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Before HIGGINBOTHAM, WIENER, and BENAVIDES, Circuit Judges.

PER CURIAM:*

Plaintiff John Winslow appeals the dismissal of his 42 U.S.C.

§ 1983 suit as frivolous.  See 28 U.S.C. § 1915(d).  Winslow

contends that the defendants were deliberately indifferent to his

serious medical needs when he was reassigned to work in the garden

squad despite his medical limitations.  Our review of the record

reveals that Winslow has failed to state a claim upon which relief

can be granted.  A prison official acts with deliberate
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indifference sufficient to support a § 1983 claim “only if he knows

that inmates face a substantial risk of serious harm and . . .

disregards that risk by failing to take reasonable measures to

abate it.”  Farmer v. Brennan, 511 U.S. 825 (1994).  Neither

defendant Hart nor Stenner were personally involved in Winslow’s

reassignment.  Winslow’s claims against them fail because personal

involvement is an essential element of a § 1983 claim.  Thompson v.

Steele, 709 F.2d 381, 382 (5th Cir.), cert. denied, 464 U.S. 897

(1983).  Moreover, Winslow has presented no evidence to indicate

that his medical requests were ever refused.  In fact, the clinic

reports show that he requested and received medical attention three

times in two months.  Moreover, Winslow’s relatively brief stint in

the garden squad and his frequent visits to the infirmary indicate

that defendants took reasonable medical measures.  At most, Winslow

has stated a case that his reassignment was negligent, a claim that

will not support relief under § 1983.

The district court’s dismissal is AFFIRMED.


