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PER CURI AM *
M chael Ervin Tucker, Texas inmate #072321, noves for | eave

to proceed in forma pauperis (“IFP”) in his appeal of the

district court’s dismssal of his 42 U S.C. § 1983 action as
frivolous. Tucker does not address the district court’s reasons
for its certification that the appeal is not taken in good faith.
Tucker states in conclusional fashion that the district court

ignored federal |aw, Suprene Court decisions, and acts of

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Congress, that he filed a legally and factually sufficient
conplaint, and that he has effectively refuted any suggestion
that the appeal is not taken in good faith. Tucker provides no
statenment or discussion of the issues he intends to raise on
appeal , nor does he challenge the district court’s dismssal of
his conplaint. Because Tucker does not provide any anal ysis of
the district court’s reasons for dismssing his conplaint, he

wai ves any appeal of it. United States v. Reyes, 300 F.3d 555,

558 n.2 (5th Gr. 2002).
Tucker has not shown that the district court erred in
certifying that an appeal would not be taken in good faith.

Accordingly, the notion for |leave to proceed |IFP is DEN ED and

his appeal is DI SM SSED as frivolous. Baugh v. Taylor, 117 F. 3d
197, 202 n.24 (5th Gr. 1997); 5THQR R 42.2.

The dism ssal of this appeal and the district court’s
di sm ssal of Tucker’s conplaint as frivol ous count as strikes

under the Prison Litigation Reform Act. Adepegba v. Hammons,

103 F.3d 383, 387 (5th Gr. 1996). Tucker is WARNED that if he
accunul ates three “strikes” under 28 U . S.C. 8§ 1915(g) he w |

not be able to proceed in forma pauperis 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.
28 U.S.C. § 1915(qg).
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