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PER CURI AM *

Chandr ashekhar B. Thanedar appeals the dismssal wth
prejudi ce of this action brought agai nst Ti ne Warner Commruni cati ons
of Houston, LLP, and seventeen other corporate entities, under
Title VII of the 1964 Cvil R ghts Act and 41 U S C § 1981
Havi ng considered the briefs and pertinent parts of the record, we
conclude that the district court did not abuse its discretion by
ordering dism ssal in response to Thanedar’s failure to conply with

di scovery orders, see FeD. R Qv. P. 37(d), and failure to

"Pursuant to 5THCGR 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.



prosecute his lawsuit. See FeED. R QGv. P. 41(b). In light of
Thanedar’ s serially contunaci ous conduct, we | i kewi se find no abuse
of discretioninthe district court’s denial of Appellant’s notions
for continuance. Finally, Thanedar’s due-process claim that

Mat hews v. Eldridge, 424 U S 319, 96 S. C. 893 (1976), entitled

himto a pre-dism ssal hearing is frivolous. Mathews requires the
articulation of due process standards; a federal court’s
pr ocedures, specified in the Federal Rul es, are clearly
ascert ai nabl e. When, as here, a party is shown to have been
“deliberately proceeding in a dilatory fashion,” a district court
may di sm ss a case “without affording notice of its intention to do
so or providing an adversary hearing before acting.” Link v.

Wabash R R Co., 370 U. S. 626, 633, 82 S. (. 1386, 1390 (1962);

Price v. Mcdathery, 792 F.2d 472, 475-76 (5th Gr. 1986).

AFFI RMED.



