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

No. 98-41401
Summary Cal endar

JAMES W LLI AMS,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
W STEVENS; SAM PALASODA; S. BUTLER
GASPAR CANTU; C. ELLI NGBURG BARBARA ROSS
MCALVANEY,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. G 93-CV-29

August 12, 1999

Bef ore KING Chief Judge, and H GE NBOTHAM and STEWART, Circuit
Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Janes Wl lianms, Texas prisoner # 296974, appeals the
district court’s sunmary-judgnent dism ssal of 42 U S. C. § 1983
| awsuit raising clainms under the Ei ghth Amendnent for the denial
of nmedical care and for the use of excessive force arising out of
an incident in 1992 when, he alleges, prison officials placed
handcuffs on himtoo tightly for the sole purpose of causing him

pain. Although WIllians asserts he was deni ed nedical care, his

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 records reveal that he did not nmake a sick-call request
conplaining of injury to his wists or otherw se request

treatnent for a wist injury. See Banuelos v. MFarland, 41 F.3d

232, 235 (5th Gr. 1995)(nedical records of sick calls,

exam nations, diagnoses, and nedications may rebut an inmate’s
all egations of deliberate indifference). WIIians does not
contend that he requested and was deni ed nedi cal treatnent;

i nstead, he conclusionally argues that the fact that he was
forced to treat hinself by applying wet heat to his wists and by
taki ng nmedi cations prescribed himfor a prior injury supports his
deni al -of -nedi cal -care claim H's conclusional argunents are
bot h unpersuasive and insufficient to withstand the defendants’

summary-j udgnent notion. See Little v. Liquid Air Corp., 37 F.3d

1069, 1075 (5th Gr. 1994)(en banc). Because WIIlianms never
conpl ai ned of injury nor requested nedical treatnent, he has not
shown that the defendants knew of and di sregarded an excessive

risk of harm See Farner v. Brennan, 511 U S. 825, 847 (1994);

Estelle v. Ganble, 429 U. S. 97, 104 (1976). He has therefore

failed to raise a genuine issue of material fact as to deliberate
i ndi fference or serious nedical need, and summary-j udgnent

di sm ssal of his denial-of-nedical care claimwas appropriate.
See id.

The district court likewse did not err in granting sumrary
judgnent dismssing WIlianms’ excessive-use-of-force claim The
undi sput ed sunmary-j udgnment evi dence denonstrates that WIIlians
suffered, at nost, only de mnims injury, disconfort and

swelling to the wists, for which he did not request or receive
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medi cal treatnent. His claimwas therefore not cogni zabl e under

8§ 1983. See Hudson v. McMIlian, 503 U S. 1, 10 (1992)(the use

of de mnims force cannot result in constitutional injury unless
the use of force was “repugnant to the conscience of mankind”);

Siglar v. Hi ghtower, 112 F.3d 191, 193 (5th Gr. 1997)

(all egations of a sore, bruised ear, which caused pain for three
days and for which the inmate sought no nedical treatnent,
presented only nonactionable de mnims injury).

AFFI RVED.



