IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
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UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
W LLI AM LEE MJUSGROVE,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeals fromthe United States District Court
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USDC No. 4:93-CR-76-1
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February 20, 1997

Before SMTH, EM LIO M GARZA, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

WIlIliamLee Miusgrove was convicted, after entering a guilty
pl ea, of two counts of possession with intent to distribute
mar i j uana and one count of conspiracy to possess with intent to
distribute marijuana. Misgrove's father, WIlliam A Misgrove,

purporting to act pursuant to a power of attorney, filed the

present notice of appeal on Miusgrove’'s behalf from an order
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denying the “Affidavit of Fact” and “Judicial Wit of Habeas
Corpus” filed in the district court.
This court nust exam ne the basis of its jurisdiction on its

own notion if necessary. United States v. Lister, 53 F.3d 66, 68

(5th Gr. 1995). A notice of appeal filed by a person who is not
an attorney is ineffective to initiate an appeal as to any person

who did not sign the notice. Smth v. Wite, 857 F.2d 1042, 1043

(5th Gr. 1988). See also Carter v. Stalder, 60 F.3d 238, 239
(5th Gr. 1995) (citing Mkeska v. Collins, 928 F.2d 126 (5th

Cr. 1991) (per curiam (opinion on rehearing)). Rule 3(c),
Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure, does not permt Misgrove’'s
father to file a notice of appeal on Misgrove' s behal f because
Musgrove’s father is not a party to the case. Moreover, a power
of attorney does not authorize a non-attorney to file |egal

docunents on the behalf of others. Wber v. Garza, 570 F.2d 511

513-14 (5th Gr. 1978). Accordingly, the notice of appeal is
ineffective to confer appellate jurisdiction, and the appeal is
di sm ssed for lack of jurisdiction.
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