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

No. 01-30474
Summary Cal endar

YORAM RAZ,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
JOE STOREY; BRANDON HUCKABY; RODNEY WARREN: GLENN CHOATS; ALANZO
ALFORD; BOBBY L. CONLY; ADRI AN BATCHELOR; ROYALENE PERNMENTER
WALTER FRANCI S PETERSON, al so known as Pete Peterson; LEROY A.
Bl RNBROOK; M KE FERRI' S; Rl CHARD PERMENTER

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC No. 99- Cv-1850

 March 18, 2002
Bef ore DeMOSS, PARKER and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Yoram Raz appeals the district court’s dismssal of his 42
US C 8§ 1983 action for failure to prosecute. Raz argues that
the district court abused its discretion in dismssing his action
for failure to conply with the scheduling order, in not giving
hi mnotice prior to dismssal, and in finding that his conduct

was contunmaci ous. He also argues that the district court judge

was bi ased agai nst hi m because he had di sm ssed a previ ous case

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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filed by Raz as frivolous. The district court was not required

to provide notice prior to dismssing the action. See Rogers V.

Kroger, 669 F.2d 317, 319-20 (5th Gr. 1982). The district court
found that Raz attenpted several tines to have the court nodify
the scheduling order and after these attenpts failed, he failed
to conply with the scheduling order; that the inposition of a
$1000 sanction had no effect on Raz’s conpliance with the
scheduling order; and that the delays were attributable to Raz’s
conduct alone. Therefore, the district court did not abuse its
discretion in dismssing Raz’'s 42 U. S.C. 8§ 1983 action for

failure to prosecute. See Dorsey v. Scott Wetzel Serv., Inc.,

84 F.3d 170, 171 (5th Gr. 1996); Berry v. CIGNA/ RSI-C GNA, 975

F.2d 1188, 1191 (5th Cr. 1992). Raz has not shown that the
district court judge was biased agai nst hi m because he had

dism ssed a prior case filed by Raz as frivol ous; adverse rulings
al one do not call into question a judge's inpartiality. See

Liteky v. United States, 510 U. S. 540, 555 (1994). Raz’'s notion

for leave to supplenent the record excerpts with a copy of his
nmotion to disqualify Magistrate Judge Payne is DEN ED because the
motion is already included in the appellate record.

AFFI RVED; MOTI ON DEN ED.



