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

No. 92-7248
Conf er ence Cal endar

LEOPOLD LEE PEDRAZA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
DALTON G MEYER
Sheriff of Victoria
County, Texas, ET AL.,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. CA-V-87-45
(January 22, 1993)
Before GARWODOD, SMTH, and EMLIO M GARZA, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Pedraza argues that a pro se litigant should be given
specific instructions on opposing a notion for sunmary j udgnment

under Rule 56 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. This

Court has rejected this argunent in Martin v. Harrison County

Jail, 975 F.2d 192, 193 (5th Gr. 1992).
Pedraza next argues that the affidavits of Dr. Johnston S.

Cox and vocational nurse Mchael Pfeil did not neet the technical

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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requi renents of Rule 56. This argunent has no nerit because the
affidavits show that both Dr. Cox and Pfeil personally appeared
before a notary and swore to their individual statenents.

Pedraza's final conplaint is that the district court erred
in denying his notion under Rule 59(e). Denial of a Rule 59(e)
notion is reviewed for abuse of discretion. This standard nmeans
that the decision of the district court will be upheld if it is

r easonabl e. M dl and West Corp. v. Federal Deposit Ins. Corp.

911 F.2d 1141, 1145 (5th Cr. 1990).
To defeat a notion for summary judgnent Pedraza nust have
set forth specific facts showi ng a genuine issue as to a nmateri al

fact. Fraire v. Cty of Arlington, 957 F.2d 1268, 1273 (5th

Cr.), cert. denied, 113 S.C. 462 (1992). As part of his Rule

59(e) notion, Pedraza submtted affidavits which confirmthe
factual accuracy of the defendants' description of the treatnent
given to himat the tinme of his incarceration. Further, they do
not present anything which would di spute the nedi cal opinion
given by Dr. Cox. Pedraza has not denonstrated a genui ne issue
of material fact that he was not provided wth reasonabl e nedi cal

care as a detai nee. See Fields v. City of South Houston, 922

F.2d 1183, 1191 (5th Cr. 1991). As aresult, the district court
acted reasonably in denying the notion.

AFFI RVED.



