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

No. 01-30178
Conf er ence Cal endar

RI CKY SCOTT,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

WACKENHUT CORP.; BETTY DUPLI CHAN
SIMON, Dr.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC No. 00-CV-1678

 June 14, 2001
Bef ore WENER, DeMOSS, and DENNIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ri cky Scott, Louisiana prisoner # 130612, appeals the
dism ssal of his 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 civil rights conplaint as
frivolous pursuant to 28 U S.C. 88 1915A(b)(1). Scott argues
that prison nedical personnel were deliberately indifferent to
his serious nedical needs in violation of the Ei ghth Arendnent
because they did not refer himto Earl K. Long Hospital for

eval uation of his nedical condition and did not conduct frequent

bl ood testing. He argues that the district court should have

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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advi sed himon pursuing any state-court clains he may have. He
does not argue that the district court erred in dismssing his
cl ai ns agai nst def endant Wackenhut Corporation, and therefore he

has abandoned that i ssue. See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222,

224-25 (5th Cr. 1993).
Scott has not alleged harmsufficient to evidence deliberate

indifference to his serious nedi cal needs. See Estelle v.

Ganble, 429 U. S. 97, 106 (1976). Scott's allegations anmobunt to a
di sagreenent with prison officials regarding his nedical
treatnent; such allegations are not cogni zable under 42 U. S. C

8§ 1983. See Vvarnado v. Lynaugh, 920 F.2d 320, 321 (5th G

1991). Scott's contention that the district court should have
advi sed himconcerning state-law clains is unsupported in the | aw
and wi thout nerit.

Because Scott's appeal is wthout arguable nerit and is

frivolous, it is D SM SSED. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215,

219-20 (5th Cr. 1983); 5th Cr. R 42. 2.
The dism ssal of this appeal and the district court's

dismssal of this lawsuit as frivolous count as two strikes for

purposes of 28 U.S.C. § 1915(g). See Adepegba v. Hammons, 103
F.3d 383, 388 (5th Gr. 1996). Scott is warned that if he
accunul ates three strikes he will be barred from proceeding in

forma pauperis in any civil action or appeal brought in a United

States court unless he is under inmm nent danger of serious
physical injury. See 8§ 1915(g).
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