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

No. 98-10256
Summary Cal endar

MACK HARVEY COLEMAN,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
D. POLLOCK, Captain; THOWPSON, Lieutenant;
KENNELLY, Lieutenant; HALLEBURTON, Sergeant;
GQUTI ERREZ, Correctional Oficer II1l; M. PIKE

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 2:97-CV-69
Cct ober 19, 1998
Before DAVIS, DUHE , and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Mack Harvey Col eman, Texas prisoner #552048, proceeding pro

se and in forma pauperis (IFP), appeals the district court’s

dismssal of his civil rights lawsuit, 42 U S. C. § 1983, for
failure to prosecute, nanely, for failure to conply with the
magi strate judge’s order to supply clarifying financial
information regarding his | FP application. The district court

did not abuse its discretion in dismssing the case for failure

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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to conply with its order. See MCullough v. Lynaugh, 835 F.2d

1126, 1127 (5th Gir. 1988); Fed. R Civ. P. 41(b).
Coleman’s allegations, raised for the first tine in this
court, regarding an assault by a fellow inmate on March 7, 1998,
and deliberate indifference, retaliation, and discrimnation by
prison officials in the Neal Unit where Coleman is currently

i ncarcerated, do not anobunt to plain error. See Douglass v.

United Serv. Auto. Ass’'n, 79 F.3d 1415, 1428 (5th Cr

1996) (revi ew of issues raised for the first time on appeal is

limted to plain error)(en banc); Robertson v. Plano Gty of

Texas, 70 F.3d 21, 23 (5th Gr. 1995); see United States v.

Vital, 68 F.3d 114, 119 (5th Cr. 1995)(factual issues which are
capabl e of resolution by the district court cannot rise to the

|l evel of plain error); Gabel v. Lynaugh, 835 F.2d 124, 125 (5th

Cir. 1988).
Coleman’s notion for injunctive relief against prison
official’s of Neal Unit who were not parties to the instant
§ 1983 conplaint is DENIED. See Fed. R App. P. 8(a).
Col eman’ s appeal is without arguable nerit and thus

frivolous. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr

1983). Because the appeal is frivolous, it is DI SM SSED. See
5th CGr. R 42.2.



