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PER CURI AM *

Serafin Vidal -Mrales pleaded guilty to being found in the
United States after deportation and was sentenced to 41 nont hs of
i nprisonnment and three years of supervised rel ease. Vidal-Mrales
appeals the district court’s denial of his notion to reconsider
sentence for lack of jurisdiction. He also contends that his
nmotion to reconsider was filed within the time for requesting an

extension of tinme to appeal based on excusable neglect and that

" Pursuant to 5THOR 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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this court should remand this case to the district court for a
determ nati on of excusabl e negl ect.

Vi dal - Moral es’ notion sought reconsideration of the district
court’s sentence, and contrary to Vidal-Mrales’ contention, his
noti on does not evince an intent to appeal. Vidal-Mrales’ request
for a remand for a determ nation of excusable neglect is DEN ED

See Mosley v. Cozby, 813 F.2d 659, 660 (5th Cr. 1987); Page v.

DeLaune, 837 F.2d 233, 237 (5th Gr. 1988).

Because Vidal -Mrales’ notion for reconsideration was filed
more than ten days after the entry of the district court's
judgnent, the district court was wthout jurisdiction to address

it. United States v. Cook, 670 F.2d 46, 48-49 (5th G r. 1982).

Li kewi se, the notion for reconsiderati on was not authorized under
FED. R CRM P. 35, and the district court did not err in denying
Vi dal - Mor al es’ motion to reconsider sentence for | ack of

jurisdiction. See United States v. Early, 27 F. 3d 140, 141-42 (5th

Cr. 1994).
Accordingly, the district court’s order denyi ng Vi dal - Moral es’

nmotion to reconsi der sentence i s AFFI RVED



