IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 96-60159
Conf er ence Cal endar

JAVES EARL W LLI AVS,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

A M PH LLIPS, Mdical Drector;

JOHN DI AL; EDWARD HARGETT, Superi ntendent,
M ssissippi State Penitentiary;

EDDI E LUCAS, Conmi ssi oner,

M ssi ssi ppi Departnent of Corrections,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of M ssissippi
USDC No. 4:93-CV-195-B

 October 23, 1996
Before PCOLI TZ, Chief Judge, and JOLLY and H GE NBOTHAM GCircuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Janes Earl WIIlians, #53360, a prisoner in the M ssissippi
Departnent of Corrections (MDOC) at Parchman, filed a pro se, in

forma pauperis (IFP), civil rights action under 42 U S. C. § 1983

agai nst nedi cal and supervisory enployees of the MDOC. The

Pursuant to Local Rule 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 Local Rule
47.5. 4.



district court did not abuse its discretion by dismssing the

suit as frivol ous. Denton v. Hernandez, 504 U. S. 25, 31-34

(1992).
Wllians did not allege that the prison nedical staff was

deliberately indifferent to his serious nedical needs. See

Farner v. Brennan, 114 S. C. 1970, 1984 (1994); Reeves V.
Collins, 27 F.3d 174, 176-77 (5th Gr. 1994). WIlians was
merely dissatisfied wwth the nedical treatnent he received.

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

Wth respect to Superintendent Hargett and Conm ssioner
Lucas, Wllianms sinply alleges vicarious liability. A defendant
cannot be held |iable under § 1983 on a theory of vicarious

liability, including respondeat superior. See Baskin v. Parker,

602 F.2d 1205, 1207-08 (5th Cr. 1979). “Personal involvenent is
an essential elenent of a civil rights cause of action.”

Thonpson v. Steele, 709 F.2d 381, 382 (5th Gr.), cert. denied,

464 U.S. 897 (1983).

The district court did not abuse its discretion in denying
WIllians’s request for appointnent of counsel. U ner v.
Chancellor, 691 F.2d 209, 212 (5th Gr. 1982).

AFFI RVED.



