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Jeffrey Mack Chapin, Texas prisoner #392982, appeals from
the district court’s dismssal with prejudice of his civil-rights
lawsuit under 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1983 alleging that defendants Senior
Warden Joe Fernal d, Lieutenant Robert Losack, and O ficer L. Bel
violated his constitutional rights. A dismssal under 28 U S. C
8§ 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii) for failure to state a clai mupon which

relief can be granted is reviewed under the sane de novo standard

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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as a dismssal under FeED. R Cv. P. 12(b)(6). See Black v.

Warren, 134 F.3d 732, 733-34 (5th CGr. 1998).

Chapin argues that: (1) his constitutional argunents stated
a claimupon which relief could be granted; (2) the district
court erred by failing to explicitly deny his request for
declaratory relief; (3) the district court erred by denying his
requests for prelimnary injunction and for |eave to anend his
conplaint; (4) the district court erred by failing to order sua
sponte proper nedical care for Chapin; and (5) the district court
erred by failing to rule in his favor based on allegations of a
violation of the Arericans with Disabilities Act. He has al so
filed notions seeking to supplenent the record and for
appoi ntnent of a nmaster on appeal.

Chapin has failed to show that he was deprived of a |iberty
interest or that the defendants exhibited deliberate indifference

regardi ng Chapin’s exposure to bleach. See Sandin v. Conner, 515

US 472, 484 (1995); Farner v. Brennan, 511 U. S. 825, 837, 847

(1994). Chapin has also failed to show that the district court
erred regarding any of his remaining argunents. Accordingly, the
district court’s judgnent is AFFI RMED, and Chapin’s notions on
appeal are DEN ED

The district court’s dismssal for failure to state a claim
counts as one strike for purposes of 28 U S.C. § 1915(g). See

Adepegba v. Hammons, 103 F. 3d 383, 387 (5th Cr. 1996). Chapin

is warned that if he accunul ates three strikes, he may not
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proceed in forma pauperis in any civil action or appeal filed

while he is incarcerated or detained in any facility unless he is
under i nm nent danger of serious physical injury. See 28 U S. C
8§ 1915(Qq).

AFFI RVED; MOTI ONS DENI ED; STRI KE WARNI NG | SSUED



