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

No. 01-11196
Conf er ence Cal endar

ENRI QUE RAM REZ,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
W R DUTEIL; UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:99-CV-2589-P

 June 18, 2002
Before H G3d NBOTHAM DAVIS, and EMLIO M GARZA, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Enrique Ramrez appeals the sunmary judgnent entered in

def endants' favor on his conplaint for damages filed pursuant to

the Federal Tort Clainms Act ("FTCA") and Bivens v. Six Unknown

Naned Agents of Fed. Bureau of Narcotics, 403 U S. 388 (1971).

Ram rez's conplaint stemmed frominjuries he suffered in a work-
related accident while he was incarcerated at the Seagoville

Federal Correctional Institution. Ramrez was conpensated for

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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his injuries pursuant to the I nmate Accident Conpensation Act
("IACA"), 18 U.S.C. § 4126. His conplaint asserted that he was
entitled to damages under the FTCA on account of the nedical
treatnment he received from prison physicians which allegedly
caused hi munnecessary pain and necessitated further surgery.
He asserted that the nedical treatnent anounted to deliberate
indifference to his serious nedical needs, in violation of the
Ei ght h Arendnent .

Ram rez has noved for the appoi ntnent of appellate counsel.

That notion is DEN ED. See U ner v. Chancellor, 691 F.2d 209,

212 (5th Cr. 1982).
The district court did not err in granting sumrary judgnent
on Ramrez's FTCA cl ai m because the cause of his injury was work-

rel ated and conpensabl e exclusively under the | ACA. Thonpson v.

United States, 495 F.2d 192, 192-93 (5th Gr. 1974).

The district court did not err in granting sumrary judgnent
on Ramrez's Eighth Arendnent cl ai m because Ram rez adduced no
evidence clearly evincing that his nedical treatnent anounted to

an unnecessary or wanton infliction of pain. See Estelle v.

Ganbl e, 429 U. S. 97, 106 (1976); Johnson v. Treen, 759 F.2d 1236,

1238 (5th Gr. 1985). Neither Ramrez's dissatisfaction with his
medi cal treatment nor the fact that he underwent additional
surgery after his release fromprison give rise to a claimfor an

Ei ght h Anrendnent violation. See Varnado v. Lynaugh, 920 F. 2d

320, 321 (5th Gir. 1991).

AFFI RVED.



