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Before JOLLY, H GE NBOTHAM and PI CKERI NG Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
M chael Eugene Gei ger, Texas prisoner # 577721, proceeding

pro se and in forma pauperis (IFP), appeals the district court’s

di smssal of his 42 U S.C. § 1983 civil rights action agai nst
Texas Departnment of Crimnal Justice (TDCJ) officials. He

reiterates many of the clains he raised in his conplaint

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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concerning his trip to the Cenents Unit and his treatnent by
TDCJ officials after his arrival, and he contends that the
district court erred in deciding the clains. However, GCeiger has
failed to show any error in the district court’s judgnent. See

Hughes v. Johnson, 191 F.3d 607, 612-13 (5th Cr. 1999); MDonal d

v. Steward, 132 F.3d 225, 231 (5th Cr. 1998); Sandin v. Conner,

515 U. S. 472, 484 (1995).

Ceiger also argues that (1) prison officials participated in
“hoe checking” or “going hard,” which involved “seeing how nuch
gas a prisoner can take” and “how nuch force a prisoner can take
froma [five] man assault teamresulting in bloodshed,” (2) he
and ot hers were punished and denoted before there was a
disciplinary review or hearings, (3) parole eligibility and state
records were “mani pulated to i nply assaul tive or devi ated conduct
hi story and aggression solely for verbal conduct deened a
threat,” (4) officers engaged in voyeurism (5) mail was opened
by officers after mail roominspection and taken, and prisoner
meal s were denied if prisoners questioned this, (6) he was
attacked physically and his property was destroyed on July 9,
2002, before a court appearance, and (7) “security” instructed
the nmedical staff and psychol ogy departnment on which prisoners to
treat and not to treat. However, he did not raise these clains
in his anmended conplaint or at an evidentiary hearing, and he may

not raise themfor the first tine on appeal. See Leverette v.

Louisville Ladder Co., 183 F.3d 339, 342 (5th Gr. 1999).
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Ceiger’s appeal is without arguable nerit and is thus

frivolous. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr

1983). Accordingly, we DISM SS his appeal as frivolous. 5THCR
R 42.2. The dism ssal of his appeal as frivolous and the
district court’s dismssal of his conplaint as frivol ous and for
failure to state a clai mupon which relief can be granted

constitute two “strikes” under 28 U S.C. 8§ 1915(g). See Adepegba

v. Hammons, 103 F.3d 383, 385-87 (5th Cr. 1996). GCeiger is
WARNED that if he accunul ates three “strikes” under 28 U.S. C

8§ 1915(g), he will not be able to proceed IFP in any civil action
or appeal filed while he is incarcerated or detained in any
facility unless he is under inm nent danger of serious physical
injury. See 28 U S.C. § 1915(9g).

APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED.



