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Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
BEXAR COUNTY DI STRI CT ATTORNEY' S OFFI CE; LORETTA HEW TT,
Assistant District Attorney; BEXAR COUNTY, RUDY ZARATE, D.P.S.
Trooper; TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLI C SAFETY; THE STATE OF TEXAS,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. SA-02-Cv-348

Bef ore DAVI S, BARKSDALE, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Jeffrie Anteries Daniel, Texas prisoner no. 737485, noves

for leave to proceed in forma pauperis (IFP) on appeal. The

district court denied the notion pursuant to 28 U S. C
§ 1915(a)(3) and FeED. R App. P. 24(a)(3), on the ground that
Dani el s appeal was not taken in good faith.

By noving this court for |leave to proceed | FP, Daniel has

chal | enged the district court’s certification that the appeal is

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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not taken in good faith. Baugh v. Taylor, 117 F. 3d 197, 202 (5th

Cir. 1997). Daniel’s notion addresses only his clains that were

di sm ssed under Heck v. Hunphrey, 512 U S. 477 (1994). These

clains were properly dism ssed because they chall enge the
validity of his conviction, which has not been overturned or set
aside. See id. at 486-87. Daniel fails to argue or anal yze any
ot her relevant issue and has thus wai ved any chall enge to the

district court’s certification. See United States v. Revyes, 300

F.3d 555, 558 n.2 (5th G r. 2002) (failure to provide |egal or
factual analysis of issue results in its waiver). Because Dani el
has not made the showing required to obtain | eave to proceed | FP
on appeal, his IFP notion is DENI ED. See Baugh, 117 F.3d at 202.
Mor eover, because Daniel fails to show that he can raise a
nonfrivol ous issue on appeal, his appeal is DISM SSED. See id.
at 202, n.24; 5THAQR R 42.2.

| FP DENI ED; APPEAL DI SM SSED



