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

No. 95-40422
Conf er ence Cal endar

ROLAND R. HUNT,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
DR. A LARSON, B. CHANEY,

D. JEFFCOAT, and C. KYLE
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 94-CV-444

August 23, 1995
Before KING JOLLY, and WENER, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Deliberate indifference to a prisoner's serious nedi cal need

violates the Ei ghth Anmendnent. Estelle v. Ganble, 429 U S. 97,

106 (1976). A prison official does not violate the Eighth
Amendnent "unl ess [ he] knows of and di sregards an excessive risk
to an inmate's health or safety; the official nust both be aware
of facts fromwhich the inference could be drawn that a

substantial risk of serious harmexists, and he must al so draw

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that this opinion should not be published.
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the inference." Farner v. Brennan, 114 S. . 1970, 1979 (1994).

Negl i gence, negl ect, and even nedi cal nal practice are not

actionabl e under 8 1983. Varnado v. Lynaugh, 920 F.2d 320, 321

(5th Gr. 1991). Wen an inmate's nedical record does not
reflect any nmedical need for work restrictions, actions of prison
officials in requiring an inmate to work despite his conplaints
coul d anbunt to nothing nore than negligence, which is not

actionabl e under 8 1983. Reeves v. Collins, 27 F.3d 174, 177

(5th Gir. 1994).

Because his work assignnent was consistent with his nedical
classification, Warden Chaney, Oficers Jeffcoat and Kyle, and
Captain Watt were not deliberately indifferent to Hunt's nedica
needs by relying on his nedical records and classification to
assign himto a work detail. See Reeves, 27 F.3d at 177. Hunt
failed to show that Dr. Larson's actions anmounted to deliberate
indifference to his nedical needs because he conplains only that
Dr. Larson nmade a mi stake in assigning hima nedica
classification "1AP."

Hunt presents nothing nore than negligence or nmal practice,
thus his clains have no arguable basis in |law and were properly
di sm ssed.

AFFI RVED.



