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

No. 94-50717
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
ver sus
LI G A BALU, a/k/a Lidia Balu,
a/ k/ a Sanel Sol zenberg,
a/ k/ a Chanel Sol zenber g,
a/ k/ a Chanel Stol zenberg,
a/ k/ a Sanel Stol zenberg,
a/k/a R ta D nuci,
a/lk/a Rita Dimci,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. SA-90-CR-43(1)
(January 24, 1995)
Before POLI TZ, Chief Judge, and H G3E NBOTHAM and DeMOSS,
Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Ligia Balu filed her notice of appeal fromthe district
court's denial of her notions to reconsideration of her notions
for early probation term nation, not from her original notions
requesting early termnation of her probation. Yet, on appeal,

Bal u does not argue that the district court erred in denying her

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that this opinion should not be published.
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nmotions for reconsideration, but instead, argues that the
district court erred in its original denial of her notions for
early term nation of probation and requests that she be
di scharged from probation. Because Bal u does not address on
appeal the district court's actions in dismssing her notions for

reconsi derati on, she has abandoned it. Bri nkmann v. Abner, 813

F.2d 744, 748 (5th Gr. 1987). Additionally, there is no basis
to challenge the district court's denial of the reconsideration

notions as the notions were not tinely filed. See United States

v. Cook, 670 F.2d 46, 48 (5th Gr.), cert. denied, 456 U S. 382

(1982): Fed. R App. P. 4(b).

AFFI RVED.



