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

No. 99-60720
Summary Cal endar

ALBERT EDMOND,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

DAVI D TURNER, Superintendent, Southern M ssissippi Correctional
Institute; FLORENCE JONES, ADGCS, Southern M ssi ssi ppi

Correctional Institute; HUBERT JORDAN, Disciplinary Commttee;
DONALD WEST, Lieutenant; JERRY WALLEY, Lieutenant; KEI TH DUNNAM
Sergeant; THOVAS MATHI AS, Sergeant; JAVES JOHNSON, REG NA
HANCOCK; TERRI KI LPATRI CK; JAMES ANDERSON, Conmi ssioner; LAQUI NTA
WRI GHT, Correctional Oficer |1, Area |Il; M CHAEL SUMNER,

Captain, Warden, Area Il Infirmary; MARI A SERAPI O, SMCI Medi cal
Dir., Medical Director of Southern M ssissippi Correctional

I nstitute,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissippi
USDC No. 2:99-CV-134-PG
April 27, 2000

Bef ore GARWOOD, HI G3 NBOTHAM and W ENER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Al bert Ednond, M ssissippi prisoner # 30523, appeals the
district court’s dismssal of his 42 U S.C. § 1983 action for

failure to state a claimpursuant to 28 U S. C

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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8§ 1915(e)(2)(B)(ii). He argues that the district court erred in
dismssing his clains for denial of due process in his

di sciplinary proceedings; retaliatory transfer and job
assignnent; a violation of his right to privacy; failure to
train; inadequate nental health care; deliberate indifference;
and harassing statenents. W have reviewed the record, the
district court's opinion, and Ednond’s brief, and we find that
the district court did not err in dismssing Ednond s conpl ai nt

for failure to state a claim Bl ack v. Warren, 134 F.3d 732,

733-34 (5th Cr. 1998). Further, we hold that Ednond s appeal is

W t hout arguable nmerit and is frivolous. See Howard v. King, 707

F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Gr. 1983). Because the appeal is
frivolous, it is DISMSSED. See 5th Cr. R 42.2.

Ednond is hereby infornmed that the dism ssal of this appeal
as frivolous counts as a strike for purposes of 28 U S. C
8§ 1915(g), in addition to the strike for the district court’s

dismssal for failure to state a claim See Adepegba v. Hammons,

103 F. 3d 383, 387 (5th G r. 1996). W caution Ednond that once
he accunul ates three strikes, he may not proceed IFP in any civil
action or appeal filed while he is incarcerated or detained in
any facility unless he is under inmm nent danger of serious
physical injury. See 28 U S.C. § 1915(g).

APPEAL DI SM SSED AS FRI VOLOUS.



