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Before DeMOSS, DENNI'S, and PRADO, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Jerry Dal las, Louisiana prisoner # 130421 (Dallas), appeals
the district court’s dismssal of his 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 conpl ai nt,
al l eging constitutional violations in connection with Dallas’
exposure to, and treatnent for, tuberculosis. Dallas requests an
i njunction against prison officials and appoi ntment of counsel to

represent him those notions are DEN ED.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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The district court did not abuse its discretion in
di sm ssing the conplaint as frivolous. Dallas’ conplaint did not
all ege any facts that would support a finding of deliberate
indifference by prison officials in connection with his exposure

to tuberculosis. See Reeves v. Collins, 27 F.3d 174, 176 (5th

Cir. 1994). His assertion that further diagnostic tests were
necessary anmounts to a disagreenent with his nedical treatnent
that does not give rise to a 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 cause of action.

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

Dallas’ claimthat prison doctors failed to advise himof the
side effects of nedication, for which he received nedical care,

is not cogni zable under 42 U S.C. § 1983. See Estelle v. Ganble,

429 U. S. 97, 106 (1976). Dallas argues “suppl enental danage

clains,” but new clainms may not be asserted for the first tinme on

appeal. See Leverette v. lLouisville Ladder Co., 183 F.3d 339,

342 (5th Cr. 1999).
This appeal is without arguable nerit and is frivolous. See

Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr. 1983). Because

the appeal is frivolous, it is DISMSSED. 5THCR R 42.2.
The district court’s dismssal and this court’s di sm ssal
count as two strikes for purposes of 28 U S.C. § 1915(g). See

generally Adepegba v. Hammons, 103 F.3d 383, 387-88 (5th Gr.

1996). Dallas is WARNED that if he accunul ates three strikes he

may not proceed in forma pauperis in any civil action or appeal

filed while he is incarcerated or detained in any facility unless
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he is under inm nent danger of serious physical injury. See 28
U S C § 1915(9).
MOTI ONS DENI ED; APPEAL DI SM SSED; 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915(9)

SANCTI ONS WARNI NG | SSUED.



