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Appel | ant,

V.

John A. Thal acker, sued as
John Thal acker Warden to | owa
State Mens Reformatory; Jerone
Mant er nach, sued as Cerald
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| SMR;, Gerald Connolly, sued as
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Bef ore BOAWRAN, MAG LL, and LOKEN, G rcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM

Harry John Casbohm appeal s the district court's® judgment for
defendants in his 42 U S.C. §8 1983 action. W affirm

I n June 1994, Casbohm while an inmate at the lowa State Men's

'The HONORABLE JOHN A. JARVEY, United States Migistrate Judge
for the Northern District of lowa, to whomthe case was referred
for final disposition by consent of the parties pursuant to 28
U S. C § 636(c).



Reformatory (I1SMR) at Ananpsa, filed this action against |SM
officials. He clained they were deliberately indifferent to his
asthma-rel ated requests for a cell assignment with a non-snoking
cellmate or a transfer to a facility with a restrictive snoking
policy. Following a bench trial, the court concluded Casbohm s
deliberate-indifference claim failed, based on the follow ng
findings of fact: Casbohm began di scussing his asthma probl em and
pl acenent requests with defendants in 1994; as a result of those
contacts, it was ordered that Casbohm be celled w th nonsnokers;
t here was no showi ng that his condition was such that he coul d have
no exposure whatsoever to environnental tobacco snoke (ETS);
Casbohm s asthma was treated consistently and appropriately; and
t here was no obj ective nedi cal evi dence show ng t hat Casbohm needed
a transfer out of the institution to accommpbdate his asthm
condi tion.

To prove an Ei ghth Amendnent viol ation, Casbohm had to show
that defendants were deliberately indifferent to his serious
nmedi cal needs--that defendants acted wantonly toward his needs.
Wlson v. Seiter, 501 U S. 294, 302-03 (1991); G vens v. Jones, 900
F.2d 1229, 1232 (8th G r. 1990). Based on the evidence presented
at trial, we conclude the district court did not clearly err inits
findings of fact; and review ng de novo, we conclude Casbohm did
not prove defendants acted wantonly or wth deliberate
indi fference. See Choate v. Lockhart, 7 F.3d 1370, 1373 (8th G r
1993) (standard of review). Casbohm does not dispute that he
received adequate treatnment for his asthma, or that prison
officials celled himsolely with nonsnokers once the nedi cal staff
so directed. Cf. Estelle v. Ganble, 429 U S. 97, 104-05 (1976)
(deliberate indifference may include intentional interference with
treatment that has been prescribed); Waver v. Carke, 45 F.3d
1253, 1256 (8th G r. 1995) (concl udi ng conpl aint all eged del i berate
i ndi fference where prison officials were repeatedly unresponsive to
inmate's requests to enforce snmoking ban in his cell). The nedi cal
evi dence showed t hat Casbohm s asthma renai ned stable and was not
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significantly exacerbated by secondhand snoke. Thus, Casbohm
failed to show that transfer to a snoke-free institution was
nmedi cally necessary. See Davis v. Hall, 992 F.2d 151, 153 (8th
Cr. 1993) (per curiam (displeasure with nedical judgnment or
di sagreenent with course of nedical treatnent is not actionable).
Moreover, the evidence did not prove a claim of deliberate
indifference to future health. See Helling v. MKinney, 509 U S
25, 35-37 (1993).

Accordingly, we affirm
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