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

No. 97-10172
Summary Cal endar

GARY REED WALP; JAMES DALE FREEMAN

Pl ai ntiffs-Appellants,

GARY REED WALP,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

MVELI NDA H. BOZARTH, Director, Texas
Departnent of Crim nal Justice, Pardons
and Parol es Di vi si on,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:96-CV-2595-G

February 19, 1998
Before DUHE', DeMOSS and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM ~
Gary Reed Wl p, Texas prisoner #314299, has filed an

application for leave to proceed in forma pauperis (IFP) on

appeal, following the district court’s dismssal of his 42 U S. C

8§ 1983 conplaint for failure to state a claimupon which relief

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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could be granted. 28 U.S.C. 8 1915A(b)(1). By noving for |IFP
VWalp is challenging the district court’s certification that |FP-
status shoul d not be granted on appeal because his appeal is not

taken in good faith. See Baugh v. Taylor, 117 F. 3d 197, 202 (5th

Cr. 1997).

Wal p contends that a change in the Texas parol e procedures
t hat i nposes “parol e supervision fees” on prisoners released on
parol e amounts to a violation of the ex post facto cl ause because
it was enacted subsequent to his underlying conviction. Because
parole in Texas is not part of a defendant’s punishnent, the
change in the parole procedures subsequent to WAl p’s conviction
that inposed the parole supervision fees was not a violation of
the ex post facto clause because Wal p’s puni shnent was not nade

nmore burdensone by the change. See Collins v. Youngbl ood, 497

U S. 37, 42 (1990).

Accordi ngly, we uphold the district court’s order certifying
that the appeal is not taken in good faith and denying VWl p | FP-
status on appeal, and we DISM SS WAl p’s appeal as neritless. See
Baugh, 117 F. 3d at 202 n.24; 5th Cr. R 42.2.
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