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Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H 02-CV-609

Bef ore KING Chief Judge, and DAVI S and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Dexter Arthur Jackson, fornmer Texas prisoner nunber 565215,

filed the instant § 1983 suit to seek redress for, inter alia,

the defendants’ alleged indifference to his serious nedical needs
whil e he was incarcerated. Jackson argues that district court
erred in granting the defendants’ notion for summary judgnent

because they failed to treat his broken thunb properly and

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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pronmptly. Jackson’s allegations anobunt to no nore than
assertions of negligence, malpractice, and failure to provide
additional treatnent. These allegations are insufficient to show

del i berate i ndifference. See Donmino v. Texas Dep’'t. of Crim nal

Justice, 239 F.3d 752, 755 (5th Cr. 2001); Stewart v. Mirphy,

174 F. 3d 530, 534 (5th Cr. 1999); Varnado v. Lynaugh, 920 F. 2d

320, 321 (5th Gr. 1991). Jackson’s argunent that the district
court should not have granted summary judgnent in the absence of
affidavits is unavailing. Jackson has not shown that the
district court erred in granting the defendants’ notion for
summary judgnent and dism ssing his suit.

Jackson al so has not shown that the district court abused

its discretion in relation to discovery. See Karaha Bodas Co.

LLC. v. Perusahaan Pertanbangan M nyak Dan Gas Bum Negara, 364

F.3d 274, 304-05 (5th CGr. 2004); King v. Dogan, 31 F.3d 344, 346

(5th Gr. 1994). Jackson has not shown that he nmade any
di scovery requests that were denied, nor has he identified any
particul ar docunents that he wi shed to obtain through discovery.

The judgnent of the |ower court is AFFI RMED



