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

No. 96-41279
Conf er ence Cal endar

CHARLES W CALVERLY,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
JESSI E CRAVEN, HUEL FONTENOT, Sheriff;
UNKNOWN DUVAL, O ficer; UNKNOAN STEPHENSON,
O ficer; EASTER ADAMS, Lieutenant,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:94-CV-528
' Decenber 9, 1998
Before DAVIS, DeMOSS, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Charles W Calverly, Texas inmate # 630407, proceeding pro
se and in forma pauperis (IFP), appeals the dismssal of his
civil rights conplaint. He argues that the defendants viol ated
his constitutional rights by failing to protect himfrominjury

inflicted by another prisoner. Calverly’s notion for appoi ntnent

of counsel is DEN ED

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.
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We have reviewed the record and the briefs of the parties
and find no reversible error in the magi strate judge’s di sm ssal
of Calverly’ s claimagainst Lieutenant Adans. See Calverly v.
Orange County Jail, et al., No. 1:94-CV-528 (E.D. Tex. Nov. 21,
1996) .

Cal verly has abandoned the clains he raised in the district
court against Oficers Duval and Stephenson and agai nst innate
Craven by failing to argue error in the district court’s reasons
for dismssing his clains. See Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy
Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Gr. 1987) (when appell ant
fails to identify any error in the district court's analysis, it
is as if appellant had not appealed that judgnent). Calverly has
abandoned his housing claimand the clains that he rai sed agai nst
the Orange County Jail and Sheriff Fontenot by failing to raise
themin this court. See Brinkmann, 813 F.2d at 748 (the court
w Il not raise and discuss |egal issues that the appellant has
failed to assert).

Calverly’ s allegations of ineffective assistance of counsel
are without nerit. There is no Sixth Arendnent right to
effective representation in civil cases. Sanchez v. United
States Postal Serv., 785 F.2d 1236, 1237 (5th Cr. 1986).

This appeal is without arguable nerit and thus frivol ous.

It is DISM SSED. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th
Cr. 1983); 5THGR R 42.2.

Calverly is warned that future frivol ous appeals will invite

the inposition of sanctions. Calverly should review any pendi ng

appeal s to ensure that they do not raise frivol ous argunents.
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APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED; MOTI ON DENI ED.



