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

No. 00-10293
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
TRONNALD LOUI S DUNAVAY,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:99-CR-98-2-T
Novenber 2, 2000
Before SM TH, BENAVI DES, and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
The Federal Public Defender (FPD) appointed to represent

Tronnal d Loui s Dunaway noves for |eave to withdraw and has fil ed

a brief as required by Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967).

Dunaway has recei ved copi es of counsel’s notion and brief, but he
has not filed a response.
Dunaway filed a notice of appeal five nonths after judgnent.

The 10-day |Iimt for filing a notice of appeal in a crimnal case

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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is "mandatory and jurisdictional." United States v. Coscarelli,

149 F. 3d 342, 343 (5th Cr. 1998) (en banc)(internal quotation
and citation omtted); Fed. R App. P. 4(b). This court’s
briefing notice directed counsel to address whether the notice of
appeal was tinely. The FPD s brief does not address the issue.
It nerely asserts that the notice of appeal was tinely.

We have exam ned counsel’s Anders brief and the record and
have determ ned that the appeal raises no nonfrivol ous issue.
Therefore, we need not require additional briefing on the

tinmeliness of the notice of appeal. See United States v.

Al varez, 210 F.3d 309, 310 (5th G r. 2000).
The appeal is DISM SSED for lack of jurisdiction. See id.

Counsel’s notion to withdraw i s DEN ED as noot.



