UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
for the Fifth Crcuit

No. 94-41355
Summary Cal endar

CHRI STOPHER J. MJRPHY,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
VERSUS
W SCOIT, Deputy Director, ET AL.

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
(1:94-CV-274)

(May 22, 1995)
Bef ore GARWOOD, HI G3 NBOTHAM and DAVI S, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM !

I nmate Christopher Mirphy appeals the district court's
di smissal of his 42 U.S.C. +s 1983 action. W affirm

Mur phy, a prisoner incarcerated by the Texas Departnent of
Crimnal Justice ("TDCJ") in the Eastern District of Texas, filed
a 8§ 1983 action against TDCJ personnel. The district court
di sm ssed the suit without prejudice on the basis that Miurphy had
not conplied with a sanction order issued by the Southern District

of Texas requiring himto pay $50 before he could file another

! Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat have no precedential value and nerely decide particul ar cases
on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes needl ess
expense on the public and burdens on the legal profession.™
Pursuant to that Rule, the court has determ ned that this opinion
shoul d not be publi shed.



| awsui t .

The district court acted pursuant to its General Order 94-6,
whi ch aut horizes the Eastern District to honor sanctions inposed
agai nst pro se prisoners by other federal district courts in Texas.
Ceneral Order 94-6 provides that the Eastern District will enforce
precl usion orders i ssued by other districts and orders prohibiting
the filing of new pleadings until nonetary sanctions are paid.

Mur phy cont ends t hat because he i s i ndi gent and cannot pay the
fine, enforcenent of the sanction order and General Oder 94-6
deprives himof his right of access to the courts and viol ates 28
US C § 1915(d). The Fifth Crcuit recently upheld the
enforcenent of a simlar order against an indigent prisoner,
determning that the underlying sanction was "well worth

upholding." dark v. United States, No. 94-10899 (5th Cr. Apri

4, 1995) (unpubli shed).

We conclude that the underlying sanction here is simlarly
wor t h uphol di ng. The Southern District inposed the sanction
against Miurphy after he filed his sixteenth lawsuit in the
district, nost of which had been dism ssed for failure to prosecute
or as frivolous. W affirnmed that order in a prior proceeding.

Collins v. Miurphy, 26 F.3d 541, 544 (5th Cr. 1994). Mur phy' s

inability to pay does not change this analysis. W have upheld
sim |l ar sanction orders agai nst prisoners who cannot afford to pay.

Mayfield v. Klevenhagen, 941 F.2d 346, 349 (5th Cr. 1991) ($300

and $400 sanctions); Celabert v. Lynaugh, 894 F.2d 746, 747-48 (5th

Cir. 1990) (per curiam ($10 fine).
AFFI RVED.



