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Before JOLLY, H GE NBOTHAM and PI CKERI NG Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

WIlliamJ. Dockeray, Jr., Texas prisoner # 563359, appeals
the dismssal of his 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 lawsuit in which he
asserted that various prison officials violated a plethora of his
constitutional rights. Dockeray has noved for |eave to
suppl enent his appellate brief with a one-page om ssion. That

motion i s GRANTED.

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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Dockeray argues that his original conplaint, filed in the
Southern District of Texas, was inproperly severed. The issue of
the propriety of that order is not properly before the court.
Dockeray al so asserts that his clains are not untinely. W wll
not address this assertion because it stens from Dockeray’s
m st aken belief that his clains were dism ssed as tinme-barred.

Nor will we address Dockeray’ s assertion, not contained in his
original conplaint, that prison officials have bl ocked his access

to the courts during the pendency of this action. See Leverette

V. Louisville Ladder Co., 183 F.3d 339, 342 (5th Gr. 1999). The

court would note, however, that this claimis refuted by the fact
t hat Dockeray filed nunmerous docunents in this natter before the
trial court, and that nost of these docunents were irrelevant.
Dockeray al so chall enges the district court’s dismssal of
his clainms based on his failure to conply with court orders that
he file an anended conplaint. The district court’s order
di sm ssing Dockeray’'s clains due to his failure to prosecute was
not an abuse of discretion. See FED. R CQv. P. 41(b); MNeal v.

Papasan, 842 F.2d 787, 789 (5th G r. 1988); see also Salinas v.

Sun G| Co., 819 F.2d 105, 106 (5th Gr. 1987). Rather than

conply with the court’s order, Dockeray filed nunmerous docunents
not responsive to the court order. Even after the second order
was entered, Dockeray did not conply.

Accordi ngly, that order is AFFI RMVED
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Dockeray is rem nded that this court has al ready inposed the

three-strikes bar pursuant to 28 U S.C. § 1915(g). See Dockeray

v. Ozz, No. 04-20466 (5th Cr. August 18, 2004) (unpublished).
Accordi ngly, Dockeray may no | onger proceed IFP in any civil
action or appeal filed while he is incarcerated or detained in
any facility unless he is under inmm nent danger of serious

physical injury. See 28 U S.C. § 1915(9g).



