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

No. 01-40949
Conf er ence Cal endar

W LLI AM M CHAEL NMASON,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
CHARLES LANDI S; JOHN WESLEY LANNI NGHAM BLAKE BELL; JAMES
CONNERS; ED WHI TEHEAD; LEON W GUI NN; UNI DENTI FI ED DEAN, LVN;
DANI EL D. DI CKERSON; DANETT D. FARMER; LINDA S. BI LBY- KNI GHT;

MATTI E F. DECETAIRE;, LISA G CURRY; TANYA B. FRANKS; RALPH
PH LLI PS; ROBERT A. KOVER, RONALD BUSH, R B. BAILEY,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 9:01-Cv-107

 April 11, 2002
Before SM TH, DeMOSS, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

WIlliam M chael Mson, Texas prisoner #999040, appeals from
the dism ssal of his conplaint without prejudice for failing to
conply with the nagistrate judge’ s order to anmend his conpl ai nt
to state clains personal to himafter a conplaint filed by Mason

and two other prisoners was separated into three lawsuits. Mason

contends that the district court erred by dismssing his

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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conplaint pursuant to FED. R Cv. P. 41(b). WMason all eges that
he did not receive a copy of the order to file an anended
conplaint. According to Mason, he conplied with all other orders
he received fromthe district court and woul d have conplied with
the order to file an anended conplaint had he received it. He
argues that his case did not present delay or contunaci ous
conduct that justified a dismssal for failure to conply. He
believes that his district-court filings should have suggested to
the district court that he was unfamliar wth the | aw and shoul d
have led the district court to provide guidance to himinstead of
di sm ssing the case. Mason also contends that the magistrate
judge’s discussion of the nerits of his conplaint was erroneous.

The di sm ssal of Mason’s conplaint for failure to conply
wth the order to file an anended conpl aint was not an abuse of
di scretion. MCullough v. Lynaugh, 835 F.2d 1126, 1127 (5th Cr
1988). Mason did not conply with the magi strate judge’s order to
file an anmended conpl aint separating his clainms fromthose of the
other plaintiffs. Moreover, Mason coul d have presented his
clains in his objections to the magistrate judge' s report, or in
a notion pursuant to FED. R Cv. P. 59(e) or FED. R QvVv. P.
60(b), and did not.

AFFI RVED.



