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Bef ore BARKSDALE, DeMOSS, and CLEMENT, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Carl V. Long, Texas prisoner #1001354, has filed a notion to
proceed in forma pauperis (I FP) on appeal fromthe district
court’s dismssal of his 42 U S.C 8§ 1983 conplaint as frivol ous
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915(e)(2)(B)(i) and 8§ 1915A(b). By
moving for IFP, Long is challenging the district court’s

certification that | FP status should not be granted on appeal

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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because his appeal is not taken in good faith. See Baugh v.

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

Long does not address the district court’s reason for
dism ssing his clains against C. Tony Wight, nanely that Wi ght
is not a state actor. He also presents no nonfrivol ous issue for
appeal with respect to his claimagai nst Judge John Jackson.
“[L]itigants may not obtain review of state court actions by
filing conplaints about those actions in |ower federal courts

cast in the formof civil rights suits.” Hale v. Harney, 786

F.2d 688, 691 (5th Gr. 1986). Moreover, the relief Long sought
was in the nature of mandamus relief. Federal courts have no
power to direct state judicial officials in the performance of

their functions. See Moye v. Cerk, DeKalb County Superior

Court, 474 F.2d 1275, 1276 (5th Cr. 1973). Accordi ngly, we
uphol d the district court’s certification that the appeal
presents no nonfrivolous issues. Long' s notion for IFP is
DENI ED, and the appeal is DI SM SSED. See Baugh, 117 F.3d at 202
and n.24; 5THQAQR R 42.2.

Both the district court’s dism ssal of Long s conplaint and
this court’s dismssal of this appeal count as “strikes” for

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

F.3d 383, 385-87 (5th Gr. 1996). W caution Long that once he
accunul ates three strikes, he may not proceed IFP in any civil

action or appeal filed while he is incarcerated or detained in
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any facility unless he is under inmm nent danger of serious
physical injury. See 28 U S.C. § 1915(9g).
MOTI ON DENI ED; APPEAL DI SM SSED AS FRI VOLOUS; SANCTI ONS

WARNI NG | SSUED.



