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No. 99-20938
Summary Cal endar

RI CKY D. WALTOCN,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus

M BRUCE THAYLER; S. NANCE
B. BACHVANN; L.L. BREVER

Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Southern District of Texas

USDC No. H- 97-CV-406

“Septenmber 5, 2000
Before SM TH, BENAVI DES, and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ricky D. Walton, Texas prisoner # 581164, appeals the

district court’s order granting sunmary judgnent to the
def endants. On appeal, Walton restates the argunents raised in
his 42 U S. C 8§ 1983 prisoner’s civil rights conplaint. He
argues that the defendants violated the Ei ghth Arendnent’s
prohi bition agai nst cruel and unusual puni shnment because they
acted with deliberate indifference to his foot and knee condition
when they revoked his soft-sol ed shoe pass. He further argues

that the defendants retaliated agai nst hi m because he conpl ai ned

" Pursuant to 5THQOR 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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about the revocation of his shoe pass. Wilton seeks the
restoration of good tine credit and the restoration of his shoe
pass. He has filed a notion for appoi ntnent of appellate
counsel. This notion is DENIED. See U ner v. Chancellor, 691
F.2d 209, 212 (5th Gr. 1982)(explaining that 8 1983 conpl ai nant
is not entitled to appointnment of counsel absent exceptional

ci rcunst ances).

Wal ton has not presented any summary judgnent evi dence that
denonstrates a deliberate indifference to his nedical condition.
He nerely expresses di sagreenent over the course of treatnent,
i.e., whether his condition requires that he wear soft-sol ed
shoes instead of prison work boots. A nere disagreenent over the
met hod of nedical treatnent, however, does not state a claimfor
Ei ghth Amendnent indifference to nedical needs. Norton v.
D mazana, 122 F.3d 286, 292 (5th Cr. 1997). Walton nmakes only
conclusional allegations of retaliation, which are insufficient
to support a 8§ 1983 retaliation claim See Johnson v. Rodriguez,
110 F. 3d 299, 310 (5th G r. 1997). Walton’s request for the
restoration of good tine credit is not a cognizable 8§ 1983 cl aim
See Heck v. Hunphrey, 512 U S. 477, 486-87 (1994); d arke v.
Stal der, 154 F.3d 186, 189 (5th Cr. 1998), cert. denied, 119 S
Ct. 1052 (1999). Accordingly, the district court’s judgnment is
AFFI RVED.

AFFI RVED; MOTI ON FOR APPO NTMENT OF COUNSEL DENI ED.



