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

No. 97-11283
Conf er ence Cal endar

JCEL MASK
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
ROBERT LAMPERT ET AL.,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:97-CV-263
© August 18, 1998
Before KING H G3 NBOTHAM and JONES, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Joel Mask, Texas prisoner # 059445, appeals the district
court’s dismssal of his 42 U S.C. § 1983 action. Mask does not
address the nerits 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

appel I ant had not appeal ed that judgnent. Brinkmann v. Dallas

County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987).

Mask’ s appeal is wthout arguable nerit and is frivolous. See

Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr. 1983). Because

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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the appeal is frivolous, it is DISMSSED. See 5th CGr. R 42. 2.
Mask is hereby put on notice that the dism ssal of this
appeal as frivolous constitutes his third “strike” under 28

US C 8 1915(g) and that he may not proceed in forma pauperis in

any civil action or appeal filed while he is in prison unless he
“I's under imm nent danger of serious physical injury.” 28 U S. C
8§ 1915(g); Adepegba v. Hammons, 103 F. 3d 383, 388 (5th Cr
1997) . **

APPEAL DI SM SSED AS FRI VOLOUS.

The other “strikes” under 8§ 1915(g) are Mask v. Gty of
Slaton, No. 5:95-CV-0099-C (N.D. Tex. Jun. 29, 1995) and Mask v.
Keesee, No. 5:94-CV-238-C (N.D. Tex. Dec. 22, 1994).




