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PER CURI AM *
Rodney Grant, Texas prisoner # 1082944, proceeding pro se,

has filed an application for |leave to proceed in fornma pauperis

(I FP) on appeal, followng the district court’s dismssal of his
civil rights conplaint as frivol ous because it is tine-barred.
By noving for IFP, Gant is challenging the district court’s
certification that | FP status should not be granted on appeal

because his appeal is not taken in good faith. See Baugh v.

Taylor, 117 F.3d 197, 202 (5th Gr. 1997).

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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Grant argued in the district court that his civil rights
conplaint is not tine-barred because he is entitled to equitable
tolling. However, he has failed to brief his argunents for
equitable tolling in this court. Although pro se briefs are

afforded |iberal construction, see Haines v. Kerner, 404 U S.

519, 520-21 (1972), pro se litigants nmust brief contentions in

order to preserve them See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222,

224-25 (5th Cr. 1993).
Grant’ s appeal is without arguable nerit and is frivol ous.

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

Accordi ngly, we uphold the district court’s order certifying that
the appeal is not taken in good faith and denying G ant |FP
status on appeal, we deny the notion for |eave to proceed |IFP
and we dismss Gant’s appeal as frivolous. See Baugh, 117 F. 3d
at 202 n.24; 5THCGR R 42.2. Gant’s notion for the appoint nment
of appell ate counsel is denied as noot.

The district court’s dismssal of Gant’'s action and our
di sm ssal of his appeal as frivolous count as two strikes for

purposes of 28 U.S.C. § 1915(g). See Adepegba v. Hammons, 103

F.3d 383, 387-88 (5th Gr. 1996). W caution G ant that should
he accunul ate three strikes, he will be unable to proceed IFP in

any civil action or appeal filed while he is incarcerated or
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detained in any facility unless he is under inmm nent danger of
serious physical injury. See 28 U S.C. § 1915(g).
| FP DENI ED; MOTI ON FOR APPO NTMENT OF APPELLATE COUNSEL

DENI ED; APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ONS WARNI NG | SSUED.



