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PER CURIAM:

Ronnie Monk appeals the district court’s order
granting summary judgment in favor of the Postmaster General of
the United States Postal Service on Monk’s employment
discrimination claims, brought pursuant to Title VII of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 88 2000e to
2000e-17 (2006). We have reviewed the record and find that the
district court did not commit reversible error when it granted
summary judgment. Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s

order.” See Monk v. Potter, No. 4:09-cv-00073-MSD-DEM (E.D. Va.

June 15, 2010). We dispense with oral argument because the
facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before this court and argument would not aid the
decisional process.

AFFIRMED

“ Because a litigant in a civil action has no constitutional
or statutory right to effective assistance of counsel,
Sanchez v. United States Postal Serv., 785 F.2d 126, 127 (5th
Cir. 1986), we decline to consider Monk’s claim of iIneffective
assistance of counsel. We also reject Monk”’s claim that the
Postal Service violated its own procedural rules when it
disciplined him for tardiness, unauthorized overtime, and
unauthorized leave because Monk raises the claim for the first
time on appeal. See Muth v. United States, 1 F.3d 246, 250 (4th
Cir. 1993).




