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Before PCOLI TZ, Chief Judge, SM TH and WENER, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ranmon X. Evans, a prisoner of the Texas Departnent of Crim nal

Justice, appeals an adverse judgnent in his pro se, in form

pauperis civil rights suit against Tarrant County and Janes
Ski dnore, warden of the Tarrant County jail. W affirm
“Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that

have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needless
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.™
Pursuant to that Rule, the court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



Backgr ound

Evans filed the instant conplaint in late 1992, alleging
violations of his first anmendnent religious freedons and equa
protection rights during a previous confinenent in the Tarrant
County jail. Evans alleges that he was refused a conpl ete copy of
the "Quran," denied an opportunity to congregate with fell ow Muslim
inmates or to neet wwth an Islamc mnister, and was often served
pork, a prohibited food in his religion. He also clains that
Christian inmates received opportunities for religious exercise
that Muslinms were denied. The district court entered judgnent for
the defendants followng a bench trial. Evans tinely appeal ed.

Anal ysi s

On appeal Evans first clains that his request for appointnment
of counsel was inproperly denied. There is no absolute right to
appoi ntment of counsel in civil rights cases.! As the instant case
i's unexceptional and poses issues which are neither legally nor
factually conplex, the district court did not abuse its discretion
in refusing to appoint counsel.?

Evans contends that the district judge evidenced religious
bi as, stating that the court m scharacterized his suit as a request

to congregate "for the sake of congregating." Wthout nore, the
cited statenent indicates neither an arguable personal nor

religious bias.

128 U.S.C. 8§ 1915(d); U ner v. Chancellor, 691 F.2d 209 (5th
Cir. 1982).

Ul mer .



Construed Iliberally,® the reminder of Evans' conplaint
centers on the purported denial of opportunities to practice his
religion. Because Evans' brief disputes the district court's
factual findings, claimng no | egal error, we nust reviewonly for
clear error. Evans clains he was denied a conplete copy of the
Quran. Gievance Oficer Sandra Kay Davis searched Evans' cell and
found a vol unme which Evans admtted was his copy of the religious
text. Although he did not say so at the tinme, Evans now cl ai ns
that his was only a partial copy. Gven the failure to inform
Davis that the copy was inconplete, if indeed it was, the district
court did not clearly err in finding the jail bl anel ess.

Evans nmai ntains that he was not permtted to congregate with
other Muslimprisoners in violation of his first anendnent rights.
The regul ati ons barred congregating for religious service because
the jail staff is not sufficient to accombdate assenblies. Evans
makes no showing that this finding was clearly erroneous. The
security concern underlying this regulationis obviously related to
i nportant penol ogical interests. We perceive no constitutiona
violation.* |In addition, Evans suggests that Christian innates
wer e housed together and were all owed to congregate and to receive
access to mnisters and religious literature while Mislins were

not. This series of disparities, he clains, violated his right to

3ln the main, Evans' brief describes evidence he m ght have
adduced, apparently in support of his suggestion that he coul d have
put on a better case had counsel been appointed. As noted above,
appoi nt ment of counsel was not warranted in the instant case.

‘“Muhanmad v. Lynaugh, 966 F.2d 901 (5th Cir. 1992).
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equal protection. The uncontroverted evidence establishes that
i nmat es were not housed by religion, that they were not permtted
to congregate for religious services regardl ess of faith, that each
i nmat e had access to a mnister of any faith by nmaking a request to
the jail chaplain, and that any religious literature refused to
Evans was barred by a legitimately security-related and
content-neutral prison regulation against hardcover books. We
conclude that the district court's findings are well supported; we
find none clearly erroneous.

Finally, Evans contends that the jail served neals of pork, a
food proscribed in his faith. Warden Skidnore testified that no
pork products are served at the jail. On such testinony and in the
absence of strong contrary evidence, the district court did not err
inits finding agai nst Evans.

By separate notion filed with this court Evans objects to our
previ ous order granting the defendants' notion to file their brief
out of tine. That notion was granted as unopposed. Evans now
clains that he failed to object earlier because he did not receive
a copy of the notion. The notion has been granted; the brief has
been filed; the notion by Evans is DEN ED as noot.

The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED



