
     *Local Rule 47.5 provides:  "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and merely decide particular cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of law imposes needless
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession."
Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determined that this opinion
should not be published.
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Before POLITZ, Chief Judge, DUHÉ and DeMOSS, Circuit Judge.
PER CURIAM:*

Ernest Ray Walker appeals dismissal of his 42 U.S.C. § 1983
action as frivolous.  We affirm in part, vacate in part, and remand
for proceedings consistent with this opinion.

Walker's civil rights suit concerns his pretrial detention at
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the Navarro County Jail in Corsicana, Texas.1  He complained of a
two-month denial of access to law books and placement in solitary
confinement without a hearing.  The magistrate judge recommended
dismissal of his lawsuit on the grounds that appointment of counsel
satisfied Walker's right of access to the courts and his solitary
confinement claims were the subject of another lawsuit.  The
district court adopted the recommendation and dismissed the suit.
Walker timely appealed.

We agree that Walker's claim of denial of access to law books
lacks an arguable basis in law and thus was properly dismissed.2

Walker sought access to a law library to prepare his defense to the
criminal charges pending against him.  Counsel, however, was
appointed to defend him against those charges.  The right of access
to the courts entitles a prisoner to "adequate law libraries or
adequate assistance from persons trained in the law."3  Appointment
of counsel satisfied Walker's right of access to the courts.

Walker contends that he needed access to law books because his
attorney was inadequate.  His remedy for ineffective assistance of
counsel does not include the right to law library access in order
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to second-guess counsel during the course of representation.  That
remains for another proceeding.4

On appeal Walker asks that we certify this suit as a class
action and order equitable relief on behalf of present jail
inmates.  We decline to do so because he did not seek class
certification in the trial court.

Walker's claims concerning his four-day confinement in
isolation should not have been dismissed as frivolous.  They
address a different period of solitary confinement than that of
which Walker complains in his other section 1983 action,
No. 3-91-CV-1690-D.  Walker asserts that he was placed in solitary
confinement without a hearing because he helped other inmates with
their legal matters and obtained access to legal materials by
writing to a federal district judge.  Those allegations at least
arguably state claims for denial of due process5 and retaliation
for the exercise of legal rights.6  The facts alleged are not
"clearly baseless."7  Accordingly, those claims must be reinstated.



     8 Fed.R.Civ.P. 1, 56.

4

Finally, Walker has filed with us a document entitled "Motion
for Summary Judgment."  Such motions can be filed only with the
district court.8  The motion is dismissed without prejudice.

AFFIRMED IN PART, VACATED IN PART, and REMANDED for
proceedings consistent with this opinion.


