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JAMVES DENBY, Laundry Lieutenant,
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Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:01-CV-673

Before KING H G3 NBOTHAM and GARZA, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

John M chael Rivera, Texas prisoner # 935107, appeals the
summary judgnent granted in favor of the appellees in his
42 U.S.C. § 1983. He argues that the district court erred in
granting summary judgnent on his claimthat the appellees
assigned himto a job that caused his pain and aggravated his
back problens. Rivera has not denonstrated that Gerald Dawson or
Joe Smith were personally involved in assigning himto the

| aundry fol ding position and, had they been involved, they would

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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have had any know edge that this work assi gnnment woul d aggravate

Ri vera’'s nedi cal conditi on. See Jackson v. Cain, 864 F.2d 1235,

1246 (5th Gr. 1989). Because Rivera s work assignnent did not
violate his sedentary work restrictions, Robert WIIlianms and
Janes Denby’s failure to change Rivera’ s work assignnment anounted

to no nore than negligence. See Reeves v. Collins, 27 F.3d 174,

176-77 (5th Cir. 1994).

Ri vera argues that the appellees retaliated against himfor
filing grievances and for filing this civil action. Rivera has
not presented any evi dence which denonstrates that the defendants
acted with a retaliatory notive or alleged a chronol ogy of events

fromwhich retaliation may plausibly be inferred. See Jones v.

G eninger, 188 F.3d 322, 325 (5th Cr. 1999).

Ri vera argues that the appellees failed to bring the |aundry
facility into conpliance wwth the requirenents of the Anmericans
wth Disabilities Act (ADA). Rivera may not bring a 42 U S. C
8§ 1983 action for danages against a state official in his
i ndi vidual capacity to vindicate rights conferred by Title Il of

t he ADA. See McCarthy ex rel. Travis v. Hawkins, 381 F.3d 407,

412-14 (5th Gr. 2004). Further, because Rivera has been
transferred to another unit, any claimto injunctive relief that

he may have had is now noot. See Herman v. Holiday, 238 F.3d

660, 665 (5th Gir. 2001).1

! Naned appel |l ee Bryant was never served and is not a party
to this appeal. The clains against naned appell ees More and
Thomas were severed by the district court, hence More and Thonas
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AFFI RVED.

are not parties to this appeal. R vera seem ngly nmakes ot her
clains in his brief, but those clains are either inadequately

briefed or not properly on appeal for lack of his raising them
bel ow.



