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PER CURI AM *

Ant hony Di xon, Texas prisoner # 849656, appeals fromthe
denial of his notion to reopen his 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 suit to
adduce evidence that he had exhausted his adm nistrative

renedies. We find no abuse of discretion. See Inre Liljeberg

Enters., 304 F.3d 410, 453 n. 113 (5th Cr. 2002).
I nsofar as Di xon contends that he has supplied the necessary

docunent ati on of exhaustion to both the Brownsvill e and Houst on

Pursuant to 5THGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Di visions of the Southern District of Texas, neither court’s
docket supports that contention. Moreover, not only has Di xon
failed to provide any docunentary evidence in support of his
notion to reopen his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 suit, he has never provided
a nore definite statenent as requested by the district court. In
light of the foregoing, it cannot be said that he suffered an
injustice when the district court refused to reopen his case.

See Inre Liljeberg Enters., 304 F.3d at 453 n.113. The issue

whet her Di xon exhausted his adm nistrative renedies is not before
us; Dixon dism ssed his appeal to this court fromthe judgnent
dismssing his conplaint for failure to exhaust adm nistrative

renedies. See Dixon v. Scott, No. 02-40800 (5th Cr. July 9,

2002) (unpubli shed).
Di xon’ s appeal |acks arguable nerit and is therefore

di sm ssed as frivol ous. See 5THCQR R 42.2; Howard v. King,

707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Gr. 1983). D xon is infornmed that
the dism ssal of this appeal as frivolous counts as a strike

for purposes of 28 U S.C. § 1915(g), see Adepegba v. Hammons, 103

F.3d 383, 388 (5th Gr. 1996), and he is cautioned that once he
accunul ates three strikes, he may not proceed in fornma pauperis
in any civil action or appeal filed while he is incarcerated or
detained in any facility unless he is under inmm nent danger of
serious physical injury. See 28 U S.C. § 1915(g).

APPEAL DI SM SSED;, THREE- STRI KES WARNI NG | SSUED



