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PER CURI AM

Bryan Dal e Osborne appeals the district court’s order
granting partial summary judgnent to Defendants and the district
court’s subsequent order entering judgnent for Defendants in
accordance with the jury's verdict on his 42 U S.C. § 1983 (2000)
conplaint. W review an order granting summary judgnent de novo.

See Moore Bros. Co. v. Brown & Root, Inc., 207 F.3d 717, 722 (4th

Cir. 2000). Summary judgnent is appropriate only if, after view ng
the evidence in the |light nost favorable to the non-noving party,
there are no material issues of fact in dispute and the noving

party is entitled to judgnent as a matter of |law. See Anderson v.

Li berty Lobby, Inc., 477 U S. 242, 255 (1986); Evans v. Techs.

Applications & Serv. Co., 80 F.3d 954, 958 (4th Cr. 1996). In

order to withstand a notion for summary judgnment, the non-noving
party nmust produce conpetent evidence sufficient to reveal the

exi stence of a genuine issue of material fact. See G eensboro

Prof’l Fire Fighters Ass'n v. Cty of G eensboro, 64 F.3d 962, 967

(4th GCr. 1995). Qur review of the record convinces us that the
district court properly granted partial sunmmary j udgnent.
Accordingly, we affirm for the reasons stated by the district

court. See Gsborne v. Coleman, No. CA-00-801 (E.D. Vva. Sept. 10,

2002).
Csborne asserts several clains of ineffective assistance of

counsel at trial. As there is no constitutional right to counse
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for civil litigation, however, we do not consider these clains.
Finally, the record indicates that the parties’ versions of events
were contradictory. W will not disturb the jury's credibility
determ nation in favor of the Defendant, nor will we weigh the
evi dence anew. Accordingly, we affirm We dispense with ora
argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

ai d the decisional process.
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