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

No. 96-11010
Summary Cal endar

TROY WALTER JAMES,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

vVer sus
TRIGGERS, U.S. Marshall, et al.

Def endant s,
TRI GGERS, U.S. Marshall

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 5:96-CV-121-C
~ March 24, 1997

Before KING JOLLY, and DENNIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Troy Walter Janes, pro se federal prisoner # 27267-077,
nmoves for | eave to proceed in forma pauperis (IFP) on appeal
under the Prison Litigation Reform Act of 1995 (PLRA). The PLRA
requires a prisoner appealing IFP in a civil action to pay the
full amount of the filing fee, $105. As Janes does not have

funds for inmmedi ate paynent of this fee, he is assessed a parti al

filing fee of $42.30 in accordance with 28 U S.C. 8§ 1915(b)(1).

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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[DO NOT DO THI S] I f James does not presently have $42.30, he is
instructed to notify the court of that situation and provide
current certified information regarding his account bal ance.[DO
NOT EVER DO THI S.] Upon submttal of such information, this
court will assess and DO NOT USE COLLECT[ col | ect] COURTS DO NOT
COLLECT FEES; LITIGANTS PAY FEES. a new initial partial filing
fee. Follow ng paynent of the partial filing fee, funds shall be
deducted from Janes’ prisoner account until the full filing fee
is paid. |I|d.

| T IS ORDERED t hat Janes pay the appropriate filing fee to
the Clerk of the District Court for the Northern District of
Texas. | T IS FURTHER ORDERED t hat the agency havi ng custody of
Janmes’ inmate account shall collect the remai nder of the $105
filing fee and forward for paynment to the Cerk of the District
Court for the Northern District of Texas in accordance with 28
U.S.C. § 1915(b)(2).

Janes argues that the district court erred by dismssing his
claimagainst US. Mrshall Triggers. W have reviewed Janes’
issues in light of the appellate record. W conclude that Janes’
conplaint is frivolous and the district court did not err by

dismssing it. See March v. Jones, 53 F.3d 707, 712 (5th Cr.

1995) (citing Daniels v. Wllians, 474 U. S. 327 (1986) (negligence

is not actionable under section 1983)). Accordingly, Janes’
appeal is DI SM SSED as frivol ous.

MOTI ON GRANTED. PARTI AL FI LI NG FEE ASSESSED. APPEAL
DI SM SSED.



