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

No. 98-10906
Summary Cal endar

VAN LEE BREVER ET AL.,
Plaintiffs,

VAN LEE BREVER
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

B. WLKI NSON ET AL.
Def ant ant s,

B. WLKINSON, Mail Room C erk,
Texas Departnent of Crimnal Justice,
Institutional D vision, CYNTH A CALLAVWAY,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 5:91-Cv-143

August 3, 1999
Before EMLIO M GARZA, BENAVI DES, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
On February 26, 1996, Van Lee Brewer (TDC) # 527494) filed a
tinmely notice of appeal of a judgnent in favor of the defendants
followng a jury trial of his civil rights conplaint.

Subsequently, a nenber of this court directed that in order to

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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proceed in forma pauperis (IFP) on appeal, Brewer nust conply

wth the requirenments of the Prison Litigation and Reform Act
(PLRA). Concluding that Brewer had failed to conply with such
order, the district court entered an order denying Brewer |FP
status. The clerk of this court entered an order dism ssing the
appeal for want of prosecution. Brewer filed in the district
court a Fed. R Cv. P. 60(b) notion for relief of its judgnment
denying himIFP status. It is fromthe district court’s deni al
of such notion that Brewer now appeals.

Brewer contends that the district court should have granted
himRule 60(b) relief for a nyriad of reasons. He al so argues
that the PLRA did not apply to his appeal.

Brewer’s argunent that the PLRA is inapplicable in this case

is without nerit. See Strickland v. Rankin County Correctional

Facility, 105 F.3d 972, 973-74 (5th Cr. 1997). Mbreover, none
of the various argunents advanced by Brewer establishes that the
district court abused its discretion by denying his Rule 60(b)

nmot i on. See Travelers Ins. Co. v. Liljeberg Enter., 38 F.3d

10404, 1408 (5th G r. 1994). Accordingly, we AFFIRMthe judgnment
of the district court.

AFFI RVED.



