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

No. 98-60664
Conf er ence Cal endar

CLYDE W PARKER
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
STATE OF M SSI SSI PPl ET AL.,
Def endant s,
JOE PRI CE, Sheriff; BRUCE CARVER
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 1:96-CV-468-BrR

 April 11, 2000

Bef ore WENER, DeMOSS, and PARKER, Circuit Judges
PER CURI AM *

Clyde W Parker appeals the dism ssal of his conplaint under
42 U.S.C. § 1983 against Sheriff Joe Price, and Captain Bruce
Carver. Parker alleged in his conplaint that his constitutional
rights were violated when he was been deni ed access to the prison
law |ibrary.

This court reviews the district court’s order granting

summary judgnent de novo. Melton v. Teachers Ins. & Annuity

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Ass’n of Anerica, 114 F.3d 557, 559 (5th Cr. 1997). Summary

judgnent is appropriate only if there is no genuine issue as to

any material fact and . . . the noving party is entitled to a

judgnent as a matter of |aw. Ladue v. Chevron, U S A, Inc.,

920 F. 2d 272, 273 (5th Gir. 1991)(citing Fed. R Gv. P. 56(c)).
As a general matter, |ack of access to legal materials may
constitute an unconstitutional infringenent on a prisoner’s right

of access to the courts. See Bounds v. Smith, 430 U. S. 817, 828

(1977); MDonald v. Steward, 132 F.3d 225, 230 (5th GCr. 1998).
However, Bounds “did not create an abstract, freestandi ng right

to alaw library or |legal assistance.” Lews v. Casey, 518 U S

343, 351 (1996). Instead, an inmate alleging denial of access to
the courts nust denonstrate a rel evant, actual injury stemm ng
fromthe defendants’ unconstitutional conduct. See id.

In his conplaint, Parker alleged that he needed to visit the
library in order to research “Speedy Trial.” However, Parker did
not allege or present evidence that his attorney had ceased to
represent him This court has held a crimnal defendant’s right

of access to the courts is not infringed if he is represented by

counsel. See Tarter v. Hury, 646 F.2d 1010, 1014 (5th Cr. 1981)
(holding that a prisoner’s civil rights conplaint failed to state
a claimfor denial of access to the courts when he was
represented by counsel in the crimnal proceedings).
Accordi ngly, Parker cannot establish an injury based on this
claim

Par ker al so conpl ai ned that he wanted i nformation on the

medi cal responsibilities of the Detention Center. However, “the
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Constitution does not require that prisoners . . . be able to
conduct generalized research, but only that they be able to

present their grievances to the courts . Lewis, 518 U. S.
at 360. In his conplaint, Parker stated that he had filed a
claimin the federal courts regarding his nedical clains.
Accordi ngly, Parker cannot show that he was unable to present his
grievance to the courts.

As Par ker cannot denonstrate that he has suffered an injury
because of his alleged inability to access the prison | aw

library, the district court’s grant of summary judgnent to

def endants i s AFFI RVED



