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PER CURI AM *
Cifton J. Epps, M ssissippi prisoner # 43419, noves for

| eave to proceed in forma pauperis (“IFP’) to appeal the district

court’s dismssal of his 42 U S.C § 1983 conplaint. The

district court dismssed pursuant to 28 U S.C. § 1915(e)(2) for
failure to state a claim Epps’s IFP notion is a challenge to
the district court’s certification that his appeal is not taken

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

1997) .

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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Epps argues that the district court m sconstrued his
conpl aint; he argues that he was chal |l enging the anmendnent of his
i ndi ctment or conviction and his classification as a viol ent
offender. In either case, he is challenging his custodial
classification. W have held on nunmerous occasions that
“[1]nmat es have no protectable property or liberty interest in

custodial classification.” Witley v. Hunt, 158 F.3d 882, 889

(5th Gr. 1998) (change in security classification based on
al l egedly inaccurate information).

Epps has not shown that the district court erred in
certifying that his appeal would not be in good faith, and he has

not shown that he will present a nonfrivol ous issue on appeal.

See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 220 (5th Cr. 1983).
Accordingly, we uphold the district court’s certification that
the appeal is not taken in good faith. The notion for |eave to
proceed | FP is DEN ED and the appeal is DI SM SSED as frivol ous.
Baugh, 117 F.3d at 202 n.24; 5THCQR R 42.2.

The di sm ssal of the conplaint and the dism ssal of the
appeal each count as a strike under 28 U . S.C. § 1915(gq).

Adepegba v. Hammons, 103 F.3d 383, 387 (5th G r. 1996). Epps is

CAUTIONED that if he accumul ates three strikes, he will not be

able to proceed IFP in any civil action or appeal filed while he
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is incarcerated or detained in any facility unless he is under
i mm nent danger of serious physical injury. 28 U S C 8§ 1915(9).
MOTI ON FOR LEAVE TO PROCEED | FP DENI ED; APPEAL DI SM SSED AS

FRI VOLOUS; SANCTI ONS WARNI NG | SSUED.



