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Summary Cal endar

THOVAS L. ATCH SON
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
JAMES A. COLLINS, DI RECTOR,
TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF CRI'M NAL JUSTI CE,
| NSTI TUTI ONAL DI VI SI ON, ET AL.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
(9:94-CV-94)

August 25, 1997
Bef ore W ENER, BARKSDALE, and EMLIO M GARZA, G rcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Thomas L. Atchison, Texas prisoner no. 605353, appeals, pro
se, the district court’s dismssal, pursuant to 28 US C 8§
1915(e)(2), of his civil rights conplaint. The record shows that
no def endant was deliberately indifferent to his Atchison’s serious
medi cal needs; therefore, we do not address his contention that the

district court erred by dismssing, as tinme-barred, those clains

Pursuant to 5TH QR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



agai nst certain of the defendants. Varnado v. Lynaugh, 920 F.2d
320, 321 (5th Cr. 1991); Bickford v. International Speedway Corp.,
654 F.2d 1028, 1031 (5th Gr. 1981).

Atchison’s claimthat Dr. Ronal d Reed deni ed hi mnedi cal care
is basel ess. Moreover, the district court did not abuse its
di scretion either by not ordering discovery on the claimof raci al
discrimnation or by dismssing the retaliation clains against Dr.
Reed and “John Doe”. Richardson v. Henry, 902 F.2d 414, 417 (5th
Cr.), cert. denied, 498 U S. 901 (1990), and cert. denied, 498
U.S. 1069 (1991); Hale v. Harney, 786 F.2d 688, 690 (5th Cir.
1986) .

At chi son’ s notions for appoi ntnment of counsel, transfer of his
retaliation clains, discovery, reinstatenent of his conplaint, and
a hearing on “accrual” are DEN ED.

The judgnent is

AFF| RMED.



