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PER CURI AM

Janes D. Pritchett seeks to appeal the district court’s orders
denying relief on his petition filed under 28 U. S. C. A 8§ 2254 (West
1994 & Supp. 1998) and his notion for reconsideration. As to the
denial of his 8 2254 petition, Pritchett’'s notice of appeal is
untinmely, and we dism ss for |lack of jurisdiction. Pritchett had
thirty days to note an appeal fromthe district court’s My 28,
1998 order. His notice of appeal was dated July 8, 1998, which is
beyond the thirty-day appeal period. See Fed. R App. P. 46(a)
(1). Pritchett’'s failure to note a tinely appeal or to obtain an
extensi on of the appeal period deprives us of jurisdiction to re-
view the May 28 order. Because Pritchett’s notion for reconsid-
eration was filed nore than ten days after the May 28 order, it did
not toll the appeal period. See Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(4). As for
the court’s denial of the notion for reconsideration, we have
reviewed the record and the district court’s order and find no
reversible error. Accordingly, we deny a certificate of appeal -

ability and dism ss the appeal as to both orders. Pritchett wv.

Angel one, No. CA-98-123-R (WD. Va. May 28 & July 1, 1998). W
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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