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PER CURI AM *

Car|l Ant hony Duperon, Louisiana prisoner # 101335, appeals
fromthe district court’s order dismssing his pro se 42 U S. C
§ 1983 civil rights action as frivolous and for failure to state
a claimupon which relief my be granted, pursuant to 28 U S. C
88 1915(e)(2)(B)(i) and (ii) and 1915A.

Duperon al l eged that the defendants were deliberately
indifferent to his serious nedical needs when they housed himfor
18 days in isolation, rather than in his prison’s nedical ward,

after he fractured his jaw and had his jaw wired shut; this

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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allegedly led to a serious infection. The nagistrate judge
determ ned that Duperon’s allegations and nedi cal records showed
that he was pronptly and properly treated; that he was taken to a
hospital alnost imrediately after the severity of the infection
was di scovered; that surgery for the fracture was perforned days
| ater; and that Duperon’s recovery follow ng the surgery was
uneventful. The magi strate judge concluded that, at worst,
Duperon had stated a clai mof negligence or nmalpractice. In his
appel l ate brief, Duperon has failed to nmake specific argunents
Wth respect to his deliberate-indifference clains or to cite the
portions of the record upon which he relies. Accordingly, we
concl ude that Duperon has effectively abandoned his clains, in

that they are inadequately briefed. See Yohey v. Collins, 985

F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Cr. 1993); Fep. R App. P. 28(a)(9).
The appeal is without arguable nerit, is frivolous, and is

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

Cr. 1983); 5THGQR R 42.2. The district court’s dismssal of
Duperon’s 8§ 1983 conplaint and the dism ssal of this appeal as
frivol ous count as strikes under the three-strikes provision,

28 U.S.C. 8 1915(g). See Adepegba v. Hanmons, 103 F. 3d 383,

387-88 (5th Gr. 1996). Duperon is cautioned that if he
accunul ates a third strike under 28 U. S.C. § 1915(g), he wll not
be permtted to proceed in forma pauperis in any civil action or
appeal filed while he is incarcerated or detained in any facility
unl ess he is under imm nent danger of serious physical injury.
See 8 1915(9).

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



