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

No. 97-30630

GHULAM MOHAMVED NASI M
Peti ti oner- Appel | ant,
ver sus

DORI'S MElI SNER; NANCY L. HOOKS; JANET RENGO
LYNNE UNDERDOWN, R M LES, Warden

Respondent s- Appel | ees.

No. 97-0114

IN RE: GHULAM MOHAMVED NASI M
Petitioner.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
USDC No. 96- CVv-2330

Oct ober 6, 1999
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM DeMOSS, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
The district court has determ ned that Ghul am Mohanmmad Nasi m
(#57187) is not entitled to habeas relief and Nasim s appeal from

the district court’s judgnent has been dism ssed. Nasimyv.

" Pursuant to 5THQOR 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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Mei sner, No. 97-31140 (5th Cr. June 9, 1999) (unpublished).
This court nust exam ne the basis of its jurisdiction on its own

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

Cir. 1987). For jurisdiction under Article Ill of the
Constitution, this court nust have before it an actual case or

controversy at the tine it issues its decision. United States

Parole Commin v. Geraghty, 445 U S. 388, 396 (1980). “[A] case

is moot when the issues presented are no longer ‘live or the
parties lack a legally cognizable interest in the outcone.”

Powel | v. McCornack, 395 U S. 486, 496 (1969). To the extent

that they pertain to the legality of his detention and
deportation by the Immgration and Naturalization Service, the
i ssues presented in Nasinms petition for a wit of mandanus and
out st andi ng notions no |onger pertain to a |live controversy and
are, therefore, noot. Because they are noot, we |ack
jurisdiction to consider those issues.

The appeal in nunber 97-30630 is fromthe district court’s
order denying Nasims notion for reconsideration of the district
court’s order dated May 14, 1997. To the extent that they do not
pertain to noot issues, Nasinis conclusional argunents are
insufficient to show that the district court abused its
discretion in denying the notion for reconsideration.

Because the appeal is frivolous, it is DISM SSED. Howard v.
King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20 (5th Gr. 1983); 5th Cr. R 42. 2.
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Nasims petition for a wit of mandanus and all outstandi ng
notions™ are DEN ED

APPEAL DI SM SSED; PETITION FOR A WRI T OF MANDAMUS DENI ED;
MOTI ONS DENI ED.

'™ This court previously held a nunber of nobtions and a
petition for mandamus in abeyance. See Nasimyv. Misner, No. 97-
30630 (5th CGr. Nov. 1, 1997) (unpublished). Subsequently, Judge
Benavi des granted Nasim s notion to consolidate the instant
appeal , nunber 97-30630, and the petition for a wit of nmandanus,
nunber 97-00114. Nasimyv. Meisner, No. 97-30216 (5th Cr. Mar
16, 1998) (single-judge order). Nasimwas ordered to file al
subm ssions, bearing any relationship to the action in the
district court, in case nunber 97-30630. 1d.

In addition to the petition for a wit of mandanus, the
follow ng notions are pending before the court:
1. Motion to supplenent record (filed April 8, 1998).

2. Motion for extension of tinme to file appeal brief after
appoi ntment of counsel (filed April 6, 1998).

3. Motions for sanctions and declaratory judgnent (filed
March 26, 1998).

4. Motion for inmmediate release (filed March 4, 1998).

5. Motion to supplenent the record (filed February 11,
1998) .

6. Motion for | eave to supplenent the record (filed
February 19, 1998).

7. Motion to conpel production of docunents and audi ot apes
(filed January 8, 1998).

8. Motion for appoi ntnent of counsel (filed Decenber 10,
1997) .

9. Motion for inmediate release (filed Decenber 8, 1997).
10. Motion for appointnent of counsel and to consolidate
appeals (filed June 16, 1997).



