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South Carolina, at Charleston. Joseph F. Anderson, Jr., District
Judge. (CA-96-1838-2-17)
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Before NIEMEYER and HAM LTON, Circuit Judges, and HALL, Senior
Crcuit Judge.




Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Mtchell Lee Sunpter, Appellant Pro Se. Robert Thomas King, WLL-
COX, MCLECD, BUYCK & WLLIAVS, P.A, Florence, South Carolina, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Mtchell Sunpter, a South Carolina inmate, filed an action
under 42 U. S.C. 8§ 1983 (1994), alleging that various South Carolina
prison officials violated his rights under the E ght Anendnent.
Following a non-jury trial the district court entered judgnent in
favor of the Defendants. This appeal foll owed.

W reject Sunpter’s claimthat he was denied a fair trial be-
cause safety precautions mandated that he wear restraints through-
out his trial. A though Sunpter may have suffered sone disconfort
fromwearing the restraints, the absence of a jury mnimzed any

potential prejudice. See Lenpns v. Skidnore, 985 F. 2d 354, 357 (7th

Cr. 1993). W find that the district court properly dismssed
Sunmpter’s clainms for which he failed to present evidence that he

suffered nore than de mnims injuries. See Norman v. Taylor, 25

F.3d 1259, 1263 (4th Gr. 1994).

Sunpt er next challenges the district court’s finding that he
failed to denonstrate that the Defendants used excessive force
against him W review a district court’s findings of fact for
clear error. Fed. R Cv. P. 52(a). Having reviewed the record, we
find noerror inthe district court’s determ nation that the Defen-
dants did not use excessive force against Sunpter in violation of
the Ei ghth Anendnent. The record al so supports the district court’s
finding that the Defendants did not act inproperly in erasing a

vi deot ape of the incidents giving rise to this case.



Finding no nerit to Sunpter’s clainms, we affirmthe district
court’s final order entered in favor of the Defendants. W di spense
with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are ade-
quately before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci sional

process.
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