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Appeal fromthe United States District Court
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USDC No. 5:02-Cv-132

Bef ore JONES, BENAVI DES, and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Augustus Conrad WIIlianms, Texas prisoner #615597, appeal s
the grant of summary judgnent in favor of the defendants
dismssing his in forma pauperis (IFP) 42 U S.C. § 1983 suit
alleging that the defendants were deliberately indifferent to the
care of his tooth. WIIlians argues that the defendants were

deli berately indifferent because they saw his cracked rotten

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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tooth, which they were supposed to fix, but instead caused the
tooth to have to be pull ed.

Wllianms did not satisfy his summary-judgnent burden because
t he defendants denonstrated that WIllianms received treatnment for

his tooth. See FED. R CQv. P. 56(c); Celotex Corp. v. Catrett,

477 U. S. 317, 324 (1986). Wllianms’s disagreenent with prison
officials regarding his treatnent does not give rise to a 42

U S . C. § 1983 cause of action. See Varnado v. Lynaugh, 920 F.2d

320, 321 (5th Gr. 1991). The judgnent of the district court is
AFFI RVED.
The i nstant appeal was pending when this court inposed the

“three-strikes” bar against Wllians in WIllians v. Rodeen, No.

03-40152 (5th Gr. Qct. 21, 2002) (unpublished). Wllians is
REM NDED t hat he remains barred under 28 U . S.C. § 1915(g) from
proceeding IFP in the district court or in this court in any
civil action or appeal while he is incarcerated or detained in
any facility “unless [he] is under inmm nent danger of serious
physical injury.” WIlians’s notion for the appoi nt nent of
counsel and his request for injunctive relief and punitive
damages are DEN ED

AFFI RVED; MOTI ON FOR APPO NTMENT OF COUNSEL AND REQUEST FOR
| NJUNCTI VE RELI EF AND PUNI TI VE DAMAGES DENI ED; 28 U. S. C

§ 1915(g) BAR REMAINS | N EFFECT.



