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PER CURI AM

Sherwin Tinothy Farnmer seeks to appeal the district court’s
orders denying his nmotion filed under 28 U S.C A § 2255 (West
Supp. 2000) and his notions for reconsideration. W deny a certif-
icate of appealability and di sm ss the appeal.

In appeals involving the United States, parties are accorded
sixty days after entry of the district court’s final judgnment or
order to note an appeal, see Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(1)(B), unless the
district court extends the appeal period under Fed. R App. P.
4(a) (5) or reopens the appeal period under Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(6).

This appeal period is “mandatory and jurisdictional.” Browder v.

Director, Dep’'t of Corrections, 434 U S 257, 264 (1978) (quoting

United States v. Robinson, 361 U S. 220, 229 (1960)).

The district court’s order denying Farner’s 8 2255 noti on was
entered on the docket on August 28, 1999. On Septenber 10, Farner
filed a pleading construed as a notion to alter or anend judgnent
under Fed. R Civ. P. 59(e). This notion was denied by an order
ent ered Septenber 30. Although Farnmer noved for reconsideration of
this order, only the first of nmultiple notions for reconsideration
targeting the sane unal tered judgnment will extend the deadline for

taking an appeal. See Charles v. Daley, 799 F.2d 343, 347-48 (7th

Cir. 1986). Accordingly, Farner’s notice of appeal was due on No-
venber 29. Farner’s notice of appeal was filed, at the earliest,

on Decenber 6, 1999. Accordingly, we deny Farner’s notion for a



certificate of appealability and dismss the appeal from the
underlying order as untinely.

Farner’s notice of appeal was tinely, however, as to the dis-
trict court’s denial of his final two notions for reconsideration.
We reviewthe district court’s denial of these notions for an abuse

of discretion and find none. See Heyman v. ML. Mtg. Co., 116

F.3d 91, 94 (4th Gr. 1997) (providing standard). Accordingly, we
deny a certificate of appealability and dismss this portion of
Farner’s appeal. W also deny Farner’s notion for appointnment of
counsel, and 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 the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



