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

Nos. 96-20094 & 96-20095

Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,

ver sus

W STI NG FI ERRO RUI Z,
Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeals fromthe United States District Court
For the Southern District of Texas

(USDC No. CA H 95-1470)

Cct ober 18, 1996
Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM W ENER, and BENAVIDES, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Wsting Fierro Ruiz appeals the district court’s denial of his
notion to vacate, set aside, or correct his sentence under 28
U S C 8§ 2255. In a second appeal, he also chall enges the district
court’s denials of various postjudgnent notions and its order
striking his “Energency Mtion for Summary Judgnent,” which Fierro

filed after the district court had di sm ssed his § 2255 noti on.

"Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in Local Rule 47.5. 4.



We do not have the authority to consider Fierro s appeal of
the district court’s dismssal his 8§ 2255 notion. Fierro did not
file his notice of appeal until nore than 180 days after entry of
the court’s order. No matter what role the court clerk played in
causi ng the delay, the federal rules do not allowcourts to enl arge
the tinme inwhich alitigant may file a notice of appeal after 180
days have el apsed. See Fed. R Cv. P. 77(d) (“Lack of notice of
the entry by the clerk does not affect the tinme to appeal or
relieve or authorize the court to relieve a party for failure to
appeal within the tine allowed . . . .”"); Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(6)
(setting 180 days after entry of judgnment as the | ast date on which
a district court may re-open the tine for appeal in cases in which
a party does not receive notice of entry of judgnent); Latham v.

Wells Fargo Bank, N. A, 987 F.2d 1199, 1201-03 (5th Cr. 1993).

Wth respect to Fierro's second appeal, the district court
struck his “Energency Mdtion for Summary Judgnent” in the § 2255
chal | enge because it was sinply another effort to relitigate his
convi ction, which has already received anple attention. See United

States v. Fierro, 38 F.3d 761 (5th Cr. 1994), cert. denied,

us _ , 115 S C. 1431 (1995). District courts have broad

discretion in managing their dockets efficiently. Sins v. ANR

Freight System Inc., 77 F.3d 846, 848-49 (5th Cr. 1996); Mtter

of U S. Abatenent Corp., 39 F.3d 556, 560 (5th Gr. 1994). The

district court did not abuse its discretion when it struck Fierro’'s
bel ated attenpt to challenge the denial of his 8§ 2255 notion. By
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the same token, it did not abuse its discretion when it denied
Fierro's notions to supplenent the record, to anend a pleading, to
extend the tinme to appeal, and to obtain the court’s findings.

Fierro also asks this court to strike the governnent’s
appel late brief, to i npose sanctions agai nst the governnent, and to
allow himto supplenent his appellate brief. For obvious reasons,
we deny these notions.

Appeal nunber 96-20094 is DISM SSED for |ack of appellate
jurisdiction; the district court’s actions challenged in appea

nunber 96-20095 are AFFI RVED; the remaining notions are DEN ED



