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PER CURI AM *

Charl es Raynond Lee, Jr., Texas prisoner # 904078, filed a
pro se 42 U S.C. § 1983 | awsuit agai nst Deckard and Sheriff Jim
Wlson, in their individual and official capacities. After the
district court dism ssed Lee’s case on summary judgnent, Lee
tinely filed a notice of appeal.

Lee appeals the dism ssal of his clainms that Deckard
violated his constitutional rights by using excessive force and

denying himnedical treatnent. This court reviews de novo a

" Pursuant to 5THOR 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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district court’s order granting a party’s summary-judgnent

nmotion. VWhittaker v. Bell South Tel ecomms., Inc., 206 F.3d 532,

534 (5th Gr. 2000); see also FED. R CQvVv. P. 56(c); Celotex Corp

v. Catrett, 477 U. S. 317, 322 (1986).

Lee’ s excessive force claimwas based on his allegation that
he suffered a “busted |ip” that bled when Deckard cl osed a portal
door through which food is passed. Lee further described his lip
injury as the kind that m ght be incurred in a basketball gane,
and he alleged that he suffered headaches as a result of his
injury. Crediting Lee’s allegations as true under the summary
j udgnent standard, we affirmthe dism ssal of his excessive force
cl ai m because Lee’s injury was de mnims in the context given
that Deckard s closing of the portal door was a reasonabl e
attenpt to maintain order in response to Lee’s conplaints. See

Hudson v. McMIlian, 503 U S 1, 6-7 (1992); denn v. Cty of

Tyler, 242 F.3d 307, 314 (5th Gr. 2001); see also Hare v. Cty

of Corinth, 74 F.3d 633, 639 (5th Cr. 1996) (en banc) (pretria

det ai nee case).

Lee al so appeals his claimthat he was deni ed nedical care
for his injured Iip. Guven the circunstances, the district court
correctly entered summary judgnent for the defendants because

Lee’s injury was de mnims and their conduct was not r epugnant

to the conscience of mankind.’” Stewart v. Mirphy, 174 F.3d 530,

534 (5th Gr. 1999) (quoting McCorm ck v. Stalder, 105 F.3d 1059,

1061 (5th Cir. 1997)); see also Hare, 74 F.3d at 639, 648.
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Lee has noved for appointnment of counsel, arguing that
appoi ntnent of counsel is needed in order to obtain records,
interview w tnesses, and investigate Lee’s clainms. Lee has not
shown exceptional circunstances, and his request for appoi ntnent

of counsel is denied. Cupit v. Jones, 835 F.2d 82, 86 (5th Gr.

1987) .

AFFI RVED; MOTI ON DEN ED.



