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The district court dismssed Thonpson's conpl aint as frivol ous under
28 U S.C § 1915(d). That section governs proceedings in form pauperis.
Under 28 U S.C. 8§ 1915(d), the district court nust disniss a conplaint as
frivolous if it lacks an arguable basis in fact or |aw Neitzke V.
Wllians, 490 U S. 319, 325 (1989).

The Ei ghth Arendnent is violated when an innate is incarcerated under
conditions that pose a substantial risk of serious harm and prison
officials display deliberate indifference to his safety. Farner v.
Brennan. 114 S. C. 1970, 1977 (1994). Not every injury suffered by one
prisoner at the hands of another, however, translates into constitutional
liability for prison officials responsible for the victims safety. [d.
Prison officials responsible for the victims safety nust only "take
reasonabl e neasures to abate substantial risks of serious harm of which
the officials are aware." Reece v. Groose, 60 F.3d 487, 491 (8th Cr.
1995). Accordingly, an Ei ghth Amendnent failure to protect claimhas two

conponents: (1) an objectively serious deprivation; and (2) a subjectively
cul pable state of mnd. Farner, 114 S. C. at 1977. Absent allegations
of both conponents, no constitutional violation exists. See, e.q., Prater
v. Dahm 89 F.3d 538, 541 (8th Cir. 1996) (affirm ng judgnent on the

pl eadi ngs where prisoner had not alleged subjective conponent).

Here, the facts outlined in Thonpson's conplaint do not anpbunt to
an objectively serious deprivation. He has not alleged that he was injured
at the hands of another. He was not put in any position that posed a
substantial risk of serious harm O the four tinmes he was ordered to room
with a black person, he got into only one altercation and then was found
to be the aggressor. W agree with the district court that Thonpson does
not allege a failure to protect claim but rather seeks a cellmte of his
choi ce. The Constitution does not provide such a right. Cchs v,
Thal acker, 90 F.3d 293, 296 (8th Cir. 1996); Lyon v. Farrier, 727 F.2d 766
768 (8th Cir. 1984).




Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court is affirnmed.
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