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

No. 94-10722
Conf er ence Cal endar

JERVAINE D. IRVIN
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

JOHN J. CASASANTA, Enpl oyee,
TDCJ ddenents Unit, ET AL.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 2:93-CV-69
) (Novenber 15, 1994)
Before JONES, DUHE, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Jermaine D. Irvin appeals the district court's dism ssal, as
frivol ous under 28 U S. C. 8§ 1915(d), of his civil rights
conpl ai nt brought under 42 U S.C. § 1983 alleging a Due Process
violation resulting fromhis forced nedication with psychotropic
drugs while incarcerated.

Under the guise of an appellate brief, Irvin offers a

ranbling recitation of his version of the events surrounding this

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that this opinion should not be published.
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matter. He makes no neani ngful |egal argunents regardi ng any
specific alleged errors conmtted by the district court.

After conducting a hearing pursuant to Spears v. MCotter,

766 F.2d 179, 180 (5th G r. 1985), the magistrate judge made
factual findings and determned that Irvin testified that: 1) he
instigated the episode that resulted in his "forced nedication"
by throwing a liquid substance on another inmate and a guard;

2) he twice refused to conply with orders to cone to his cel

door and be handcuffed; 3) he had been di agnosed as havi ng poor

i npul se control; 4) he had voluntarily entered the prison Program
for the Aggressive Mentally Ill O fender (PAMO; and 5) he did
not disagree with the prison doctor's testinony that, after the
incident, Irvin was both physically and verbally aggressive, was
a danger to hinself and others, that verbal intervention had
failed necessitating a m ni mumdosage injection of Thorazine, and
that the decision to admnister the injection was nade by a
doctor after consulting telephonically with a nurse who was on

t he scene.

Irvin appears to dispute certain of the magi strate judge's
factual findings as well as his |egal conclusion. However, a
prisoner may be adm ni stered psychotropic drugs against his wll
if it isinthe prisoner's nedical interests and he is dangerous

to hinself or others. See Washi nqton v. Harper, 494 U. S. 210,

222-27, 110 S. . 1028, 108 L. Ed. 2d 178 (1990). Further, the
facts found by the magi strate judge support the decision to
medi cate Irvin because he was a danger to hinself and others, and

verbal intervention to curb his aggression was unsuccessful .
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Irvin's statenents to the contrary do not persuade us that the
factual findings were clearly erroneous.
Thi s appeal presents no issue of arguable nerit and is thus

frivolous. Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20, (5th Gr.

1983). Because the appeal is frivolous, it is DI SM SSED. See
5th CGr. R 42.2.
APPEAL DI SM SSED.



