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

No. 95-10530
Conf er ence Cal endar

W LLI E LEE SWANSCN,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

GARLAND POLI CE DEP' T; GARLAND, TX,
aTyY OF,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas

USDC No. 3:91CV00977

(Cct ober 17, 1995)
Before POLI TZ, Chief Judge, and REAVLEY and SMTH, Circuit
Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Pro se briefs are construed liberally. This court, however,

w Il not consider issues not briefed by a litigant. G ant v.
Cuel l ar, 59 F.3d 523, 524-25 (5th Cr. 1995). The sole
contention discernable in Swanson's brief is that he received
i neffective assistance of counsel. A litigant has no

constitutionally protected right to effective assistance of

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that this opinion should not be published.
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counsel in a civil case. Sanchez v. United States Postal Serv.,
785 F.2d 1236, 1237 (5th Cr. 1986). Because Swanson's sol e
appellate contention is frivolous, his notions for |IFP and
transcription at governnent expense are DEN ED

Counsel will not be appointed in a civil rights case absent
a showi ng of exceptional circunstances. Cupit v. Jones, 835 F.2d
82, 86 (5th Gr. 1987). Swanson's case does not present
exceptional circunstances and his notion for appoi ntnent of
counsel is DEN ED

APPEAL DI SM SSED. See 5TH QR R 42.2.



