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

No. 96-10210
Conf er ence Cal endar

JEFFREY LACARDI A MJURDOCK
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
VES D. DENTON, Corrections Oficer;
Bl LLY BAI LEY, Corrections Oficer;
DAVI D HUDSQON,
Def endant s- Appel | ees
and

M CHAEL PHI LLIPS, Corrections Oficer; JOHAN W SE CO. ,

Def endant s.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:94-CV-103 BA
Decenber 9, 1997
Bef ore BARKSDALE, BENAVI DES, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM ~
Jeffrey Lacardia Murdock, Texas prisoner # 627998, appeal s

the jury’s verdict for defendants in his civil rights action

filed pursuant to 42 U S.C. § 1983.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Mur dock’ s notions for appointnent of counsel, to file a
first amended original petition, for joinder of persons, for
consol idation of defendants, and for an extension of tinme to file
a reply brief are DEN ED

After requesting and being granted a transcript at
gover nnent expense, Mirdock does not give any citations to the
record of the jury trial in his entire brief. H's statenent of
the facts is nothing nore than a repeat of his allegations and
does not refer to the evidence introduced at trial as recorded in
the transcript. The Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure require
the parties to provide references to the record to support

statenents of fact. Fed. R App. P. 28(a)(4); 5th Gr

R 28.2.3; More v. FDIC, 993 F.2d 106, 107 (5th Gr. 1993).
Further, Murdock fails to brief any issues relating to
errors in the jury verdict or the nmagistrate judge’'s earlier
di sm ssal of defendants Wse and Phillips. H's entire brief is
devoted to repeated assertions that his version of the incident
was true and that the defendants commtted perjury. The jury
found that none of the defendants used excessive force agai nst
Murdock. The standard of review regarding the weight of the

evi dence supporting a jury verdict is narrow. See, e.q., Hller

v. Muanufacturers Prod. Research G oup of North Anerica, Inc., 59

F.3d 1514, 1522 (5th Cr. 1995)(whether evidence is so strongly
in favor of one party that a reasonabl e individual could not

arrive at a contrary verdict). Mirdock’s brief challenges the
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credibility choices nade by the jury. W wll not disturb those

choices. See Martin v. Thomas, 973 F.2d 449, 453 n.3 (5th CGr

1992) (appel l ate court will not weigh conflicting evidence or
determne credibility of wwtnesses). This issue is frivolous.

Mur dock al so argues that he received ineffective assistance
of counsel due to the fact that he inadequately represented
hi msel f. Because there is no Sixth Anmendnent right to counsel in
a civil case, a claimof ineffective assistance of counsel does

not apply in civil cases. Sanchez v. United States Postal

Service, 785 F.2d 1236, 1237 (5th Cr. 1986).

We have reviewed the record and find no issue of arguable
merit. Accordingly, we dismss the appeal as frivolous. Howard
v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Gr. 1983); 5th Gr. R 42.2.
We caution Murdock that any additional frivol ous appeals filed by
himor on his behalf will invite the inposition of sanctions. To
avoi d sanctions, Miurdock is further cautioned to review any
pendi ng appeals to ensure that they do not raise argunents that
are frivol ous.

APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED.



