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

No. 01-31471
Summary Cal endar

ANDREW MCGRAW

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
BURL CAIN, RICHARD L. STALDER, UNKNOWN DI FFATTA, Doct or;
UNKNOWN HANDS, Doctor; UNKNOAN GUTI ERREZ; UNKNOAN TARVER;
UNKNOWN DURRETT; UNKNOWN BARNES; JOHN DCE; JOHN DOE; JOHN DOE;
JOHN DOE; PAT TRUETT,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana
USDC No. 01-CVv-725-B

 May 23, 2002
Bef ore DAVI S, BENAVI DES and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Andrew McGraw, Loui siana prisoner # 295773, appeals the
district court’s dismssal of his 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 conpl aint as
frivolous and for failure to state a claimunder 42 U S. C
8§ 1997e(e) and 28 U. S. C. 8§ 1915(e)(2)(B)(i) and (ii). MG aw

alleged in the district court and on appeal that he is being

handcuffed with his hands behind his back, that he suffers from

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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various nedi cal conditions, that being handcuffed in such a way
coul d cause injuries and causes his hands to swell and becone
nunb, that he once fell and suffered injuries, that the
def endant s knew about his nedical problens and the problens with
bei ng handcuffed in such a manner but did nothing, and that he is
bei ng handcuffed in such a manner and brutalized as retaliation
for having commtted violations of prison policies of which he
was fal sely accused.

The injuries McG aw all eged he suffered or mght suffer are
de mnims and do not establish a claimfor 42 U S.C. § 1983

relief. See Harper v. Showers, 174 F.3d 716, 719 (5th Gr.

1999); Siglar v. H ghtower, 112 F.3d 191, 193 (5th Cr. 1997).

Furthernmore, McG aw does not challenge the district court’s
determ nation that his clains at best alleged only negligence and
not deliberate indifference. MGaw s clainms of retaliation are
conclusory and al so do not establish a viable claimfor relief.

See Wods v. Edwards, 51 F.3d 577, 580-81 (5th Cr. 1995).

The district court’s dismssal of MG aw s conplaint is

AFFI RMED. Hi s request for the production of docunents is DEN ED



