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

No. 00-21079
Conf er ence Cal endar

DENNI S A. NASH
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

PAUL F. MLLS, Doctor; NAIK, Doctor; L. ASCHBERGER
Physi ci an Assistant; LE, Doctor; H RSCH, Lieutenant;
JAMES DANE, Doctor,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H- 99- CV- 1437

Decenber 11, 2001
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM BARKSDALE, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Dennis A. Nash appeals the dism ssal of his 42 U S.C § 1983
conpl ai nt agai nst the above-naned defendants as frivol ous and for
failure to state a claim pursuant to 28 U S. C
8§ 1915(e)(2)(B) (i) & (ii).

Al t hough Nash identifies seven points of error, the only
i ssue he briefs is whether the district court abused its
discretion in dismssing his deliberate indifference clains.

Accordi ngly, because Nash does not brief his remaining issues, or

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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address his clai mof excessive force, those issues are deened

abandoned. See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th G

1993) .

We have reviewed the record and briefs submtted by the
parties and hold that the district court did not abuse its
discretion in dismssing Nash's deliberate indifference clains.

Estelle v. Ganble, 429 U. S. 97, 106 (1976); Berry v. Brady, 192

F.3d 504, 507 (5th Gr. 1999); Varnado v. Lynaugh, 920 F.2d 320,

321 (5th Gr. 1991). Accordingly, the district court’s judgnent
i s AFFI RMVED.

Nash has filed notions for the appointnent of counsel, for
an energency tenporary restraing order, and for an injunction

pendi ng appeal. Al notions are DEN ED.



