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

No. 01-10358
Summary Cal endar

CHARLES LAVERN BEASLEY,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

JANE SAWYER, Captain; NFN H NES, Deputy;
KElI TH RHYNES, Jail Guard; VIRA L BRYANT, Jail Quard;
NFN BOVWERS, Doctor; DANNY SHI ELDS, Lieutenant; MARVI N Kl NG

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:00-Cv-788-BD

September 27, 2001
Bef ore REAVLEY, H G3 NBOTHAM and W ENER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Charl es Lavern Beasl ey (“Beasley”) appeals the district
court’s grant of summary judgnent dism ssing his 42 U S.C. § 1983
civil rights action, in which Beasley alleged that the

defendants™ were deliberately indifferent to his serious nedical

needs. Beasley contends that while he was housed at the Dall as

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.

By failing to nmake appell ate argunents regardi ng the
district court’s earlier dismssal of defendants Hi nes, Bowers,
and King, Beasl ey has abandoned any cl ai ns agai nst those
def endants. Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Gr.
1993); Fep. R App. P. 28(a)(9).
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County Jail, the defendants prevented himfromreceiving his
hypertensi on nedication and failed to treat himproperly for
arthritis.

We review a district court’s grant of summary judgnent de
novo, applying the sane standard as woul d the district court.

Melton v. Teachers Ins. & Annuity Ass’'n of Am, 114 F. 3d 557, 559

(5th Gr. 1997). The Ei ghth Arendnent’ s prohibition against
“cruel and unusual punishnent” protects an inmate from i nproper
medi cal care only if the care is “sufficiently harnful to

evi dence deliberate indifference to serious nedical needs.”

Estelle v. Ganble, 429 U S. 97, 106 (1976).

The evi dence does not indicate that the defendants acted
with deliberate indifference to Beasley’'s nedical needs. See

Farner v. Brennan, 511 U S. 825, 847 (1994); Reeves v. Collins,

27 F.3d 174, 176-77 (5th Cr. 1994). Unsuccessful nedica
treatnent, acts of negligence, or nedical mal practice are

insufficient to give rise to a 8 1983 action. See Varnado v.

Lynaugh, 920 F.2d 320, 321 (5th Gr. 1991).
The district court’s grant of sunmmary judgnment in favor of

t he defendants i s AFFI RVED



