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

No. 98-40663
Summary Cal endar

W LLI E CRAWFORD BENNETT,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
JAMES A. COLLINS ET AL.,

Def endant s,

TOMMY LANE; GEORGE QLI VARRI;
THOVAS SM TH

Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas

USDC No. GC-95-CV-145

April 21, 1999
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM JONES, and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Wllie Crawford Bennett, Texas prisoner # 674077, appeals
fromthe district court’s order granting summary judgnent in
favor of the defendants in his civil rights conplaint brought
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983. Bennett argues that prison guards
were deliberately indifferent to his safety. W have revi ewed

the record and the briefs of the parties, and we hold that the

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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district court did not err in determning that the prison guards’
conduct in response to the altercation involving Bennett and
anot her prisoner was objectively reasonabl e under the
circunstances presented and in light of the prison policy
addressi ng such situations. Accordingly, the determ nation that
the defendants were qualifiedly i mune fromsuit on Bennett’s

cl ai m was not erroneous. See Rankin v. Kl evenhagen, 5 F.3d 103,

105 (5th Gr. 1993).

Bennett al so contends that the district court erred by
di sm ssing his claimconcerning his access to the courts.
Bennett has not shown, and does not allege, that he had “no

access to any library or any |egal assistance.” See Brewer v.

Wl kinson, 3 F.3d 816, 821 (5th Cr. 1993). Nor has he shown
that prison officials inpeded his ability “to prepare and

transmt a necessary |egal docunent to a court.” See Penbroke v.

Wod County, 981 F.2d 225, 229 (5th Cr. 1993). Accordingly, the

district court did not err by dismssing the claim
The district court’s judgnment should be AFFIRVED. Bennett’s
nmotion for the appoi nt nent of counsel should be DEN ED.

JUDGVENT AFFI RVED; MOTI ON DENI ED.



