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

No. 94-50203
Conf er ence Cal endar

ANTHONY CHANEY,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
SHERI FF ED RI CHARDS, in his official
capacity as Sheriff of WIIlianson
County, ET AL.,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. A-93-CV-102
) (Novenber 17, 1994)
Before JONES, DUHE, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ant hony Chaney filed a civil rights conplaint alleging that
he was deni ed adequate nedical care in violation of the Eighth
Amendnent ; that he was deni ed access to an educational program at
the WIllianmson County jail; and that he was confined to | ockdown
for fourteen days w thout due process. The district court
granted the defendant's notion to dism ss the conplaint for

failure to state a clai mupon which relief can be granted and

di sm ssed the conplaint wthout prejudice.

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that this opinion should not be published.
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This Court reviews a dismssal for failure to state a claim

under Fed. Gv. P. 12(b)(6) de novo. Fernandez-Mntes v. Allied

Pilots Ass'n, 987 F.2d 278, 284 (5th Gir. 1993). A Rule 12(b)(6)

dism ssal is appropriate when, accepting all well-pleaded facts
as true and viewng themin the light nost favorable to the
plaintiff, the plaintiff can prove no set of facts that would

entitle himto relief. McCartney v. First City Bank, 970 F.2d

45, 47 (5th Gir. 1992).

Chaney argues that he was deni ed adequate nedical care in
violation of the Eighth Arendnent. To state a nedical claim
cogni zabl e under 8§ 1983, a convicted prisoner nust allege acts or
om ssions sufficiently harnful to evidence a deliberate

i ndi fference to serious nedi cal needs. Estelle v. Ganble, 429

usS. 97, 106, 97 S. C. 285, 50 L. Ed. 2d 251 (1976). A prison
official acts with deliberate indifference under the Eighth
Amendnent "only if he knows that inmates face a substantial risk
of serious harmand [he] disregards that risk by failing to take

reasonabl e neasures to abate it." Farner v. Brennan, u. S

_, 114 s. . 1970, 1984, 128 L. Ed. 2d 811 (1994); see Reeves

v. Collins, 27 F.3d 174, 176-77 (5th G r. 1994) (applying the
Farnmer standard in the context of a denial-of-nedical-care
claim. Unsuccessful nedical treatnent, negligence, neglect, and
even nedi cal mal practice do not state a clai munder 8§ 1983.

Varnado v. Lynaugh, 920 F.2d 320, 321 (5th Gr. 1991).

Chaney admts that he was treated by nedi cal personnel at
the WIllianmson County jail and received pain nedication, but

contends that this treatnent was i nadequate. Chaney's argunent
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anounts to nothing nore than di sagreenent with the nedica
treatnment received and not deliberate indifference to serious

medi cal needs. See Varnado, 920 F.2d at 321.

Chaney al so argues that he was inproperly denied access to
an educational programat the jail because he was placed in
| ockdown for fourteen days. The state has no constitutional
obligation to provide educational or vocational training to

prisoners. See Beck v. Lynaugh, 842 F.2d 759, 762 (5th Gr.

1988). Therefore, even assum ng that he was inproperly denied
access to the program any violation is not cognizable in a

8§ 1983 | awsuit. See Resident Council of Allen Parkway Vill age v.

U.S. Dep't of Housing & Urban Dev., 980 F.2d 1043, 1050 (5th

Cr.) (to obtain relief under 8 1983 a plaintiff nust prove that
he was deprived of a right under the Constitution or |aws of the
United States and that the person depriving himof that right
acted under color of state law), cert. denied, 114 S. . 75
(1993).

To the extent that Chaney sued former Sheriff Boutwell, or
Sheriff Richards as the substituted party, in his official
capacity, and he alleged that he was confined to | ockdown w t hout

due process, these clains are considered abandoned. See Evans v.

Cty of Marlin, Tex., 986 F.2d 104, 106 n.1 (5th Cr. 1993)

(i ssues not raised or briefed are consi dered abandoned).
The judgnent of the district court is AFFIRMED. The notion

for appoi ntnent of counsel is DENIED. See U ner v. Chancellor,

691 F.2d 209, 213 (5th Gr. 1982).



