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PER CURI AM *

Bar ney Joe Donal son, Jr., al/k/a Danon Downs, Texas prisoner
# 423754, has received perm ssion to appeal the district court’s
i nposition of sanctions against him To the extent that he
chal | enges the dism ssal as frivolous of his 28 U S.C. § 2241
petition, he has not received permssion to do this and we wl|l
not consider these clains.

Donal son asserts that the district court erred in ordering

himto pay $100 because he has been deprived of the ability to

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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use his prison funds. He has not established that the district
court abused its discretion in inposing such a sanction.

See Crowe v. Smith, 151 F.3d 217, 226 (5th Gr. 1998).

Donal son al so chal |l enges the district court’s injunction
barring himfromfiling a lawsuit, civil action, or habeas corpus
petition in the Northern District of Texas or in any other court
where the case could be renoved or transferred to the Northern
District of Texas. “[T]he inposition of sanctions nust not
result in total, or even significant, preclusion of access to the

courts.” Thomas v. Capital Sec. Services, Inc., 836 F.2d 866,

882 n.23 (5th Cr. 1988)(en banc). W have found no authority
approving a bl anket prohibition on all filings in the district
court.

Rat her than remandi ng the case for nodification of the
sanctions order, however, acting under our general supervisory
power, we MODIFY the sanctions inposed by the district court and
ORDER that: Donalson is barred fromfiling in the Northern
District of Texas any docunent that attenpts to challenge the
commencenent day of his federal sentence vis a vis his potential
rel ease fromstate custody on mandatory supervision. This
provi si on augnents the earlier sanction requiring Donal son to
obtain permssion to file any initial pleading in the district

courts subject to this court’s jurisdiction. See In re Downs,

No. 95-50282 (5th Cr. June 27, 1995) (unpubli shed).

The sanctions inposed are therefore AFFI RVED as MODI FI ED



