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

No. 92-4316
Conf er ence Cal endar

HOWARD BLAYLOCK
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

J.B. SMTH, Sheriff of Smth
County, Texas, ET AL.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 6:91-CV-00582
(January 22, 1993)
Before GARWODOD, SMTH, and EMLIO M GARZA, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Howar d Bl ayl ock (Bl ayl ock) appeals the dism ssal of his
civil-rights conplaint as frivolous. W wll disturb a district
court's dismssal of a pauper's conplaint as frivolous only on
finding an abuse of discretion. A district court may, sua
sponte, dismss a pauper's conplaint as frivolous only " "where it

| acks an arguable basis either in lawor in fact.'" Denton v.

Her nandez, us _ , 112 S Q. 1728, 1733-34, 118 L. Ed.2d 340

(1992) (quoting Neitzke v. Wllianms, 490 U S. 319, 325 (1989)).

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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"[Plretrial detainees [generally] are entitled to reasonabl e

medi cal care[.]" Cupit v. Jones, 835 F.2d 82, 85 (5th Cr

1987). Lester and jail officials provided Blayl ock with pain-
killers and other nedication. Lester apparently prescribed an
extra mattress for Blaylock. Blaylock asserts that he was not
supposed to take Motrin and that he was m stakenly given ul cer
medi cation. He did not allege in his original conplaint and two
anended conplaints that he was ever harned by the two nedications
beyond havi ng headaches and an upset stonach. Lester's
treatnent, while perhaps unsuccessful, was not unreasonable. Nor
was the jail's treatnent of Bl ayl ock unreasonable. Jai

officials responded pronptly to Blayl ock's requests. They took
himto see Lester after the nedication they provided failed to
rid Blaylock of his pain. Insofar as Blayl ock conplains of his
confinenent in the holding cell, he cannot recover. That
confinement was brief and fails to rise to the level of a

constitutional violation. See Pfannstiel v. Cty of Mrion, 918

F.2d 1178, 1186-87 (5th Cr. 1990).
Attorney Buck Files represented Smith County. He thus was
not Bl aylock's attorney. Blaylock's nmail to Files was not

protected from bei ng opened by prison officials. See Taylor v.

Sterrett, 532 F.2d 462, 474 (5th Gr. 1976). Blaylock's access-
to-the-courts contention therefore is frivol ous.

AFFI RVED.



