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Lee Roger Sinpson, Texas prisoner # 642385, appeals the
district court’s dismssal of his 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 conpl aint as
frivolous pursuant to 28 U S.C. § 1915A. Sinpson’s notion to
expedite the appeal is DENIED. The district court determ ned
that Sinpson’s action was barred by Texas’s two-year statute of
limtations, and that this would constitute Sinpson’s third

strike under 28 U S.C. § 1915(q9).

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Si npson argues generally that the district court abused
procedures to defeat his damage cl ai ns agai nst the defendants,
but he does not nention or make any specific argunents concerning
the basis of the district court’s dismssal that his clains were
barred by the statute of limtations. Sinpson does not address
the nmerits of the district court's opinion. Failure to identify
any error in the district court's analysis or application to the
facts of the case is the sane as if the appellant had not

appeal ed that judgnent. Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy

Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Gr. 1987). Sinpson’s

appeal is without arguable nerit and is frivolous. See Howard v.

King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th G r. 1983). Because the appea
is frivolous, it is DISM SSED. See 5THQR R 42.2.
This court dism ssed Sinpson’s appeal as frivolous in

Sinpson v. Panplin, No. 96-50794 (5th Gr. Apr. 9, 1998). The

district court dismssed Sinpson’s 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 conpl ai nt as

frivolous in Sinpson v. Anpbs, No. 98-CV-338 (E.D. Tex. Nov. 24,

1998). Hi s appeal in that case, No. 98-41521, was dism ssed for
failure to pay the docketing fee and to conply with the district
court’s order requiring authorization consent forns. Thus, the
district court’s dismssal as frivolous in that case stands as a
strike. The district court’s dismssal as frivolous in this
case, and this court’s dismssal of this appeal as frivol ous

constitute his third and fourth strikes. Adepegba v. Hannobns,

103 F. 3d 383, 387 (5th Gr. 1996). Therefore, Sinpson is now
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barred from proceeding | FP under 28 U. S.C. § 1915(g) while
i ncar cer at ed.
APPEAL DI SM SSED AS FRIVOLOUS; 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915(g) BAR

| MPCSED;, MOTI ON TO EXPEDI TE APPEAL DEN ED.



