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

No. 98-40723
Summary Cal endar

ARTHUR J. THOWPSON, JR.,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
DAN MORALES, Attorney Ceneral; JOHN S. APPLEMAN, GEORGE W
BUSH, JR ; WAYNE SCOIT, DI RECTOR, TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF
CRI M NAL JUSTI CE, | NSTI TUTI ONAL DI VI SI ON; JOHN DCE

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:96-CV-770

February 15, 1999
Before DAVIS, DUHE , and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Arthur J. Thonpson, Jr. (#539504), a state prisoner, has
appeal ed the district court’s order dismssing his civil rights
action as frivolous. An in forma pauperis conplaint may be
di sm ssed as frivolous pursuant to 28 U S.C. 8§ 1915(e)(2)(B) (i)
if it has no arguable basis in lawor in fact. Siglar v.

H ghtower, 112 F.3d 191, 193 (5th Gr. 1997); see Denton v.

Her nandez, 504 U.S. 25, 32-33 (1992). Section 1915(e)(2)(B)(i)

dism ssals are reviewed for abuse of discretion. Siglar, 112

Pursuant to 5THCR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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F.3d at 193.
To prevail on a denial-of-access-to-the-courts claim the
cl ai mant nust show he was prejudiced by the alleged violation.

Hent horn v. Swi nson, 955 F.2d 351, 354 (5th G r. 1992). The

district court concluded that Thonpson had failed to show that he
had been prejudiced. Although Thonpson argues that he should
have been permtted to anmend his conplaint to show prejudice,
Thonpson has failed to state in his brief what he woul d have

all eged in an anended conpl ai nt.

Thonpson argues that his conpl aint should not have been
di sm ssed as frivol ous because there unresol ved di sputed issues
of material fact. Thonpson does not identify those unresol ved
I ssues.

Thonpson conpl ains that he should have been permtted to
have free use of indigent |egal supplies and services. Thonpson
does not argue that he was harned because he did not have access
to such supplies and services.

The district court did not abuse its discretion in
di sm ssing the conplaint as frivolous. The appeal is frivolous

and is DISM SSED. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th

Cir. 1983); 5th CGr. R 42.2. Thonpson is cautioned that any
future frivolous appeals or pleadings filed by himor on his
behalf will invite the inposition of a sanction. Thonpson should
therefore review any pending appeals to ensure that they do not
rai se argunents that are frivol ous.

APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ON WARNI NG | SSUED.



