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

No. 00-60873
Conf er ence Cal endar

CHARLI E TAYLOR,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
BETTY FOSTER, WALTER BOCOKER; W L. HOLMAN

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 4:00-CV-168-P

 April 10, 2001
Before JOLLY, H G3E NBOTHAM and JONES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Charlie Taylor, M ssissippi prisoner # R6798, appeals the
district court’s dismssal of his 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 conpl aint.
Taylor’s notice of appeal was filed nore than thirty days after
the district court entered its first judgnent of dism ssal and
nmore than thirty days follow ng the denial of Taylor’s first
nmotion for reconsideration. It was, therefore, untinely and we

are without jurisdiction to entertain the appeal. See FeED. R

Arp. P. 4(a)(1)(A); Robbins v. Maggio, 750 F.2d 405, 408 (5th

Cir. 1985). Taylor’s first post-judgnent notion did not suspend

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
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except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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the time for filing the notice of appeal as it was filed nore
than ten days follow ng entry of judgnent. See FED. R Aprp. P.

4(a)(4)(A); Hamlton Plaintiffs v. Wllians Plaintiffs, 147 F. 3d

367, 371 n.10 (5th Gr. 1998).

Al t hough Taylor filed a second notion for reconsideration to
whi ch he attached additional evidence, it does not appear that
the notice of appeal references the denial of this notion. Even
if the notice of appeal is construed as being fromthe second
notion, the district court did not abuse its discretion in
denying it. The evidence shows that Taylor did not conplete the
third step of the Adm nistrative Renedy Program because he failed
to submt the required form thus, he did not exhaust his
adm ni strative renedi es.

For the foregoing reasons, we DI SM SS the appeal for |ack of
jurisdiction with respect to the underlying judgnent and the
denial of the first notion for reconsideration. W AFFIRMthe
deni al of the second notion for reconsideration. W DENY as noot
Taylor’s request to obtain a copy of certain correspondence, his
nmotions to supplenent the record, and his notion to obtain a copy
of the district court record.

Dl SM SSED | N PART FOR LACK OF JURI SDI CTI ON; AFFI RVED | N
PART; MOTI ONS DENI ED AS MOOT.



