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

No. 01-60698
Conf er ence Cal endar

CHARLI E L. TAYLCR
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus

J. T. NOBLIN, ARLEN B. COYLE
GRI FFI N CARDEN

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 3:01- CV-448-BN

 February 20, 2002

Before JOLLY, JONES, and BENAVIDES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Charlie L. Taylor, M ssissippi prisoner # R6798, appeals the
district court’s dismssal as frivolous, pursuant to 28 U S. C
8§ 1915(e)(2)(B), of his lawsuit alleging that various federal
clerks of court violated his constitutional rights by failing to
provide himw th free photocopi es of requested docunents. He
argues that dismssal of the |awsuit was error.

Tayl or al so contends, for the first tine on appeal, that the

appel l ees failed to acknow edge whet her pl eadi ngs he had

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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attenpted to file had been filed or destroyed, refused to file
certain docunents necessary for his appeals, and refused to
provide himw th a copy of the local rules. This court will not

consider these newy raised argunents. See Shanks v.

AlliedSignal, Inc., 169 F.3d 988, 993 n.6 (5th Cr. 1999); Burch

v. Coca-Cola, 119 F.3d 305, 319 (5th Gr. 1997).

The district court’s judgnent is AFFIRVED for the reason
that the appellees are entitled to absolute i munity because, as
Tayl or alleged, they acted pursuant to court policy of requiring

a $.50 fee per page for all photocopies. See Tarter v. Hury, 646

F.2d 1010, 1013 (5th Gr. 1981); 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1915(e)(2)(B)(iii).
Taylor’s notions to supplenent the record are DEN ED.

AFFI RVED; MOTI ONS DENI ED



