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

No. 01-41402
Summary Cal endar

LENARD ALFRED SMOCK, JR.,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
UNI T HEALTH ADM NI STRATOR, Gurney Unit; UNI DENTI FI ED DI XON,
Doctor, Gurney Unit; UN DENTIFI ED TALLI AFERRO, Li eutenant,
Gurney Unit; UNI DENTIFI ED GUYTON, Correctional Oficer,
Gurney Unit,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 6:01-CVv-391

 May 31, 2002
Bef ore DeMOSS, PARKER, and DENNIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Lenard Alfred Snock, Texas prisoner # 885088, appeals the

district court's dismssal without prejudice of his pro se, in

forma pauperis ("IFP') 42 U S. C. 8§ 1983 for want of prosecution.

The district court dismssed the appeal for want of prosecution
because two of the court's orders directed to Snock were returned

as undel i verabl e and the court concluded that Snock had failed to

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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. 01-41402
-2

provide the court with a current address. Snock has al so noved for
ajury trial, for appointnent of counsel, and for his clains that
were severed and transferred by the district court to be conbi ned.
Finally, Snmock has filed a notion to expedite his appeal.

The decision to dismss a case for want of prosecution is
within the sound discretion of the district court. Geen v. Forney

Eng’ g Co., 589 f.3d 243, 247 (5th Cr. 1979) (citing Link v. WAbash

Rai |l road Co., 370 U.S. 626, 630-31 (1962)). We review such rulings

for abuse of discretion. 1d. “The authority of a court to dismss
sua sponte for | ack of prosecution has generally been consi dered an
“inherent power,” . . . necessarily vested in courts to manage
their owm affairs so as to achieve the orderly and expeditious
di sposition of cases.” Link, 370 U. S. at 630-631; see also Fed. R
Cv. P. 41(b).

Snock' s appel | ate brief argues the nerits of his conpl ai nt but
he does not challenge the district court's order dismssing the

conpl aint for want of prosecution. Snock has thus waived the only

i ssue for appeal, see Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Cr

1993); Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d

744, 748 (5th Gr. 1987), and we find no abuse of discretionin the
district court’s ruling. This appeal is without arguable nerit and

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

Cr. 1983). It is therefore DI SM SSED. See 5TH QR R 42.2.

Snock' s noti ons are DEN ED
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The dism ssal of this appeal counts as one strike under the

Prison Litigation Reform Act. See Adepegba v. Hammons, 103 F. 3d

383, 387 (5th Cr. 1996). Snock is WARNED that if he accunul ates
three "strikes" under 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915(g) he will not be able to
proceed IFP in any civil action or appeal filed while he is
incarcerated or detained in any facility unless he is under
i mm nent danger of serious physical injury. See 28 U S . C

§ 1915(qg).
APPEAL DI SM SSED, MOTI ONS DENI ED, SANCTI ONS WARNI NG | SSUED.



