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sistant United States Attorney, Al exandria, Virginia, for Appellee.
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PER CURI AM

M chael L. Moore seeks to appeal the district court’s orders
denying his notions filed under 28 U S.C. A § 2255 (West Supp
2001), and Fed. R Cv. P. 60(b). W dismss the appeal fromthe
denial of the 8 2255 notion for lack of jurisdiction because the
appeal was untinely filed. The district court entered its order
denying 8 2255 relief on June 25, 2001. Moore did not file his
notice of appeal within the sixty-day appeal period provided by
Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(1l), nor did the district court extend the
appeal period under Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(5) or reopen the appeal
period under Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(6). W therefore deny a cer-
tificate of appealability and dismss this portion of the appeal
for lack of jurisdiction.

In his notion, More sought reconsideration of the court’s
denial of his § 2255 notion. W have reviewed the record and the
district court’s opinion and find no abuse of discretion. Accord-
ingly, we deny a certificate of appealability and dismss this
portion of the appeal on the reasoning of the district court.

Unites States v. Moore, Nos. CR-97-362-A; CA-00-1776-AM (E. D. Va.

July 23, 2001). W dispense with oral argunent because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials

before the court and argunent woul d not aid t he deci si onal process.
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