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PER CURI AM

Jer edi ne Madi son seeks to appeal the district court’s order
accepting the magi strate judge’'s report and recomrendati on and af -
firmng the Conm ssioner’s denial of Madison’s claimfor disability
i nsurance benefits and Suppl enental Security inconme. W dismss
the appeal for lack of jurisdiction because Madison’s notice of
appeal was not tinely filed.

Where one of the parties is the United States, parties are
accorded sixty days after entry of the district court’s final judg-
ment or order to note an appeal, Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(1l), unless
the district court extends the appeal period under Fed. R App. P.
4(a) (5) or reopens the appeal period under Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(6).

This appeal period is “mandatory and jurisdictional.” Browder v.

Director, Dep’'t of Corrections, 434 U S 257, 264 (1978) (quoting

United States v. Robinson, 361 U S. 220, 229 (1960)). The district

court’s order was originally entered on the docket on February 17,
2000. Madi son’s notice of appeal, filed on June 7, 2000, is
clearly outside the sixty-day window fromthis date. Her notice
was also past the sixty-day w ndow assuming that the district
court’s order becanme effective and final on April 3, 2000, the
extended date the district court afforded Madi son for the filing of
obj ecti ons.

Because Madi son failed to file a tinely notice of appeal or to

obtain an extension or reopening of the appeal period, we dismss



the appeal. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



