United States Court of Appeals

Fifth Circuit
FILED
IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH CIRCUI T August 4, 2003

Charles R. Fulbruge llI
Clerk

No. 03-40170
Summary Cal endar

JESSE JESUS SOLI Z,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
NANNETT HASSETT; JERRY BATEK; JOHN G LMORE; LI NDA HARRI SON; OSCAR
SOLI Z; PATRI CK MCGUI RE; LARRY OLI VAREZ; DI RECTOR TEXAS DEPARTMENT
OF CRIM NAL JUSTI CE, | NSTI TUTI ONAL DI VI SI ON; CHAI RVAN TEXAS BQOARD
OF CRIM NAL JUSTI CE; JOHN DOE DEFENDANTS,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. GC-02-CV-437

Before SM TH, DeMOSS, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Jesse Jesus Soliz, Texas prisoner #496252, appeals fromthe
di sm ssal of his 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 action as frivolous, for failure
to state a claim and for seeking relief agai nst i nmune def endants.
Soliz challenges his state habeas corpus proceedings and his
transfer to the state prison system follow ng revocation of his
par ol e. Soliz noves to supplenent the record; his notion is

DENI ED.

Pursuant to 5THGOR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



Soliz contends that he was deprived of access to the courts by
the actions of the state trial court during state habeas corpus
pr oceedi ngs. Defects in state habeas corpus procedures “do not
constitute grounds for relief in federal court.” Trevino v.
Johnson, 168 F.3d 173, 180 (5th Cr. 1999).

Soliz contends that he was deprived of his right of access to
trial counsel and of his right to communicate wth the outside
world by being transferred to the custody of the state prison
system Soliz had no constitutionally protected right to
incarceration in any particular facility. See Adimyv. Wkinekona,
461 U. S. 238, 244-45 (1983).

Soliz contends that the district court erred by failing to
make any findings regarding his claimthat defense counsel and the
prosecutor conspired to prosecute himmaliciously. Soliz states
that his civil rights were viol ated by the tw defendants, but does
not allege facts or argue law to support that proposition. Soliz
has failed to brief the issue for appeal. Bri nkmann v. Dall as
County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987).

Soliz's appeal is wthout arguable nerit and is frivol ous.
Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr. 1983). Soliz is
warned that the dism ssal of his conplaint counts as a strike for
purposes of 28 U S C 8 1915(g) and that the dism ssal of his
appeal counts as a second strike. Adepegba v. Hammons, 103 F.3d

383, 387-88 (5th CGr. 1996). Wen Soliz accunul ates three strikes



he wll not be allowed to bring a civil action or appeal a judgnent
in forma pauperis unless he is “under inm nent danger of serious
physical injury.” 28 U S.C. § 1915(9g).

APPEAL DI SM SSED. 5TH QR R 42. 2.



