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

No. 96-30273
Conf er ence Cal endar

TERRANCE KEI TH HUNT,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

DI ANE M LLER, RI CHARD L. STALDER
D. MLTON MOCRE

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC Nos. 95-CV-1141, 95-CV-1142, 95-CV-1143

, ~ August 20, 1996
Before KING DUHE, and DeMOSS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Terrance Keith Hunt, #96917, contends that the district
court abused its discretion in dismssing his conplaint as
frivolous. An |IFP conplaint nay be dism ssed pursuant to 28

US C 8§ 1915(d), the relevant portion of which has been

redesi gnated as 8 1915(e)(2)(B)(i), if it has no arguable basis

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.
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inlaw or in fact. Booker v. Koonce, 2 F.3d 114, 115 (5th G

1993) .
“I'Al plaintiff may not seek a reversal in federal court of a
state court judgnent sinply by casting his conplaint in the form

of a civil rights action.” Reed v. Terrell, 759 F.2d 472, 473

(5th Gr.), cert. denied, 474 U. S. 946 (1985); see Hale v.

Har ney, 786 F.2d 688, 690-91 (5th Gr. 1986). It is plain from
the history of this dispute, Hunt’s conplaint, and Hunt’s brief
on appeal that the heart of this matter is Louisiana’ s seizure of

Hunt’'s funds. See Hunt v. United States Dep't of Justice, 2 F.3d

96, 97 (5th Gr. 1993). Hunt’s funds were not seized by
enpl oyees of the Departnent of Public Safety and Corrections but
were seized pursuant to an order of Judge Moore. It is this
sei zure warrant that Hunt seeks to overturn.

To the extent that Hunt asserts that the Departnent of
Corrections enpl oyees acted negligently in conplying with the
anended sei zure warrant issued by Judge Moore, the cl ai mof

negligence will not support a 8 1983 action. See Daniels v.

Wllians, 474 U. S. 327, 328 (1986). The district court did not
abuse its discretion in dismssing this conplaint as frivol ous.
This appeal is without arguable nerit and is thus frivol ous.

Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr. 1983). Because

the appeal is frivolous it is dismssed. 5th Gr. R 42.2.
Hunt is cautioned that any additional frivolous appeals

filed by himw Il invite the inposition of sanctions. To avoid
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sanctions, Hunt is further cautioned to review any pendi ng
appeal s to ensure that they do not raise argunents that are
frivol ous.

APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ONS WARNI NG



