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

No. 93-9154

Summary Cal endar

NATHANI EL REVELL, JR.,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus
JI M BOALES, SHERI FF OF

DALLAS, COUNTY, ET AL.,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
(3:93-CV-1822-X)

(July 18, 1994)
Before KING H G3 NBOTHAM and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Nat haniel Revell alleged in his conplaint that he was a

pretrial detainee in the Dallas County jail in Cctober and Novenber

1992. According to Revell, on Cctober 1, he fell backwards over a
mattress in his overcrowded cell and injured his back, |egs,
shoul ders, and neck. Revell could not sumon the jail staff

because the staff had disconnected the jail's intercom system

“Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat 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that this opinion should not be published.



After about an hour, the staff responded to Revell by telling him
that the nurse did not want to see him Revell clains he continued
to tell staff of his injuries for several days but was denied
treat nent. He filed jail grievances throughout October and
Novenber regardi ng his nedi cal needs and the jail staff's policy of
di sconnecting the intercomsystem which went unanswered. He did
not receive nedical treatnent until after transferring to the Texas
Departnent of Crimnal Justice, Institutional Division.

Revel | named as defendants Dallas County, Sheriff Ji mBow es,
and an unnaned jail physician. Revell contended that his injuries
and i nadequate treatnent resulted fromthe flawed policies of the
county jail. He also contended that Bow es and the physician
failed to train their enployees adequately and were deliberately
indifferent to his serious nedical needs. The magi strate judge
recommended that the district judge dismss Revell's conplaint as
frivolous, wth prejudice. The district judge adopted this
recomendati on and di sm ssed Revell's conpl aint.

Revell first contends that the magistrate judge inposed a

hei ght ened pl eading standard on him by ordering himto conplete

witten interrogatories, violating Leatherman v. Tarrant County

Narcotics Intelligence and Coordination Unit, us __ , 113 S

Ct. 1160 (1993). Courts may focus the clains of IFP plaintiffs by
sending them questionnaires or by holding limted evidentiary
heari ngs. The plaintiffs' answers do not constitute separate

pl eadi ngs. Spears v. MCotter, 766 F.2d 179, 181-82 (5th Cr.




1985) . The magistrate judge properly tried to focus Revell's
clains by sending the interrogatories.

Revell next contends that Bowes and the jail physician
deprived him of adequate nedical care by hiring insensitive
personnel, failing to train or supervise them adequately, and
failing to foll ow adequate nedi cal procedures. Revel |l seeks to
hol d Bow es |i abl e because he supervises the jail and its personnel
and sets jail policy, and seeks to hold the physician liable
because he oversees jail nedical personnel. He does not all ege
that Bowl es and the physician were personally involved in denying
hi mnedi cal care. Because he fails to allege facts that woul d give
rise to supervisorial, as opposed to vicarious, liability, Revell's
clains against Bowes and the unnaned physician were properly

di sm ssed. See Thonpkins v. Belt, 828 F.2d 298, 303-04 (5th Cr

1987).

Revell finally argues that Dallas County established policies
that amounted to deliberate indifference to his serious nedica
needs. \When asked by the magi strate judge to identify a specific
policy that caused him to be denied proper nedical care, Revel
stated that he had been deni ed access to exam nation and treatnment
and that his grievances had been i gnored. These allegations do not
allow an inference that official policy denied him reasonable
medi cal care. Dismssal of that claim as frivol ous was proper.

See Bennett v. Gty of Slidell, 728 F.2d 762, 767 (5th Cr. 1984)

(en banc), cert. denied, 472 U S. 1016 (1985).

AFFI RVED.






