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California state prisoner Stanford Paul Bryant appeals pro se from the

district court’s judgment dismissing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 action alleging deliberate

indifference to serious medical needs and various state law claims. We have
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jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review de novo a dismissal for failure to
state a claim under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915A and 1915(e)(2)(B)(i1). Resnick v. Hayes,
213 F.3d 443, 447 (9th Cir. 2000); Barren v. Harrington, 152 F.3d 1193, 1194 (9th
Cir. 1998) (order). We affirm.

The district court properly dismissed Bryant’s deliberate indifference claim
because Bryant failed to allege that defendants consciously disregarded any serious
medical needs related to his toe surgery or that he suffered any further injury due to
an intentional delay in accessing pain medicine. See Toguchi v. Chung, 391 F.3d
1051, 1057 (9th Cir. 2004) (deliberate indifference standard); Shapley v. Nev. Bd.
of State Prison Comm’rs, 766 F.2d 404, 407 (9th Cir. 1985) (per curiam) (for delay
of treatment to constitute deliberate indifference, prisoner must allege that it led to
further injury). At most, Bryant’s allegations amounted to a disagreement with the
course of treatment and the quality of post-surgical care he received, neither of
which constitutes deliberate indifference. See Toguchi, 391 F.3d at 1058, 1060.

The district court did not abuse its discretion in denying Bryant’s motion for
reconsideration because he failed establish any ground for such relief other than his
disagreement with the court’s judgment. See Zimmerman v. City of Oakland, 255
F.3d 734, 737, 740 (9th Cir. 2001) (setting forth standard of review and listing

factors warranting reconsideration).
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Bryant’s remaining contentions are unpersuasive.

AFFIRMED.
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