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RAY JETER,

Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

M CHAEL L. PHI LLIPS, Warden; SUSAN BARBO, RN
MOORE, Captain; CONN, RN, COLEMAN, LPN, CARLO
WLLI AM Lieutenant,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
(98- CV-503)

Decenber 15, 1998

Before EMLIO M GARZA, DeMOSS, and BENAVIDES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ray Jeter, Louisiana prisoner # 153917, appeals the di sm ssal
of his 42 U S.C 8§ 1983 clains as frivolous pursuant to 28 U S. C
8§ 1915(e). He alleges that he received inadequate nedical
treatnent, that Barbo nade a fal se report about him that WIllians
failed to list wtnesses in a disciplinary report, that Mbore

denied him the opportunity to call wtnesses at a disciplinary

Pursuant to 5TH CR. R 47.5, the court has determined that this
opi ni on should not be published and is not precedent except under the linmted
circunstances set forth in 5TH QR R 47.5. 4.



heari ng and that he was deni ed nedical treatnment during the tinme he
was in isolation/disciplinary detention as punishnent for a
di sciplinary violation. W review the dismssal of clains as
frivolous for abuse of discretion. See Reeves v. Collins, 27 F.3d
174, 176 (5th Cir. 1994).

As to the allegations of inadequate nedical treatnent, the
record denonstrates that the nedical care Jeter received was not in
violation of the Ei ghth Anendnent. See id. (applying deliberate
i ndi fference standard to Ei ght h Anendnent cl ai mal | egi ng i nadequat e
medi cal care). That the care was unsuccessful or perhaps even
negligent or that Jeter disagreed with his treatnent is not
cogni zable under 8§ 1983 as a mtter of |aw See Norton v.
D mazana, 122 F.3d 286, 292 (5th Cr. 1997); Varnado v. Lynaugh,
920 F.2d 320, 321 (5th Cr. 1991).

As to the other allegations, Jeter has not identified a
liberty interest protected by the Due Process Clause. See Sandin
v. Conner, 515 U. S. 472, 477-78, 115 S. . 2293, 2297, 132 L. Ed.
2d 418,  (1995). The sanction of twenty days of
isolation/disciplinary detention, which lies at the root of the
remai ning charges, does not reflect the type of atypical
significant deprivation in which a state mght create a |iberty
i nterest. It reflects only a change in the condition of
confinenent. See Madison v. Parker, 104 F. 3d 765, 767-68 (5th Cr
1997) (holding that thirty days of cell restriction fails to
i nplicate due process concerns).

The district court did not abuse its discretion in dismssing
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Jeter’s clains as frivolous. Therefore, we AFFIRM Jeter’s notion

for production of docunents is DEN ED



