IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 96-50478
Summary Cal endar

ALEX HAM LTQN, JR
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus
RUDY ESTRADA ET AL.,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. EP-95-CVv-484

o iude-Gj i9§7- -
Bef ore JONES, DeMOSS and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
The notion filed by Alex Ham | ton, Jr., federal prisoner
#02598- 095, to reinstate his appeal is GRANTED. Ham lton’s

nmotion to proceed in forma pauperis (IFP) on appeal is GRANTED

Ham [ ton is assessed an initial partial filing fee of $5.63.
| T IS ORDERED that Ham | ton authorize the appropriate prison
authorities to wthdraw the initial partial filing fee fromhis

trust fund account in accordance with the procedures required by

Pursuant to Local Rule 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 Local Rule
47.5. 4.



the prison and to forward paynent of the initial partial filing
fee the Cerk of the U S District Court for the Western District
of Texas. Thereafter, Ham Iton shall nmake periodic paynents to
the clerk of the sanme district court until the full appellate
filing fee of $105 is paid.

To acconplish these periodic paynents, Hamlton is directed
to execute all consents and forns required by the Federal Prison
Canmp in El Paso, Texas, to authorize the withdrawals fromhis
trust fund account. |In accordance with its standard procedure,
the prison having custody of Hamlton is directed to periodically
forward paynents fromhis prisoner account to the clerk of the
district court each time the anpunt in his account exceeds $10.

Regarding Ham Iton’s challenge to the district court’s
partial grant of summary judgnent and partial dism ssal, we have
reviewed Hamlton's briefs and the record, and find that the
district court did not conmt reversible error. Wyant v.

Acceptance Ins. Co., 917 F.2d 209, 212 (5th G r. 1990); Varnado

v. Lynaugh, 920 F.2d 320, 321 (5th Cr. 1991); Stephenson v.

Reno, 28 F.3d 26, 27-28 (5th Cr. 1994).
Ham lton’s appeal is without arguable nerit and is DI SM SSED

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

1983). W caution Ham lton that future frivolous civil suits and
appeals filed by himor on his behalf will invite the inposition
of sanctions. Hamlton is cautioned further to revi ew any

pendi ng suits and appeals to ensure that they do not raise



argunents that are frivol ous.
APPEAL REI NSTATED; | FP GRANTED; APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ONS

WARNI NG | SSUED. 5th Gr. R 42.2.



