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Summary Cal endar

LAKYl A SKI NNER,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
HARRY LEE; et al.
Def endant s,

HARRY LEE; JAMES W NE; DAVI D RODDY; M KE FERRELL; SCOIT GU LLORY;
UNI DENTI FI ED PARTY; JUANI TA PAYTON,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
(2:98-CV-1461-L1)

Bef ore BARKSDALE, STEWART, and CLEMENT, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Lakyi a Skinner, Louisiana prisoner nunber 405902, filed the
instant action under 42 U . S.C. § 1983 to seek redress for various
all eged acts that occurred in connection with his arrest and while

he was a pretrial detainee. Sone clainms and sone defendants were

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



dism ssed prior totrial, one defendant was di sm ssed during trial,
and the jury returned a verdict in favor of the renaining
def endant s. Ski nner appeals, pro se, the denial of his Federa
Rule of G vil Procedure Rule 59(e) notion to alter or anend the
j udgnent . He also clains he received ineffective assistance of
counsel

Skinner asserts that his Rule 59(e) notion should have been
granted to reverse a ruling dismssing defendant Payton. Skinner
has not shown an abuse of discretion in the notion’s being deni ed.
See S. Constructors G oup, Inc. v. Dynalectric Co., 2 F. 3d 606, 611
(5th CGr. 1993). The evidence at trial showed that Payton did not
act with deliberate indifference to Skinner’s serious nedical
needs; rather, it showed only that Skinner disagreed wwth the care
he was given, which is insufficient to raise a viable claimunder
§ 1983. Norton v. Dimazana, 122 F.3d 286, 292 (5th Cr. 1997)
(“Disagreenent with nedical treatnment does not state a claimfor
Ei ght h Anrendnent indifference to nedical needs.”); see also Dom no
v. Tex. Dep’'t of Crimnal Justice, 239 F.3d 752, 756 (5th Gr.
2001) (noting the “extrenely high standard” required to prove
deli berate indifference). This contention |acks nerit.

Skinner also contends that his appointed counsel rendered
ineffective assistance during and after trial. As Ski nner
concedes, this claim is wunavailing; the right to effective
assi stance of counsel does not apply in acivil action. Sanchez v.
U S Postal Serv., 785 F.2d 1236, 1237 (5th G r. 1986). To the
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extent that Skinner requests we overrule this jurisprudence, this
request is denied. See United States v. Ruff, 984 F.2d 635, 640
(5th Gr.), cert. denied, 510 U S. 834 (1993).
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