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| SAAC G LFORD,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

PARRI S GLENDENI NG ATTORNEY GENERAL FOR THE
STATE OF MARYLAND, LLOYD L. WATERS, Warden,
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Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. Frederic N. Smal kin, District Judge. (CA-
00-574-5)

Subm tted: Septenber 21, 2000 Deci ded: Septenber 28, 2000

Before WLKINS, N EMEYER, and TRAXLER, Circuit Judges.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

| saac G| ford, Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

| saac Gl ford seeks to appeal the district court’s order dis-
mssing his 42 U S.C.A § 1983 (West Supp. 2000) action. W dis-
m ss the appeal for |lack of jurisdiction because Appellant’s notice
of appeal was not tinely filed.

Parties are accorded thirty days after the entry of the

district court’s final judgnent or order to note an appeal

[7)]

see
Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(l), 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 “man-

datory and jurisdictional.” Browler v. Director, Dep’'t of Correc-

tions, 434 U. S. 257, 264 (1978) (quoting United States v. Robi nson,

361 U.S. 220, 229 (1960)).

The district court’s order was entered on the docket on March
3, 2000. Glford s notice of appeal was filed on April 10, 2000.°
Because Glford failed to file a tinely notice of appeal or to ob-
tai n an extensi on or reopeni ng of the appeal period, we disnm ss the
appeal . W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the
court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED

*

For the purpose of this appeal we assune that the date
stanped on the envel ope used to mail the notice of appeal is the
date it was given to prison officials for mailing. See Fed. R
App. P. 4(c); Houston v. lLack, 487 U S. 266 (1988).
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