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Before KING Chief Judge, and JONES and DENNI'S, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Larry Keel e, Texas prisoner # 1077576, filed a civil-rights
conmpl aint pursuant to 42 U . S.C. § 1983 alleging that |aundry
personnel at the Bexar County Adult Detention Center were
deli berately indifferent to his serious nedical needs while he
was incarcerated there as a pre-trial detainee. This is Keele’'s
fourth such conplaint. The district court dismssed Keele’'s

conplaint wwth prejudice pursuant to FED. R CQv. P. 41(b) for

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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failure to conply with a court order that he provide additiona
evi dence and facts establishing his clains.

Keel e argues on appeal that he did not conply with the court
order because he was unaware it had been issued until he received
a copy of the magistrate’s recommendation that his conpl aint be
dismssed. W will not consider this argunent since Keele failed

toraise it in the district court. See Leverette v. Louisville

Ladder Co., 183 F.3d 339, 342 (5th Cr. 1999).

The record shows that Keele' s refusal to conply with the
magi strate judge’s order to provide additional evidence and and
facts in support of his clains was deliberate and contunaci ous.
Further, the district court specifically found that a sanction
| ess than dism ssal with prejudice would have had no effect on
Keele. The district court did not abuse its discretion in
di sm ssing Keele's conplaint with prejudice under Rule 41(b).

See Berry v. CITGNA/RSI-CIGNA, 975 F.2d 1188, 1191 (5th Grr.

1992); M Cullough v. Lynaugh, 835 F.2d 1126, 1127 (5th G

1988). The judgnment of the district court is

AFFI RVED.



