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PER CURI AM *
Seneca Lanbrone Lee, a Texas resident proceeding pro se, has

filed a notion to proceed in fornma pauperis (IFP) on appeal

followng the district court’s denial of his notion to proceed

| FP in that court and dism ssal of his 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 suit.

Qur review of the record shows that Lee did not tinely notice his
appeal fromthe district court’s dismssal of his suit. Atinely
notice of appeal is a prerequisite for the exercise of

jurisdiction by this court. Dison v. Witley, 20 F.3d 185, 186

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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(5th Gr. 1994). Accordingly, to the extent that Lee seeks to
chal l enge the district court’s dismssal of his suit, his appeal
is DI SM SSED FOR WANT OF JURI SDI CTI ON

Lee did tinely notice his appeal fromthe district court’s
denial of his notion to proceed IFP in that court. However, Lee
has wai ved the issues whether the district court erred in denying
his notion for authorization to proceed IFP in that court and
whet her he should be permitted to proceed | FP on appeal by

failing to properly brief them See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F. 2d

222, 225 (5th Gr. 1993). Consequently, Lee’ s appeal is
DI SM SSED AS FRIVOLOUS to the extent that he seeks to chal |l enge

the district court’s denial of his notion to proceed IFP in that

court. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 220 (5th Gr. 1983);
5THQR R 42.2. W caution Lee that the filing of frivol ous
appeal s and notions will invite the inposition of a sanction.
Lee’s notion to proceed | FP on appeal is DEN ED.

| FP MOTI ON DENI ED; APPEAL DI SM SSED | N PART FOR WANT OF
JURI SDI CTI ON AND DI SM SSED | N PART AS FRI VOLOUS; SANCTI ON WARNI NG

| SSUED



