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

No. 96-40236
Summary Cal endar

SHANE EDWARD BI SHOP
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

DOUG LEE, Denton County Detention Oficer;
JEFF HENSLEY, Denton County Detention Oficer;
DALE BOOKER, Denton County Detention Oficer;
JERRY FLOWNERS, Denton County Detention O ficer
J. R TORRES; DEE DEE WLSON, JEFF COATS; M KE
YERI K; and CALVIN TI PTON,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
(4:94- CV-98)

Oct ober 14, 1996
Before KING DUHE, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Shane Edward Bi shop, a Texas prisoner (#658145), appeals the
orders of the district court and magi strate judge granting the
def endants’ notion to dism ss and notion for summary judgnent.

Bi shop brought this action pursuant to 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983, alleging

Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in Local Rule
47.5. 4.



that defendants violated his constitutional rights when they used
excessive force in transferring himfromhis cell to “the rubber
room” W have reviewed the record, the magistrate judge’s
findings and order addressing defendant Lee’s summary judgnent
notion, and the nmagistrate judge s recommendati on that the
remai ni ng defendants’ notion to dism ss be granted. Because we
find no reversible error, we affirmfor essentially the reasons
stated by the magistrate judge and adopted by the district court
in granting the defendants’ notion to dismss, and stated by the
magi strate judge in granting Lee’s notion for sunmary judgnent.
We recogni ze Bishop’s contention that summary judgnent was

i nappropri ate because defendants had not produced several

phot ographs of his alleged injuries or an unedited version of the
vi deot ape submtted in support of the notion for sumrary

j udgnent. However, despite Bishop’s argunent in his response to
the notion for sunmary judgnment that the videotape had under gone
edits “that even a child could see,” he offered no specific
facts indicating what had been omtted. A review of the tape

di scl oses no discernable editing during the portion relevant to
this appeal, which portion does not show that any of the

def endants viol ated Bi shop’s constitutional rights.

Bi shop al so argues that the district court and nagi strate
judge erred in denying his notions to anend his conpl aint and
nmotion for appointnment of counsel, that he was treated inproperly
at a managenent conference when he was allegedly “pushed” into
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consenting to the magi strate judge’'s presiding over the case,
that the court did not afford his pro se pleadings |iberal
construction, and that his lawsuit was inproperly dism ssed “wth
prejudice.” These clains are unavailing.

Bi shop’s “Mdtion for Relief” is DEN ED

AFFI RVED.



