UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
for the Fifth Crcuit

No. 92-5588
Summary Cal endar

JARED KEI TH BLOCH
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS

MELVI N HARBCORTH, Sheriff, Et al.
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
(SA 91 CV 435)

(Decenber 8, 1992)

Before KING DAVIS and WENER, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !

Jared Keith Bloch appeals the disnmissal of his 8§ 1983 suit
all eging inadequate nedical care while he was an inmate in the
Guadal upe County Jail. The district court granted sunmary j udgnent
dism ssing Bloch's clains on the ground that the uncontroverted

summary judgnent evidence denonstrated that the nedical care

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that
have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases on
the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needless
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.™
Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



furni shed Bl och was adequate to pass constitutional nuster. After
reviewing the summary judgnent evidence, we agree wth the
conclusion of the district court.

Al though the quality and quantity of treatnent actually
received by Bloch is not absolutely clear, there is no evidence
from which a reasonable trier of fact could infer that the
treatnent was below that required by the constitution. The
uncontroverted affidavit of the exam ning physician as well as
Bl och's nedi cal records denonstrate that Bl och received reasonabl e
and customary treatnent for his condition and conpletely recovered
from his injury. Bloch's affidavit, taken as true, would not
support a jury finding that any of the defendants knew of his
condition and unreasonably ignored it or acted with deliberate
indifference to his serious nedical needs. See Estelle v. Ganbl e,
429 U.S. 97, 104 (1976). No evidence suggests that defendants
di spl ayed a wanton disregard for Bloch's rights. See \Wal ker v.
Butler, 967 F.2d 176, |77-78 (5th Gr. 1992). W therefore affirm
the judgnent of the district court.

AFFI RVED.



