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PER CURI AM *

Eddi e Black has filed an application for | eave to proceed in
forma pauperis (I FP) on appeal followi ng a summary judgnent in
favor of Dr. Virginia Vittor, which resulted in the dismssal of
his 42 U S . C 8§ 1983 lawsuit. By noving for |eave to proceed
| FP, Black is challenging the district court’s certification that

| FP shoul d not be granted on appeal because his appeal is not

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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taken in good faith. See Baugh v. Taylor, 117 F. 3d 197, 202 (5th

CGr. 1997).

Bl ack contends that Vittor changed his nedication and the
dosage without first advising himof the alteration. He has not
established that Vittor’s actions evinced deliberate indifference

to his serious nedi cal needs. See Johnson v. Treen, 759 F.2d

1236, 1238 (5th Gr. 1985); see also Varnado v. Lynaugh, 920 F.2d

320, 321 (5th Gr. 1991). Black also contends that the district
court erred in not ordering the defendants to answer his
interrogatories. He has not established that the district court
abused its discretion in denying such discovery after the

magi strate judge had issued his report and recomendati on.

See Moore v. WIIlis Indep. School Dist., 233 F.3d 871, 876 (5th
Cir. 2000).
Bl ack’ s appeal is thus without arguable nerit and is

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

1983). Accordingly, we uphold the district court’s order
certifying that the appeal is not taken in good faith and denying
Bl ack | FP status on appeal, we deny the notion for |eave to
proceed | FP, and we DI SM SS Bl ack’ s appeal as frivolous. See
Baugh, 117 F.3d at 202 n.24; 5THCGR R 42.2.
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