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

No. 02-20247
Conf er ence Cal endar

ROGER LEE DI CKERSON,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
K. HLL; M BROCK; L. ARNOLD; C. PRICE, FRED FlI GUERQOA;
BILL LEWS; GARY JOHNSON, Director, Texas Departnent of
Crimnal Justice; WAYNE SCOTT, Director, Texas Depart nment
of Crimnal Justice,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H 99-Cv-231

© August 20, 2002
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM DAVI S, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Roger Lee Dickerson (TDC) # 371312) appeals the district
court’s dismssal as frivolous of his pro se and in fornma
pauperis (IFP) civil rights conplaint wherein he alleged that he
was deni ed access to the courts in retaliation for his prior

| egal activities, and that the prison’s supervisory officials had

unfairly denied his grievances relating to such. The district

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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court dism ssed D ckerson’s conplaint as frivol ous under 28
US C 8 1915(e)(2)(B) after determ ning that D ckerson had not
identified any specific injury suffered by the denial of adequate
library tinme or legal materials, and that in none of Dickerson's
pendi ng cases was he unable to maintain the lawsuit. Al though he
summarily asserts that the defendants violated his constitutional
rights, Dickerson does not address the basis of the district
court’s dismssal of his conplaint.

An appellant’s brief nust contain an argunent on the issues
that are raised so that this court nmay know what action of the

district court is being conplained of. A -Ra'id v. Ingle, 69

F.3d 28, 31 (5th Gr. 1995). There is no exenption for pro se
litigants, although this court liberally construes their briefs.
Id. Because Di ckerson has briefed no argunent with respect to
the merits of the district court’s order of dismssal, he has
wai ved any challenge to the nerits of such decision. See Yohey
v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Gr. 1993); Feb. R Aprp. P.
28(a)(9).

Di ckerson’s appeal is without arguable nerit and is

therefore frivolous. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 220 (5th

Cr. 1983). Accordingly, the appeal is DISM SSED. See 5TH QR
R 42. 2.

The di sm ssal of the conplaint as frivolous in the district
court, and the dism ssal of this appeal each count as a “strike”

under 28 U . S.C. 8 1915(g). See Adepegba v. Hammons, 103 F. 3d
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383, 387-88 (5th Cr. 1996). |In addition, D ckerson accunul at ed
two strikes when this court affirned the dism ssal as frivol ous

of his conplaint in D ckerson v. Johnson, No. 00-20231 (5th Gr.

Sept. 14, 2000), and in Dickerson v. Jordan, No. 01-21106 (5th

Cr. March 26, 2002). Because he has accumul ated nore than three
“strikes” under 28 U S.C. 8§ 1915(g), Dickerson is BARRED from
proceeding IFP in any civil action or appeal unless he is under

i mm nent danger of serious physical injury. See 28 U S. C

8§ 1915(g); Carson v. Johnson, 112 F.3d 818, 819 (5th Cr. 1997).

APPEAL DI SM SSED; THREE- STRI KES BAR | MPOSED.



