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

No. 00-50584
Conf er ence Cal endar

CAROL JOHNENE MORRI S,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

LI NDA MOTEN, Warden; BONNI E RUCKER, Assi stant
Warden; NFN M LLER, Major; PAT RILEY; SUSAN BAUER

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. W99-CV-371

~ Cctober 17, 2000

Before SM TH, BARKSDALE, and BENAVI DES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Carol Johnene Morris, Texas prisoner #488243, noves for
| eave to proceed in forma pauperis (I FP) and chal |l enges the
district court’s dismssal of her civil-rights action pursuant to
28 U.S.C. 8 1915(g), which provides that prisoners who have had
three or nore civil actions dism ssed as frivolous or for failure
to state a claimnmay not proceed in IFP in any future civil

actions or appeals unless they are “under inm nent danger of

serious physical injury.” § 1915(g). Morris contends that she

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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made a showing in the district court that she was in inmm nent
danger of serious physical injury by alleging that she had
suffered enotional trauma, a back injury, and high bl ood pressure
because of being transferred fromone prison unit to another.

She argues that the district court’s notion inposing appellate
fees pursuant to 8 1915(b) is inconsistent with the bad-faith
certification.

Morris does not challenge the district court’s finding of
three “strikes” for purposes of § 1915(g). She has abandoned any
such contention for appeal. 1In re Min. Bond Reporting Antitrust
Litig., 672 F.2d 436, 439 n.6 (5th G r. 1982). Morris has not
shown that the injuries she alleges she suffered have placed her
in any immnent danger. Morris is barred by 8§ 1915(g) from
proceeding IFP in this court, and she has failed to denonstrate
that the district court erred by certifying that her appeal was
taken in bad faith.

Morris’s contention that the 8§ 1915(b) assessnment order is
i nconsistent with the certification that her appeal was taken in
bad faith |acks a factual basis — that order was to take effect
only upon Mrrris's challenge to the certification. Mrris’s
nmotion for |leave to proceed |IFP therefore is denied and her
appeal is dismssed. Baugh v. Taylor, 117 F.3d 197, 202 (5th
CGr. 1997).

| FP DENI ED. APPEAL DI SM SSED.



