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PER CURI AM *

M chael Dennis Hol guin, Texas prisoner # 0328959, appeals
the district court’s dismssal wthout prejudice of his 42 U S. C
§ 1983 conplaint for failure to exhaust, as required by 42 U. S. C
8§ 1997e(a). However, in his appellate brief, Holguin does not
address the district court’s dism ssal of his conplaint for
failure to exhaust.

Al t hough this court applies |less stringent standards to

parties proceeding pro se than to parties represented by counsel

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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and liberally construes briefs of pro se litigants, pro se
parties nust still brief the issues and reasonably conply with

the requirenents of FED. R App. P. 28. Gant v. Cuellar, 59 F.3d

523, 524 (5th Cr. 1995). Holguin's failure to identify any
error in the district court's legal analysis or the application
of law "is the sane as if he had not appeal ed that judgnent."

Bri nkmann v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744,

748 (5th Gr. 1987).
Because Hol guin has not briefed the only appeal abl e issue,
his appeal is without arguable nerit and is DI SM SSED AS

FRI VOLOUS. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th G

1983); 5THQOR R 42.2. The dism ssal of this appeal as
frivolous is counted as one strike under 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915(9).

See Adepegba v. Hammons, 103 F.3d 383, 388 (5th Gr. 1996).

In Holquin v. Salvant, 02-11040 (5th Gr. Apr. 22, 2003),

Hol gui n recei ved another strike under 28 U.S.C. § 1915(g), and we
warned himto review pendi ng appeal s and actions to ensure that
they were not frivolous. Holguin has not heeded that warning,
and we further warn himthat the filing of frivolous pleadings in
this court or in the district court or the prosecution of

frivol ous actions or appeals will subject himto sanctions beyond
t hose prescribed in 28 U S.C. § 1915(g), including nonetary
penalties and restrictions on his ability to file actions and
appeal s.
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