARNETT; TODD BENO T; DANI EL POUNDERS; JAMES BAKER
Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:95-CV-832
ey 19, 2000
Bef ore JONES, DUHE, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !
Robert Arthur Magoon, Texas state prisoner # 599317, appeals
the verdict for the Defendants following a jury trial in his 42
U S C § 1983 action. Magoon alleged that the Defendants, who are
all correctional officers at the Texas Departnent of Crim nal
Justice—Stiles Unit, used excessive force against him On appeal
Magoon raised the followng clainms: (1) the district court abused
its discretion when it denied his notion for default |udgnent
agai nst Frank Barnett; (2) the district court abused its discretion

when it denied his various notions to inpose sanctions; (3) the

! Pursuant to 5THGR R 47.5, the court has detern 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



district court abused its discretion when it did not allow himto
i ntroduce into evidence several docunents allegedly pertaining to
the Defendants’ credibility and evasion of discovery; (4) the
district court abused its discretion when it deni ed Magoon’s noti on
for appointnment of trial counsel; (5) the district court abused its
di scretion when it denied his request for a continuance; (6) the
district court abused its discretion when it allegedly failed to
enforce a discovery order pertaining to investigative reports; (7)
the jury selection process violated the Jury Sel ection and Service
Act because the jury did not represent a fair cross section of the
comunity; (8) the district court erred when it failed to grant a
directed verdict for Magoon; (9) the district court abused its
discretion when it denied Mgoon’s notion for discovery of
phot ogr aphi ¢ evi dence; and (10) the district court erred when it
refused to exclude the Defendants fromthe court room pursuant to
Fed. R Evid. 615.

We have carefully examned the record as to each point and
find neither error nor abuse of discretion.

Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED.



