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Before McM LLI AN, FAGG and MORRI S SHEPPARD ARNOLD, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM

Danny L. Ball appeals the dismssal of Ball's 42 U S C. § 9183
action. Havi ng reviewed de novo the evidence presented at a pretrial
evidentiary hearing to determ ne whether Ball's case would survive a notion
for judgnent as a matter of |aw, see Hobbs v.




Lockhart, 46 F.3d 864, 868 (8th Cr. 1995), we conclude Ball's evidence did
not establish a jury question on his claim that defendants acted with
deliberate indifference to Ball's serious dental needs when they del ayed
sending himto an oral surgeon. See Estelle v. Ganble, 429 U S. 97, 106
(1976). W affirm

Ball failed to show any personal involvenent on the part of the
Arkansas Departnent of Correction enployees, PHP Healthcare, Inc. (PHP),
and PHP Nurse Delois Ford in denying or delaying his dental treatnent.
Bal | cannot predicate his Ei ghth Arendnent clains agai nst these defendants
on a risk of harm of which they were unaware or on a respondent superior
theory. See Farner v. Brennan, 114 S. Ct. 1970, 1979 (1994); Martin v.
Sargent, 780 F.2d 1334, 1337 (8th Cr. 1985).

Ball's testinony established that he saw PHP Denti st Jacki e Wade for
tooth pain only once. Wde prescribed penicillin for two abscesses, and
Ball did not seek dental treatnent again until several nonths later. At
that time, PHP Dentist Jay Ownens told Ball he had two abscesses and an
i npacted wi sdom tooth, prescribed penicillin and pain relievers, and at
sone point referred Ball to an outside oral surgeon who renpved six of
Ball's teeth. Ball produced no evidence that Wade or Onens intentionally
del ayed Ball's treatnent or his referral to a specialist. See Estelle, 429
U S at 104-05. The only damage Ball attributed to the delay in his dental
surgery was pain, and Ball's testinony showed his pain relief was
conprom sed because he shared his pain nedication with another innate.
Further, at oral argunent, Ball's counsel nade clear that Ball would have
been pain free if he had taken all of his pain nedication. Thus, Bal
failed to show he suffered any detrinental effects fromthe delay in denta
treatnment. See Beyerbach v. Sears, 49 F.3d 1324, 1326-27 (8th Gr. 1995).

Accordingly, we affirm
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