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

No. 97-60701
Conf er ence Cal endar

EDDI E WHI TE,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
JAFER N. GHERAI BEH, Dr.,
Def endant - Appel | ee.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{e; ﬁsﬂrict Court

for the Northern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 96- CV-182

June 17, 1998
Before DAVIS, PARKER, and DENNIS, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Eddi e White requests perm ssion to proceed in form pauperis

(I FP) on appeal so that he may appeal fromthe district court’s
denial of his request to proceed IFP. Wite' s notion for |eave
to file brief in present formis GRANTED

To proceed | FP on appeal, Wite nust denonstrate financi al
eligibility and a nonfrivol ous issue for appeal. Carson v.

Poll ey, 689 F.2d 562, 586 (5th Gr. 1982). An order denying |IFP

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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is an appeal able final decision. Flowers v. Turbine Support

Div., 507 F.2d 1242, 1244 (5th Gr. 1975).

White's conpl ai nt was subject to dism ssal because there is
no subject-matter jurisdiction. Wite relies upon the “Privacy
Act of 1974". The Privacy Act of 1974, codified at 5 U S. C
8§ 552a, requires agencies to keep accurate “systens of records”
on individuals. 88 552a(a)(5), 552a(e). The Act does not apply
to White’'s private physician.

White has not presented a nonfrivolous issue for appeal.
H's notion for | eave to proceed IFP is DENI ED, and the appeal is

DI SM SSED AS FRI VOLOUS. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20

(5th Gir. 1983); 5th Gir. R 42. 2.

We caution White that any additional frivolous appeals filed
by himw Il invite the inposition of sanctions. To avoid
sanctions, Wite is further cautioned to review any pendi ng
appeal s to ensure that the appeals do not raise argunents that
are frivol ous.

APPEAL DI SM SSED.  SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED



