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PER CURI AM *

Arthur E. Johnson filed the instant appeal follow ng the
district court’s entry of its June 20, 2002, order dism ssing his
pro se 42 U.S.C. § 1983 conplaint for failure to state a claim
upon which relief may be granted; its July 9, 2002, order denying
his FED. R Qv. P. 59(e) notion; its July 30, 2002, order
denying his notion to set aside the denial of his Rule 59(e)

nmotion; and its Novenber 29, 2002, order denying his notion in

Pursuant to 5™ CIR R 47.5, the court has deternined
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5™ CIR R
47.5. 4.
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opposition to the July 30, 2002, order and inposing sanctions
against himfor filing frivol ous notions.

Johnson's notice of appeal is tinely only as to the district
court's Novenber 29, 2002, order denying his notion in opposition
to the July 30, 2002, order and inposing sanctions against him

See FeED. R App. P. 4(a)(1)(A); Nelson v. Foti, 707 F.2d 170, 171

(5th Gr. 1983) (holding that a tinely notice of appeal is a
mandatory precondition to the exercise of appellate
jurisdiction). Johnson does not allege any error in the district
court’s Novenber 29, 2002, order. He has therefore waived the
only issue this court has jurisdiction to review on appeal .

See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25 (5th Gr. 1993).

This appeal is without arguable nerit and is thus frivol ous.

See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Cr. 1983); 5TH QR

R 42.2. Accordingly, the appeal is DI SM SSED



