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

No. 01-60751
Summary Cal endar

HAROLD BROCK
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
SAMUEL KUMAH, DR., Prison Physician at Marshall
County Correctional Facility; EMMTT L. SPARKMAN,
Warden at Marshall County Correctional Facility;
ROBERT JOHNSON, COWM SSI ONER, M SSI SSI PPl DEPARTMENT
OF CORRECTI ONS,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 3:00-Cv-191-B

© August 1, 2002
Before JOLLY, DAVIS and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Har ol d Brock, M ssissippi prisoner # R5226, appeals fromthe
district court's dismssal of his civil rights conplaint as

frivolous pursuant to 28 U.S. C. 8§ 1915(e)(2)(B)(i). Brock argues

that the defendants were deliberately indifferent to his serious

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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medi cal needs by failing to provide adequate nedical care,
resulting in his loss of vision. W affirm

Brock, who suffers from di abetes and hypertensi on, was seen
by medi cal personnel on a nonthly basis. He was exam ned by an
optonetrist soon after he first reported blurred vision and was
exam ned by the prison doctor and an outsi de ophthal nol ogi st in
connection with continued conplaints. W conclude that Brock's
conpl ai nts about his nedical care and the |ack of further
opi nions fromspecialists do not rise to the I evel of deliberate

indifference. See Estelle v. Ganble, 429 U. S. 97, 105-07 (1976);

Domno v. Texas Dep't of Crimnal Justice, 239 F.3d 752, 756 (5th

Cr. 2001); Johnson v. Treen, 759 F.2d 1236, 1238 (5th Cr

1985). At nost, Brock's allegations anmount to clains for nedical
mal practice, which is insufficient for relief under 42 U S. C

8§ 1983. See Vvarnado v. Lynaugh, 920 F.2d 320, 321 (5th G

1991) .

AFFI RVED.



