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

No. 94-40522
Conf er ence Cal endar

THURMAN WAYNE ARMON,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
RANDY D. MCLECD, Warden of

the Stiles Unit,
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:94-CV-78

(Sept enber 20, 1994)
Before KING SM TH, and BENAVIDES, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Thur man Wayne Arnon argues that his notion for |eave to
proceed in forma pauperis (I FP) was not ruled on, but Arnon was
inpliedly granted IFP. A district court may dism ss an | FP

action whenever it properly determnes that the action is

frivolous. Cay v. Estelle, 789 F.2d 318, 324 (5th CGr. 1989).
Such a dism ssal is proper when the clains have no arguabl e basis

inlaw or fact. 28 U S C. 8§ 1915(d); Booker v. Koonce, 2 F.3d

114, 115 (5th Gir. 1993).

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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Arnmon nmekes no attenpt to present an argument as to any
error in the district court, other than the one based on his
m sappr ehensi on that | FP had not been granted. An appellant,
even one proceeding pro se, is required to nake an argunent.

Fed. R App. P. 28(a)(5); Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25

(5th Gr. 1993). This appeal is frivolous and is dism ssed as
such. Coghlan v. Starkey, 852 F.2d 806, 811 (5th Cr. 1988); 5th

Cr. R 42.2.
Today this Court disposes of another of Arnon's appeals,

whi ch borders on the frivolous. Arnon v. NMatthews, No. 94-20420

(5th Gr. Sept. 19, 1994) (unpublished). A nere two nonths ago,
this Court held yet another of Arnon's appeals to be frivol ous.

Armon v. Neff, No. 94-10160 (5th Gir. July 19, 1994)

(unpublished). The district court tw ce warned Arnon about
bringing frivol ous cases.

Considering the Matthews and Neff appeals, together with the
i nstant appeal and the two warnings by the district court, we now

sanction Arnon. See Cark v. Geen, 814 F.2d 221, 223 (5th Grr.

1987). He is ordered to pay a sanction of $100. Until Arnon
pays the Cerk of this Court the sanction in its entirety, he
wll not be permtted to file any further pleadings, either in
the district courts of this Grcuit or in this Court, wthout
obtaining | eave of court to do so. Arnon is instructed to review
ot her appeals that he m ght have pending in this Court and to

W t hdraw any that are frivol ous.

APPEAL DI SM SSED;, SANCTI ON | MPOSED.



