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

No. 92-7516
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
MORRI' S GUI NN TURMAN
Def endant - Appel | ant.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. CA-M 92-034 (CR-M 88-417)
~ March 17, 1993
Before KING H G3 NBOTHAM and DAVIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Morris Quinn Turman appeals the district court's denial of
his notion under 28 U S.C. 8§ 2255 to vacate his sentence. Turnman
al so noves for appointnent of counsel.

Turman argues that (1) there was insufficient evidence to
support a conviction for conspiracy and (2) the indictnent was

faulty because it failed to specifically nanme the other

coconspi rators.

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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A claimattacking an indictnent is cognizable in a § 2255
proceedi ng only where an indictnent is so deficient that it

deprives a convicting court of jurisdiction. United States v.

Arnmstrong, 951 F.2d 626, 628-29 (5th Gr. 1992). The |anguage in
the indictnent need only "informthe accused of the specific
offense with which he is charged."” 1d.

Turman's faulty-indictnent issue was raised for the first
time in his 8 2255 notion and Turman never objected at trial on
grounds that the evidence did not conformto the indictnent.
Accordingly, this Court will construe the indictnent "liberally

in favor of the [Governnent." See United States v. Prince, 868

F.2d 1379, 1383-84 (5th Gir.), cert. denied, 493 U S. 932 (1989).

The i ndi ctnment chargi ng Turman adequately inforned himof the
of fense with which he was charged.
Nor will this Court reconsider issues raised and determ ned

on direct appeal in a 8 2255 proceeding. United States v.

Kalish, 780 F.2d 506, 508 (5th Gr.), cert. denied, 476 U S. 1118

(1986). The district court correctly held that Turman's
i nsufficiency-of-evidence argunent was not cognizable in a 8§ 2255
proceedi ng because it was di sposed of on direct appeal.

The district court's denial of Turman's notion to vacate his
sentence under 8§ 2255 is AFFIRVED. In light of this disposition,

Turman's notion for appointnment of counsel is DEN ED.



