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PER CURI AM *

WIlliamJ. Dockeray, Texas prisoner # 563359, appeals the
district court’s dismssal with prejudice as tine-barred of his
civil rights conplaint.

Dockeray’s brief is poorly drafted and alnost illegible. He

has failed to set forth argunent identifying error in the

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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district court’s determ nations and conclusions. Mreover, he
has failed to provide a clear statenent that the district court
erred in its conclusion that Dockeray’'s conpl aint was barred by
the statute of limtations. Although pro se briefs are liberally
construed, even pro se litigants nust brief argunents to preserve

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

When an appellant fails to identify error in the district court’s
decision, it is as if the appellant had not appeal ed that
judgnent, and this court “wll not raise and discuss |egal issues

that [ Dockeray] has failed to assert.” Brinkmann v. Dall as

County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987).

Dockeray’s appeal has no arguable nerit and is thus

di sm ssed as frivol ous. See 5THCQR R 42.2; Howard v. King, 707

F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Gr. 1983). The district court in this
proceedi ng determ ned that Dockeray’'s clains were frivol ous.
Addi tional ly, Dockeray has had at |east one other civil rights
conpl aint dism ssed as frivol ous, and we dism ssed as frivol ous

his appeal of that dism ssal. See Dockeray v. Black, No. 04-

50025, slip op. (5th Gr. June 7, 2004) (unpublished). Thus,
Dockeray has accunul ated four strikes for purposes of 28 U S. C

8 1915(g). See Adepegba v. Hammons, 103 F.3d 383, 387-88 (5th

Cir. 1996). Dockeray is therefore BARRED from proceedi ng in

forma pauperis in any civil action or appeal filed while he is

incarcerated or detained in any facility unless he is under
i mm nent danger of serious physical injury. See 28 U S. C

§ 1915(qg).
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APPEAL DI SM SSED AS FRIVOLOUS; 28 U.S. C. § 1915(g) SANCTI ONS

| MPCSED.



