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

No. 98-10567
Conf er ence Cal endar

BRUCE ARNOLD
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
C. A D LLAHA, MD.,
Def endant - Appel | ee.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Northern District of Texas

USDC No. 5:96-CV-190-C

February 9, 1999
Bef ore BARKSDALE, and EMLIO M GARZA, Circuit Judges.”
PER CURI AM **

Bruce Arnold, Texas prisoner no. 609239, appeals the
district court’s order granting sunmary judgnment for the
defendant, C A D llaha, MD., and dism ssing Arnold s conpl aint
as frivolous. Arnold argues that DIl aha was deliberately
indifferent to his serious nedical needs by using an inproper
met hod to renove a foreign object enbedded in Arnold s eye and by

failing or refusing to provide followup treatnent with a

“This matter is being decided by a quorum 28 U S.C. §
46(d).

Pursuant to 5THGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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opht hal nol ogi st. We have reviewed Arnold s argunents and the
record on appeal and find that his clains are prem sed upon
di sagreenent with the nedical treatnent he received which
standing alone, are insufficient to support a violation of 42

US C 8§ 1983. See Banuelos v. MFarland, 41 F. 3d 232, 235 (5th

Cr. 1995); Varnado v. Lynaugh, 920 F.2d 320, 321 (5th Cr

1991) .
The district court did not err in granting sumrary judgnent
in favor of Dillaha, see Fed. R Cv. P. 56(c), nor did it abuse

its discretion in dismssing his claimas frivolous. See Martin

v. Scott, 156 F.3d 578, 580 (5th G r. 1998).
AFFI RVED.



