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

No. 01-20584
Conf er ence Cal endar

ARCADE JOSEPH COVEAUX, JR.,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
MACKWANI ,  Unknown First Nane; DR LARRY
LARGENT; DR NAIK;, DANI EL C. MAYER;
DR. DI MAUNAHAN; PHI LLI P PERRY, Li eutenant,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.
ARCADE JCBEPH COMEAUX, JR.,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
Rl CK THALER,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC Nos. H 00-CVv-3812 & H01-Cv-1411

~ Cctober 30, 2002
Bef ore DeMOSS, BENAVI DES, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Arcade Joseph Coneaux, a Texas prisoner (# 841331), appeals
the district court’s April 26, 2001, order in which the court

deni ed Coneaux’s April 16, 2001, notion for a tenporary

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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restraining order (“TRO') and other injunctive relief. In an
earlier order, this court denied appellee Dr. Kokila Naik’'s
motion to dism ss the appeal for lack of jurisdiction.

In his appellate brief, Coneaux sets forth argunents on
i ssues that are unrelated to the issues raised in and rel ated
to his April 16, 2001, notion for injunctive relief. This court
has jurisdiction to review only the judgnents or parts thereof

to which Coneaux’s notice of appeal explicitly refers. See

FED. R App. P. 3(c)(1); Lockett v. Anderson, 230 F.3d 695,

699-700 (5th Cr. 2000). The April 26, 2001, order denying his
April 16, 2001, notion is the only order that Coneaux has validly
appealed. By failing to brief the only issues over which this
court has jurisdiction, Coneaux has wai ved those issues. See

Hall v. Thomas, 190 F.3d 693, 697 n.2 (5th Gr. 1999) (citing

Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Cr. 1993)); Feb. R

App. P. 28(a)(9). Coneaux raises issues relating to the deni al
of his April 16, 2001, notion only in his reply brief, but this
court does not consider issues raised for the first tinme in a

reply brief. See Price v. Roark, 256 F.3d 364, 369 n.2 (5th Gr.

2001) .
Conmeaux’ s appeal is without arguable nerit and is thus

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

1983). Accordingly, the appeal is DI SM SSED. See 5TH GR.
R 42.2. The dismssal of this appeal as frivolous counts as

a “strike” pursuant to 28 U S.C. § 1915(g). See Adepegba

v. Hammons, 103 F.3d 383, 388 (5th Cr. 1996). Coneaux is hereby

war ned that, should he accunmul ate three stri kes under 28 U. S.C.
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8§ 1915(g), he will thereafter be barred from proceeding in form
pauperis in any civil action or appeal filed while he is

i ncarcerated or detained in any facility unless he is under

i mm nent danger of serious physical injury. See 28 U S. C

§ 1915(9).

Conmeaux’s “Mdtion for Enmergency Restraining Oder,” his
“Advisory to the Court and Motion for Help,” and “Mdtion Asking
the Court to Review and Consider Recent Material Evidence” are
DENI ED. See FE. R App. P. 8(a).

Al l ot her outstanding notions are DEN ED

DI SM SSED; MOTI ONS DENI ED



