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

No. 01-41123
Summary Cal endar

CHARLES EARL WALLACE,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

LANNETTE LI NTHI CUM W LLI AM RElI NKENS, Positions Assistant; REGQ NAL
SHANN STANLEY,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 5:00-CV-58

May 3, 2002
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM W ENER, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Charles Earl Wallace, Texas prisoner # 715750, appeals the
summary judgnent in favor of the defendants in his civil rights
action filed under 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983. He asserts that defendants
W liamRei nkens and Regi nal Stanley were deliberately indifferent
to his nedical needs.

To the extent that Wallace' s clains against Reinkens arose

from events occurring before March 1998, they are barred by the

Pursuant to 5THGOR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



state’s two-year statute of limtations on personal injury clains,
a conclusion Wallace does not directly challenge on appeal.?
Wal | ace’ s ot her assertions agai nst Rei nkens and Stanl ey do not rise
to the level of deliberate indifference. Wal | ace has at nost
asserted al | egati ons of unsuccessf ul treat nent, medi cal
mal practice, or a difference of opinion as to treatnent, none of
which gives rise to a constitutional violation.? Because Wll ace
failed to allege a violation of a constitutional right, these
defendants are entitled to qualified i munity.?3

Wal | ace has failed to all ege that Lannette Linthicumcommitted
any act givingriseto adeliberate-indifference claim As Will ace
has not shown any personal involvenent on the part of Linthicum he
is not entitled to relief against her under 42 U. S.C. § 1983.*

Wal | ace does not chall enge on appeal the conclusion that his
cl ai ns agai nst the defendants in their official capacity are barred

by the Eleventh Anendnent. This issue not briefed on appeal is

! See Piotrowski v. Cty of Houston, 237 F.3d 567, 576 (5th
Cr.), cert. denied, 122 S.Ct. 53 (2001).

2 See Norton v. Dinmazana, 122 F.3d 286, 292 (5th Gr. 1997);
Varnado v. Lynaugh, 920 F. 2d 320, 321 (5th G r. 1991) (per curianm

3 See Morin v. Caire, 77 F.3d 116, 120 (5th Cr. 1996).
4 See Chanpagne v. Jefferson Parish Sheriff's Ofice, 188

F.3d 312, 314 (5th G r. 1999); Thonpson v. Steele, 709 F.2d 381
382 (5th Cr. 1983).



deened abandoned.® As Wallace has not revealed any error in the

| ower court’s ruling, the district court's judgnent is AFFI RVED.

5> See Gant v. Cuellar, 59 F.3d 523, 524-25 (5th GCr. 1995)
(per curiam.



