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

No. 00-60656
Summary Cal endar

BILLY JOE TEMPLETON
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus
STEVE PUCKETT, Etc.; ET AL,

Def endant s
ROBERT ARMSTRONG, Warden, Unit 32; EARNEST DAWSON,
Li eutenant, Unit 32-D; HENRY JOHNS, Case Manager, Unit 32-D,
CURTI S TURNER, Sergeant, Unit 32-D; WLLIE MELL, Correctional
Oficer, Unit 32-D; M CHAEL KNOALTON, Correctional O ficer,
Unit 32-D; CHARLES MCGREW Correctional O ficer, Unit 32-D
JEFFREY CAIN, Correctional Oficer, Unit 32-D;

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 4:96-CV-317-B-D

Bef ore DeMOSS, PARKER, and DENNI'S, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Billy Joe Tenpl eton, M ssissippi prisoner # 39205, appeals
the district court’s judgnent in his 42 U S.C. § 1983 failure-to-
protect action rendered in favor of the defendant prison officers

followng a bench trial before the nagistrate judge. Tenpleton

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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had been stabbed several tinmes with a shank by another inmate
whil e Tenpl eton and other inmates in protective custody were in
the yard of the prison.

To establish an Ei ghth Anmendnent viol ati on based upon prison
officers’ failure to protect an inmate from anot her inmate,
Tenpl eton nmust show that the officers knew of a substantial risk
of serious harmto himand that the officers disregarded that
risk by failing to take reasonabl e neasures to abate it. Farner
v. Brennan, 511 U S. 825, 847 (1994). Tenpleton did not file
objections to the magi strate judge’'s report and reconmendati on,
and we thus review the district court’s findings and concl usi ons

for plain error. See Douglass v. United Servs. Auto. Ass'n, 79

F.3d 1415, 1429 (5th Cr. 1996) (en banc).

Qur review of the record reveals that the magi strate judge’s
findings and conclusions that O ficers Arnstrong, Johns, and
Dawson were not liable for not noving Tenpleton to protective
cust ody sooner, that Tenpleton failed to establish § 1983
liability against these officers, that Oficers Knowton, MG ew,
Mell, and Cain did not know of a substantial risk of harmto
Tenpl eton, and that these officers acted reasonably after the
st abbi ng assault were supported by the record and were not error.

AFFI RVED.



