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

No. 01-30932
Conf er ence Cal endar

REGA NALD THOVAS,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

KENNETH JOHNSQN; C. M LENSI NG
RI CHARD L. STALDER

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Mddle District of Louisiana
USDC No. 01-CV-227-D

Decenber 11, 2001
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM BARKSDALE, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Regi nal d Thonas, Louisiana inmate # 169499, appeal s the
dismssal of his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 suit. Thonmas all eged that
sanctions inposed followi ng a disciplinary hearing were unl awf ul
and that the Secretary of the Louisiana Departnent of Public
Safety and Corrections inproperly declined to consider his
appeal. The district court dism ssed the conplaint as frivol ous
and for failure to state a claim

Thomas’ brief contains no record citations and no citations

to legal authorities. Thonmas has attenpted to incorporate by

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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reference certain district court pleadings. The incorporation by
reference of district court pleadings is not permtted. See

Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Cr. 1993). Although

this court liberally construes the briefs of pro se litigants,
pro se parties must still brief the issues and conply with the
standards of Rule 28 of the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure.

See Gant v. Cuellar, 59 F.3d 523, 524 (5th Gr. 1995). The

Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure require the parties to
provi de references to the page nunber of the record to support
statenents of fact. See Fed. R App. P. 28(a)(7) and (9)(A);

5th CGr. R 28.2.3. Rule 28(a)(9) (A also requires the argunent
to contain citations to the authorities relied on. Additionally,
Thomas’ brief fails to identify any error in the district court's
| egal analysis that his allegations, accepted as true, do not
state a claim Thomas has not adequately briefed any argunent
relating to the district court's reasons for dismssal. Failure
by the appellant to identify any error in the district court's
analysis or its application to the facts of his case is the sane
as if the appellant had not appeal ed that judgnent. See

Bri nkmann v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744,

748 (5th Cir. 1987).

Thomas’ appeal is inadequately briefed, and we thus DI SM SS
the appeal as frivolous. 5th Gr. R 42.2. The dismssal of the
i nstant appeal as frivolous and the district court's dismssal of
his civil rights conplaint as frivolous each count as a "strike"
under the three-strikes provision of 28 U S.C. 8§ 1915(g). See
Adepegba v. Hammons, 103 F. 3d 383, 385-87 (5th Cr. 1996).
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Thomas is cautioned that, once he accunul ates three strikes, he
may not proceed in forma pauperis in any civil action or appeal
filed while he is incarcerated or detained in any facility unless
he is under inm nent danger of serious physical injury. See 28
U S.C. § 1915(g).

APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED.



