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

No. 97-50773
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
ver sus
CARCL JOHNENE MORRI S,
Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. MO 97- CR-10- ALL

May 5, 1999
Bef ore POLI TZ, BARKSDALE, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Carol Johnene Morris, now Texas prisoner #488243, seeks, pro
se, to appeal two pre-trial orders: on 29 August 1997, denyi ng her
nmotion for recusal; and on 8 Septenber 1997, denying her notion to
dismss the indictnent as violative of the Speedy Trial Act.
Morris was found guilty by a jury in Novenber 1997. Qur court
affirmed her conviction in late 1998. One of her clains on appeal

concerned the Speedy Trial Act claimpresented now.

"Pursuant to 5TH QR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



This court has a duty to determ ne sua sponte whether it has
appellate jurisdiction. Msely v. Cozby, 813 F.2d 659, 660 (5th
Cir. 1987). W have such jurisdiction over three types of appeals:
(1) final orders, 28 U S.C. § 1291; (2) certain specific types of
interlocutory appeals, 28 U S.C § 1292(a); and (3) an appeal in
which the district court has certified the question as final
pursuant to FED. R Qv. P. 54(b), 28 U S. C. 8§ 1292(b). Dardar v.
Laf ourche Realty Co., Inc., 849 F.2d 955, 957 (5th Cr. 1988).
Morris’ appeal is not one of the three types of appeal s over which
we have jurisdiction. See United States v. Gregory, 656 F.2d 1132,
1136 (5th Gr. 1981). Accordingly, we DISM SS this appeal for |ack
of appellate jurisdiction. Morris’ notion for appointnent of
counsel is DEN ED.
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