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

No. 01-31387
Summary Cal endar

THEODORE LAMONI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
ROBERT TANNER, Medi cal Warden, Washi ngton Correctional
Institute; KATHY MCA NNI' S, Medi cal Supervisor, Wshi ngton
Correctional Institute; ED C. DAY, JR, Warden of WAashi ngton
Correctional Institute; J. ARSHAD, Dr.; QUYEN TRAN, Dr.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
(99- Cv-2819-B)

July 3, 2002
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM W ENER, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant Theodore Lanoni ca (“Lanoni ca”), Louisiana
prisoner # 306848, appeals the district court’s dismssal of his
civil rights conplaint filed pursuant to 42 U S C. § 1983.
Lanoni ca sued officials of the Washington Correctional Institute
all eging that he was denied his Ei ghth Arendnent right to adequate
medi cal care because prison doctors altered the protocol under

whi ch he was being treated for ruptured spinal discs and because he

Pursuant to 5THGOR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



was required to perform| abor for a period of tine that allegedly
exacerbated his condition.

The district court basedits ruling in part on facts devel oped
outside the pleadings, in particular Lanbnica s prison grievance

records. W therefore review the dismssal under a sumary-

j udgnent st andard. Baker v. Putnal, 75 F.3d 190, 197 (5th Cr.
1996) .

The district court did not err in entering judgnent for
defendants Dr. Janeela Arshad and Dr. Quyen Tran. Al t hough
Lanoni ca disagreed with the doctors’ treatnent decisions, his
di sagreenent does not give rise to a claim of a constitutiona

deprivati on. Varnado v. Lynaugh, 920 F.2d 320, 321 (5th GCr.

1991). Further, the fact that the doctors’ treatnent, which was
based on their own exam nations of Lanonica, differed from the
reconmendat i ons nade by non-prison physicians does not denonstrate
that the prison physicians were deliberately indifferent to

Lanbnica’'s needs. Cf. Lawson v. Dallas County, 286 F.3d 257, 262-

63 (5th Cr. 2001) (prison officials who disregarded “mandatory”
and “nedically necessary” orders of outside physicians were
deliberately indifferent to inmate’s nedi cal needs).

Neither did the district court err in entering judgnent for
def endants Kathleen MG nnis, Robert Tanner, and Ed C. Day, Jr.
Lanmonica’s factual allegations and record evidence were not
sufficient to denonstrate that these defendants were personally
involved in the alleged deprivation or that there was a causal
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connection between their actions and the alleged deprivation,
absent which they could not be |iable to Lanonica under 42 U S. C

8§ 1983. See Thonpkins v. Belt, 828 F.2d 298, 303-04 (5th Cr.

1987). Further, even if these defendants were personally invol ved,
their responses to Lanobnica’s conplaints concerning his nedica
treat nent were based on the recomendati ons of Lanpbnica’s treating
physi ci ans and therefore were not objectively unreasonabl e.

AFFI RVED.



