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Janes Byers Estes, Jr., Texas prisoner # 1003415, appeals
the district court’s judgnment granting the individual defendants’
nmotion for summary judgnent on the basis of qualified imunity,
and dismssing his 42 U.S.C. 8 1983 claim He does not chall enge

the court’s sua sponte dism ssal as frivolous of his clains

agai nst Dallas County.

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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Estes argues that the district court erred in granting
the defendants’ notion for sunmary judgnent because they were
deliberately indifferent to his serious nedical needs, as
evidenced by the delay in treating a rib fracture he received
whi |l e housed at the Dallas County Jail. He also argues that the
def endant s provi ded i nadequat e nedi cal care.

Estes has not shown that he suffered “substantial harnt
as a result of the mnor delays he experienced before obtaining

medi cal treatnent. See Mendoza v. Lynaugh, 989 F.2d 191, 195

(5th Gr. 1993). Accordingly, he has not shown a violation of

his constitutional rights. See Wlson v. Seiter, 501 U S. 294,

297 (1991). Estes’s clains concerning the quality of the
treatnent he received are not cogni zable under 42 U S. C. 8§ 1983.

See Varnado v. Lynaugh, 920 F.2d 320, 321 (5th Gr. 1991).

Estes raises clains for nental duress and nedi cal

mal practice for the first tine on appeal. This court wll not
consider clains raised for the first tinme on appeal. See Stewart
Gdass & Mrror, Inc. v. U S Auto dass Discount &rs., Inc.,

200 F. 3d 307, 316-17 (5th Gr. 2000). Accordingly, the judgnent

of the district court is AFFI RVED



