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PER CURIAM.

Inmate Harry B. Sisco brought a 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action against several prison

officials and employees.  He claimed they were deliberately indifferent to his serious

medical needs in that he required a cell assignment with a nonsmoking cell mate,
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because he suffers from the adverse effects of second-hand smoke.  In written findings

and conclusions following a bench trial, the district court  found that Sisco had a1

serious medical need for a smoke-free environment, but it concluded Sisco had failed

to establish that defendants were deliberately indifferent to his need.  The court entered

judgment in favor of defendants.  

On appeal, Sisco has moved for a trial transcript prepared at government

expense, but he has not pointed to specific errors in the district court&s factual findings.

We thus deny the motion.  After careful review of the record and the parties& briefs, we

affirm the district court&s judgment, because Sisco failed to prove defendants were

deliberately indifferent.  See Farmer v. Brennan, 511 U.S. 825, 834, 837 (1994).  To

the extent Sisco argues for reversal because his appointed trial counsel refused to

advance certain claims, his argument is meritless.  See Bettis v. Delo, 14 F.3d 22, 24

(8th Cir. 1994) (refusing to review claim of ineffective assistance of counsel because

appellant in civil action was not constitutionally entitled to representation); Glick v.

Henderson, 855 F.2d 536, 541 (8th Cir. 1988).  Accordingly, we affirm.  
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