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

No. 00-30314
Summary Cal endar

EUGENE McKNI GHT,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
PATRI CK J. CANULETTE;, ET AL.,
Def endant s,
JAM E MULKEY; STEVEN CHAI SSON,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
USDC No. 98- CV-2498-S

My 21, 2001
Before DAVIS, JONES, and DeM3SS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Eugene McKni ght, Loui si ana pri soner #183825, appeal s from
the judgnent for the defendants in his civil rights action.
McKni ght contends that Deputy Jame Ml key and Deputy Steven
Chai sson were deliberately indifferent to his serious nedi cal needs
when he was a pretrial detainee at the St. Tammany Pari sh,

Loui siana, jail and that the nmagistrate judge erred by all ow ng

adm ssion of evidence of his crimnal convictions.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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The magi strate judge’'s findings that Deputy Chai sson was
not present when MKnight slipped on the stairs at the jail and
that McKnight failed to i nformDeputy Miul key of his injury are not
clearly erroneous. Mor eover, McKnight’s own testinony indicated
that he notified nedical personnel of his injuries through a
medi cal request form shortly after his accident and that he
persisted in seeking attention fromnurses. Once McKni ght made his
plight known to the nedical staff, he did not need the deputies to
seek care for him The magistrate judge did not err by determ ning
t hat Deputi es Chai sson and Miul key were not deliberately indifferent
to McKnight’s serious nedical needs. See Hare v. City of Corinth,
74 F. 3d 633, 639 (5th Cr. 1996)(en banc); Mendoza v. Lynaugh, 989
F.2d 191, 195 (5th Gr. 1993).

McKni ght did not object to being questioned about his
convictions, and no extrinsic evidence of the convictions was
admtted into evidence. Hi s contention regarding adm ssion of
evi dence about the convictions is reviewed under the plain-error
st andar d. United States v. Burton, 126 F.3d 666, 671 (5th Cr.
1997). Because the evidence at the bench trial in MKnight’s case
supported the rejection of MKnight's deliberate-indifference
claim MKnight has failed to denonstrate error, plain or
ot herwi se, regarding his testinony about his previous convictions.
See Southern Pac. Transp. Co. v. Chabert, 973 F.2d 441, 448 (5th
CGr. 1992).

AFFI RVED.



