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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
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No. 02-1979

In Re: HOLT-W LLI AMSON MANUFACTURI NG COVPANY,

Debt or .

JAMES D. MELVI N,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

CUMBERLAND COUNTY; THE CITY OF FAYETTEVI LLE,

Def endants - Appel |l ees,

and

VWALTER L. HI NSON,

Third Party Defendant - Appellee.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of North Carolina, at Raleigh. James C. Fox, Senior
District Judge. (CA-00-270-5-3F, BK-91-4878-8-ATS)

Submi tt ed: Decenmber 19, 2002 Deci ded: Decenmber 30, 2002

Before WLKINS and KING Gircuit Judges, and HAMLTON, Senior
Circuit Judge.



Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

James D. Melvin, Appellant Pro Se. Dougl as Edward Canders,
CUVBERLAND COUNTY ATTORNEY’' S OFFI CE, Fayetteville, North Carolina;
John Gregory Rhyne, HINSON & RHYNE, W/Ison, North Carolina, for

Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

James D. Melvin seeks to appeal the district court’s order
affirmng the bankruptcy court’s order which granted sunmary
judgment in favor of Appellees in their action seeking to collect
del i nquent taxes. W dism ss the appeal for lack of jurisdiction
because the notice of appeal was not tinmely fil ed.

Parties are accorded thirty days after the entry of the
district court’s final judgnment or order to note an appeal, Fed. R
App. P. 4(a)(1)(A), 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 “nmandatory and

jurisdictional.” Browder v. Director, Dep’t of Corr., 434 U. S. 257,

264 (1978) (quoting United States v. Robinson, 361 U S. 220, 229

(1960)) .

The district court’s order was entered on the docket on July
23, 2002. The notice of appeal was filed on August 23, 2002
Because Melvin failed to file a tinely notice of appeal or to
obtain an extension or reopening of the appeal period, we grant
Appel l ees’ notion to dism ss and dismss the appeal. W di spense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



