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PER CURI AM *

Kenneth d over, TDCJ-ID # 1198161, appeals the district
court’s dismssal of his 42 U S . C § 1983 conplaint as frivol ous.
He chal l enges the district court’s certification that in forma
pauperis (I FP) status should not be granted on appeal because the

appeal is not taken in good faith. See Baugh v. Taylor, 117 F.3d

197, 202 (5th Gir. 1997).

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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A over’s clains involve various policies and procedures of
t he Texas Board of Pardons and Parol es that have resulted in his
repeated reincarcerations. A favorable ruling on dover’s clains
woul d call into question the validity of his parole revocations.
The district court’s determ nation that G over nmay not obtain
relief under 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 until his parole revocation is
reversed or otherwi se called into question was not erroneous.

See Heck v. Hunphrey, 512 U S. 477, 486-87 (1994); Littles v.

Bd. of Pardons and Paroles Div., 68 F.3d 122, 123 (5th Gr.

1995); Siglar v. H ghtower, 112 F.3d 191, 193 (5th Cr. 1997).

A over has not shown that the district court erred in
certifying that an appeal would not be taken in good faith.
Accordingly, we uphold the district court’s order certifying
that the appeal presents no nonfrivolous issues. W also DENY
A over’s notions for en banc hearing and for an evidentiary
hearing. dover’s appeal is without arguable nerit and is

frivolous. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr

1983). Therefore, his appeal is DI SM SSED. See Baugh, 117 F. 3d
at 202 n.24; 5THQAR R 42.2.

The dism ssal of this appeal and the district court’s
dism ssal of Gover’s conplaint as frivol ous each count as a

strike under 28 U . S.C. 8§ 1915(g). See Adepegba v. Hammons,

103 F. 3d 383, 387 (5th Cr. 1996). Because G over’'s prior
42 U.S.C. § 1983 conplaint also was dism ssed as frivolous by the

district court, that dism ssal also counts as a strike. See id.;
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d over v. Texas Board of Pardons and Paroles, No. H 01-51

(S.D. Tex. Jul. 25, 2001). Because he has accunul ated three
strikes, dover may no |longer proceed IFP in any civil action or
appeal filed while he is incarcerated or detained in any facility
unl ess he is under inmm nent danger of serious physical injury.
See 28 U.S.C. § 1915(qg).

MOTI ONS DENI ED;, APPEAL DI SM SSED;, 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915(9)

SANCTI ONS | MPCSED.



