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PER CURI AM *
Lanont e Mat hews, Loui siana prisoner nunber 120891, has filed

a notion for |eave to proceed on appeal in forma pauperis (“IFP")

followng the district court’s order dismssing his 42 U S. C

8§ 1983 civil rights action for failure to exhaust adm nistrative
remedies. By noving for IFP, Mathews is challenging the district
court’s certification that | FP status should not be granted

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

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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Taylor, 117 F.3d 197, 202 (5th G r. 1997). WMathews's |IFP “notion
must be directed solely to the trial court’s reasons for the
certification decision.” 1d.

Mat hews has briefed the nerits of his civil rights clains
only. Although this court liberally construes pro se briefs, see

Hai nes v. Kerner, 404 U S. 519, 520-21 (1972), the court requires

argunents to be briefed in order to be preserved. Yohey v.
Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Gr. 1993). Because Mt hews
does not provide any analysis of the reasons for the district
court’s certification decision, he has abandoned the issue on
appeal . See id.

Mat hews has not shown that the district court erred in
certifying that an appeal would not be taken in good faith.
Accordi ngly, we uphold the district court’s order certifying that
t he appeal presents no nonfrivol ous issues. WMathews’s request
for IFP status is DENIED, and his appeal is D SM SSED as
frivolous. See Baugh, 117 F.3d at 202 n.24; 5THCQR R 42.2.

The dism ssal of this appeal counts as a strike under 28

US C 8§ 1915(g). See Adepegba v. Hanmmons, 103 F.3d 383, 385-87

(5th Gr. 1996). W caution Mathews 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 any facility
unl ess he is under imm nent danger of serious physical injury.

See 28 U.S.C. § 1915(qg).
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| FP MOTI ON DENI ED; APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ON WARNI NG

| SSUED.



