UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 03-2468

HENRY Pl ERCE,
Plaintiff - Appellant,
ver sus

CTY OF MILINS PCLICE DEPARTMENT; JI MW
ALFORD, JR, individually and as Chief of
Mul I'ins Police Departnment; M C. PAGE; M CHAEL
BETHEA; JACK DAVI S; BILL BULLARD, I ndividually
and as an enployee of the Cty of Millins
Pol i ce Depart nent ; BENJAM N W LLI S,
I ndi vi dual |y and as an enpl oyee of the Cty of
Mul I'i ns Police Departnent,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Florence. Terry L. Woten, District Judge.
( CA- 00- 4004- 4- 25)

Subm tted: February 19, 2004 Deci ded: February 24, 2004

Bef ore NI EMEYER, GREGORY, and SHEDD, Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

Henry Pierce, Appellant Pro Se. Vi nton DeVane Lide, Lake Eric
Summers, VINTON D. LIDE & ASSCCI ATES, Lexington, South Carolina,
for Appell ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Henry Pierce appeals the district court’s judgnment in
favor of the defendants in Pierce’'s action filed pursuant to 42
U S C § 1983 (2000). In the briefing order, Pierce was warned
that this court would not consider issues not specifically raised
inhisinformal brief. See 4th Cir. R 34(b). Nonetheless, Pierce
failed to challenge the jury's verdict in favor of Appellees Davis
and WIllis, the district court’s decision to direct a verdict in
favor of Appell ees Page and Bullard, or the district court’s order
adopting the magistrate judge’s recommendation to grant sunmary
judgnent in favor of the remaining Appellees. |Instead, on appeal,
Pi erce asserted cl ai ns of m sconduct by his counsel. However, the
Si xth Amendnent right to effective assistance of counsel does not

apply incivil cases. See MacCuish v. United States, 844 F.2d 733,

735 (10th Cr. 1988); Sanchez v. United States Postal Serv., 785

F.2d 1236, 1237 (5th Gr. 1986).

Accordingly, we affirmthe district court’s judgnment. W
di spense wi th oral argunment because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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