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

No. 94-40639
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
REG NALD WATTS,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:89-CR-101-5
(January 27, 1995)
Before POLI TZ, Chief Judge, and H G3E NBOTHAM and DeMOSS,
Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Regi nal d Watts argues that the district court's denial of
his "Mdtion for Alternative Sentence" violated his Fourteenth
Amendnent right to equal protection. He argues that fanous
def endants Leona Hel nsl ey, M chael MIiken, and Paul Bizerian,
anong others, were given the relief that he seeks, and he all eges
di scrimnation on the basis of social status.

Watts has failed to present authority denonstrating that the

district court possessed the authority to alter his sentence.

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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Because no authority supports the alternative sentence sought by
Watts, the district court was without jurisdiction to entertain

Watts's notion. See United States v. Early, 27 F.3d 140, 142

(5th Gr. 1994) (district court |lacked jurisdiction to entertain
def endant's unaut hori zed notion for reduction of sentence),

petition for cert. filed, (U S OCct. 13, 1994) (No. 94-6502);

United States v. Lopez, 26 F.3d 512, 523 (5th Gr. 1994)

(district court |acked authority to nodify defendant's sentence).
Because the district court |acked jurisdiction over the
case, the denial of Watt's notion was not error. Watts's appeal

is DI SM SSED.



