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

No. 97-50898
Conf er ence Cal endar

DAVI D ERI C POPE

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
KATHY HOLUBER, Nur se;
OFFI CER LOTT;
SHI FT SUPERVI SOR GONZALAES,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. A-97-CV-229-SS

February 10, 1999
Bef ore BARKSDALE and EM LIO M GARZA, Circuit Judges.”
PER CURI AM **
This court nust exam ne the basis of its jurisdiction on its

own notion if necessary. Msley v. Cozby, 813 F.2d 659, 660 (5th

Cir. 1987). Atinely notice of appeal is a prerequisite for the

exercise of jurisdiction by this court. United States v. Carr,

979 F.2d 51, 55 (5th Gr. 1992).

“This matter is being decided by a quorum 28 U S.C. §
46(d).

Pursuant to 5THGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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David Eric Pope did not file a notice of appeal fromthe
district court’s judgnent entered on Septenber 4, 1997, within
the 30 days prescribed by Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure
4(a) (1997) or within the tinme granted by the district court.
Pope’ s notions for extension of tinme to appeal, in which he
sought tinme to research and deci de whet her he had appeal abl e
i ssues, do not clearly evince his desire to appeal and do not
serve as a notice of appeal. See Mosley, 813 F.2d at 660.
Accordingly, we dismss the appeal for |ack of jurisdiction, as

Pope did not tinely notice his intent to appeal. See Robbins v.

Magai o, 750 F.2d 405, 408 (5th Cr. 1985).
APPEAL DI SM SSED



