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

No. 98-40609
Summary Cal endar

JAMES B. BECKNELL, JR ,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus

LI EUTENANT WOOD; W J. ESTELLE; COLONEL MOORE; ROBERT DELONG
WARDEN E. H. TURNER;, ALL DEFENDANTS,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas

USDC No. 6:78-CV-285

June 30, 1999
Before DAVIS, DUHE, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !

Janes B. Becknell, Jr., Texas prisoner # 274915, appeals the
district court’s denial of his notion to conpel the defendants to
conply with the district court’s injunction issued on Decenber 28,
1981. Becknell argues that the defendants required himto perform
j ob tasks which were inconsistent with his nedical restrictions in
violation of his Ei ghth Arendnent rights. Becknell’s current job
assignnent to the chow hall which requires himto wpe off the

tables is consistent with his nedical restrictions. See Jackson v.

! Pursuant to 5THGR R 47.5, the court has detern 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



King, 864 F.2d 1235, 1246 (5th Cr. 1989). Any orders directing
Becknel | to performthe additional tasks of wi ping off the walls or
serving line were nmade by officers who were unaware of Becknell’s
medi cal restrictions and at nobst anount to nere negligence. See
id. The district court did not err in rescinding its prior
injunction based on significant changes in the law which now

protect Becknell’s Eighth Arendnent rights. See United States V.

Law ence County School District, 799 F.2d 1031, 1046 (5th Gr.

1986); Jackson, 864 F.2d at 1246.

Becknel | argues for the first time on appeal that: (1) he was
assigned to work in a textile mll performng duties inconsistent
wth his nedical restrictions from 1980 to 1988; (2) he was
assigned to nunerous other jobs inconsistent wth his nedical
restrictions; (3) the transportation provided by the prison caused
him pain and suffering; (4) the defendants have a policy of
i nvol untary servitude; (5) the defendants changed or |ied about the
result of an x-ray of his shoulder; and (6) he requests injunctive
relief concerning nunerous job requirenents and |living conditions.
Because these clains involve factual issues which were not
presented to the district court, we will not consider these clai ns.

See United States v. Rocha, 109 F.3d 225, 229 (5th Gr. 1997);

Robertson v. Plano Gty of Texas, 70 F.3d 21, 23 (5th Cr. 1995).

Becknel |’s notion for mandatory disqualification and recusal
of the district court judge is DEN ED. Because the additional
docunent s Becknell seeks to include in the appellate record are not
necessary for the resolution of his appeal, Becknell’s notion to

suppl enent the appellate record is al so DEN ED



AFFI RVED;, MOTI ON FOR RECUSAL DEN ED; MOTI ON TO SUPPLEMENT
RECORD DENI ED.



