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Bef ore JONES, BENAVI DES and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Edw n Kinbrell, Texas prisoner No. 429359, appeals the

district court’s denial of his notion to proceed in fornma pauperis

(I'FP) and certification that his appeal would not be taken in good

faith. See Baugh v. Taylor, 117 F.3d 197, 202 (5th Gr. 1997).

Kinmbrell argues that he alleged facts sufficient to support his

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



claims of deliberate indifference, i.e., that each defendant was
aware of the inportance of Kinbrell taking as prescribed his
medi cation for his cardiac condition but deliberately disregarded
t hat need.

The district court dismssed Kinbrell's 42 U . S.C. § 1983
conplaint as frivol ous upon determ ning that, even after answering
the district court’s questionnaire, he failed to allege specific
i nstances supporting his clainms. Qur review of the record reveals
either that (1) the grievances and docunents attached to Kinbrell’s
conplaint stated specific instances to support his deliberate-
indifference clains or (2) Kinbrell mght be able to allege
specific instances of deliberate indifference if provided wth

certain prison records. See Parker v. Fort Worth Police Dept., 980

F.2d 1023, 1026 (5th GCr. 1993); Jacquez v. Procunier, 801 F.2d

789, 793 (5th Gr. 1986); see also Estelle v. Ganble, 429 U S. 97,

104-05 (1976). A review of the record also reveals that Kinbrel
may be able sufficiently to allege valid 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 cl ains

wWth respect to his other clainms. See Farner v. Brennan, 511 U S

825, 832 (1994); Palner v. Johnson, 193 F.3d 346, 353 (5th Cr.

1999). Kinbrell should be given an opportunity to further devel op
hi s cl ai ns.

Kinbrell’s notion to proceed IFP is GRANTED. The
district court’s certification that an appeal woul d not be taken in

good faith is VACATED. The dism ssal of Kinbrell’s conplaint as



frivolous is VACATED, and the case is REMANDED for further

pr oceedi ngs.



