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PER CURI AM *
Johnnie R Propes (Propes), Texas prisoner # 1178904,

proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis (IFP), appeals the

dism ssal of his civil rights suit under 42 U S. C. § 1983. The
district court dismssed Propes’s 42 U . S.C. § 1983 action as
repetitious because Propes raised a simlar claimin a
previously-filed civil rights suit, which is currently pending

before the district court. Propes argues only that he received

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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i nadequate nedical care while confined in the Collin County
Detention Facility.

On appeal, Propes does not challenge the district court’s
dismssal of his civil rights suit as repetitious. Rather, he
argues the nerits of his inadequate nedical care claim Al though
pro se briefs are afforded |iberal construction, even pro se
litigants nust brief argunents in order to preserve them See

Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Gr. 1993). By

failing to identify any error in the district court’s judgnent,
Propes has abandoned the issue on appeal. 1d. at 225.
Propes’s appeal is without arguable nerit and is DI SM SSED

as frivol ous. 5/H QR R 42.2; Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215,

219-20 (5th Gr. 1983). The dismssal of the instant appeal as
frivolous counts as a strike under 28 U . S.C. § 1915(g), see

Adepegba v. Hammons, 103 F. 3d 383, 387-88 (5th G r. 1996), as

well as the district court’s dism ssal as repetitious. See

Bail ey v. Johnson, 846 F.2d 1019, 1021 (5th G r. 1988)

(repetitious litigation of virtually identical causes of action
is subject to dismssal under 28 U . S.C. 8§ 1915(e)(2)(B)(i) as
mal i cious). Propes is CAUTIONED that if he accunul ates three
“strikes” under 28 U S.C. § 1915(g), he will not be able to
proceed IFP 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. 28 U S C 8§ 1915(9).
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Addi tionally, Propes’s request for appoi ntnent of counsel is

DENI ED.



