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PER CURI AM

Martel | \Whitaker appeal s his sentence for noney | aundering, in
violation of 18 U S C A 8§ 1956 (West 1994 & Supp. 2000). We
dism ss the appeal for lack of jurisdiction because Whitaker’s
noti ce of appeal was not tinely filed.

In crimnal cases, the defendant is accorded ten days after
entry of the district court’s final judgnent or order to note an
appeal, see Fed. R App. P. 4(b)(1)(A), unless the district court
extends the appeal period under Fed. R App. P. 4(b)(4). Thi s

appeal period is “mandatory and jurisdictional.” United States v.

Raynor, 939 F.2d 191, 196 (4th Gr. 1991); United States v.

Schuchardt, 685 F.2d 901, 902 (4th Cr. 1982).

The district court’s final judgnment was entered on the docket
on Decenber 10, 1999. \Witaker’s notice of appeal was filed on
Decenber 17, 2001.° Because Wiitaker failed to file a tinely
noti ce of appeal or to obtain an extension of the appeal period, we
di sm ss the appeal. W deny Wiitaker’s notions for discovery and
for appoi ntment of counsel. W dispense with oral argunent because

the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the na-

This is Witaker’'s second appeal in this matter. H s
sentence was originally affirmed by this Court on Decenber 18,
2000. United States v. Wiitaker, No. 99-4791, 2000 W. 1846272 (4th
Cir. Dec. 18, 2000) (unpublished).




terials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci sional

process.

DI SM SSED



