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

No. 98-40286
Summary Cal endar

CARL THOMPSON,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
RANDY MCLEOD, Warden, Stiles Unit; ET AL.,
Def endant s,
RANDY MCLEOD, Warden, Stiles Unit; ROBERT MORI N
DAVI D Bl RDVELL; JEFFERY POPE;, PHONSO RAYFORD;, JAMES TURNER
ERNEST ANDERSON; BRI AN THOMPSON, WAYNE BREWER; BRADLEY ALLI SON
Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:93-CV-607
February 15, 1999
Before DAVIS, DUHE, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !

Car|l Thonpson, Texas prisoner # 489359, appeals the magi strate
judge’s decision granting summary judgnent in favor of the
defendants in Thonpson’s 42 U.S.C. § 1983 civil rights conplaint.
He argues that: 1) his rights were viol ated when the defendant-

prison officials confiscated property from his cell, including

|l egal material and nedication; 2) the defendants used excessive

! Pursuant to 5THGR R 47.5, the court has detern 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



force; and 3) the defendants retaliated against him for filing
grievances and conplaints. W have reviewed the record and
Thonpson’s brief, and we AFFI RMt he nagi strate judge’s judgnent for
essentially the sane reasons set forth by the magistrate judge.
See Thonpson v. McCeod et al., No. 1:93cv607 (E.D. Tex. Feb. 27,
1998) .

Thonpson’s clains concerning the COctober 5, 1993, use of
excessive force and denial of freedomof religion are not properly
before the court because Thonpson voluntarily dism ssed the clains
inthe district court. H's claimthat he was not all owed to see an
imamis refuted by the record, and his claimconcerning access to
religious materials is wholly conclusional and, as such, cannot

support his 8 1983 conplaint. See Hale v. Harney, 786 F.2d 688,

690 (5th Gr. 1986). Finally, Thonpson’s notion for the
appoi nt ment of counsel is DEN ED

JUDGVENT AFFI RVED; MOTI ON FOR APPO NTMENT OF COUNSEL DENI ED



