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

No. 00-20498
Summary Cal endar

ROGER LEE DI CKERSON,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
OFFI CER JORDAN, Correctional Oficer;
C. PRICE, Major; WARDEN F. FI GUEROA;
BILL LEWS; GARY L. JOHNSON

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H 98- CV-4324

~ Cctober 31, 2000
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM W ENER, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Roger Lee Di ckerson, Texas prisoner # 371312, appeals the
district court’s dismssal of his civil rights conplaint for
failure to conply with the court’s orders to file copies of his
conplaint for service on the defendants and failure to provide
adequate responses to the district court’s order for a nore
definite statenent. Although the district court dism ssed

Di ckerson’s suit wthout prejudice, he is effectively barred from

refiling because of the two-year statute of limtations.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



No. 00-20498
-2

See Long v. Simons, 77 F.3d 878, 879-80 (5th Cr. 1996); Owens

v. Okure, 488 U. S. 235, 249-50 (1989)(the general provision
injury statute of limtations for the forumstate is used for 42
US C 8§ 1983 clains); Tex. Qv. Prac. & REM CobE ANN. 8§ 16. 003
(2000). The record does not show that Dickerson’s failure was
the result of contumaci ousness or an attenpt to delay the

proceedi ngs. See Colle v. Brazos County, Tex., 981 F.2d 237, 243

(5th Gr. 1993). The record al so does not show that the court
consi dered | esser sanctions before dism ssing D ckerson’s
lawsuit. See Long, 77 F.3d at 880.

The judgnent of the district court dism ssing D ckerson’'s
conplaint is VACATED, and the case is REMANDED for further
proceedi ngs. Dickerson is cautioned that this opinion does not
excuse himfromconpliance with the orders issued by the district
court if the court elects to reinstate those orders upon renmand.
Di ckerson is further cautioned that a failure to conply with the
district court’s orders in the future may result in dism ssal of
his 8§ 1983 | awsuit.

VACATED AND REMANDED



