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

No. 94-10632
Conf er ence Cal endar

ALVI N W LLI AVS,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
WARDEN MCLECD ET AL.,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 2:93-CV-92
(January 27, 1995)
Before POLI TZ, Chief Judge, and H G3E NBOTHAM and DeMOSS,
Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Affording Alvin Wllianms' brief the nost |iberal of

constructions, see Haines v. Kerner, 404 U S. 519, 520, 92 S. C

594, 30 L. Ed. 2d 652 (1972), he asserts only that he is being
forced to perform prison work assignnments against his will, and
that he has received i nadequate nedical treatnment for his high
bl ood pressure.

| nmates can be required to work, in the absence of

deli berate indifference to their physical condition. Mendoza v.

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that this opinion should not be published.
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Lynaugh, 989 F.2d 191, 195 (5th G r. 1993). W rk assignnents
alone do not rise to the level of a constitutional violation.

Moody v. Baker, 857 F.2d 256, 257-58 (5th Cir.) cert. denied, 488

U S. 985 (1988).

WIllianms' contention that he has received i nadequate nedi cal
treatnment for his high blood pressure is also frivol ous.
Unsuccessful nedical treatnent, negligence, neglect, and even
nmedi cal mal practice do not state a clai munder § 1983. Varnado
v. Lynaugh, 920 F.2d 320, 321 (5th Cr. 1991). The record
i ndi cates nothing nore than a di sagreenent with the nedi cal

treat nent received. See Varnado, 920 F.2d at 321.

Thi s appeal presents no issue of arguable nerit and is thus

frivolous. Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Gr. 1983).

Because the appeal is frivolous, it is DDOSMSSED. 5th Gr. R
42.2. 1T 1S ORDERED that his notion for the appoi ntnent of

appel l ate counsel is DENIED. See Uner v. Chancellor, 691 F. 2d

209, 212 (5th Gir. 1982).
APPEAL DI SM SSED; MOTI ON DENI ED.



