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

No. 02-40121
Conf er ence Cal endar

LENARD ALFRED SMOCK, JR.,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

UNI T HEALTH ADM NI STRATOR, @Qurney Unit, ©More Unit;

MARI E BLACK, Nurse Practioner, More Unit; UP GREENWOCD
Adm ni stration, More Unit; POLLA HEWTT, RN, Mdore Unit;
UP KEARNEY, Adninistration, More Unit; ROCHELLE MCKI NNEY,
RN, Mbore Unit,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:01-Cv-41

Cct ober 30, 2002
Bef ore DeMOSS, BENAVI DES, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *
Lenard Al fred Snock, Texas prisoner # 885088, appeals the
district court's dismssal wthout prejudice of his pro se, in

forma pauperis 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 action for failure to conply with

the order requiring himto answer specific questions about each

def endant’ s personal involvenent and actions supporting his claim

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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of deliberate indifference and for failure to exhaust
adm ni strative renedi es.

Snock’ s appellate brief is devoted to arguing the nerits of
his conplaint. Snock does not adequately argue that the district
court erred in dismssing his conplaint wthout prejudice based
on either failure to anend his conplaint in conpliance with the
magi strate judge’s order to provide specific facts concerning
each naned defendant, or failure to provide proof that his clains
as to each naned defendant were adm nistratively exhausted.
Snock' s appel late brief does not chall enge the reasons for the
district court's dismssal of his conplaint. Snock has thus

wai ved the only issues for appeal. Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d

222, 225 (5th Cr. 1993); Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy

Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Gr. 1987). This appeal is

W t hout arguable nerit and is thus frivolous. See Howard v.

King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th GCr. 1983). It is therefore
DI SM SSED. See 5THCGR R 42.2. Snock's outstanding notions are
DENI ED

The di sm ssal of this appeal counts as Snock’s second strike

under the Prison Litigation Reform Act. See Adepegba v. Hammons,

103 F.3d 383, 387 (5th Gr. 1996); Snobck v. Unit Health

Adm ni strator, No. 01-41402 (5th Cr. May 31, 2002) (unpublished)

(first strike). Snock is WARNED that if he accumul ates three
"strikes" under 28 U S.C. § 1915(g) he will not be able to

proceed IFP in any civil action or appeal filed while he is
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i ncarcerated or detained in any facility unless he is under
i mm nent danger of serious physical injury. See 28 U S. C
8§ 1915(Qq).

APPEAL DI SM SSED, MOTI ONS DENI ED, SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED



