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PER CURI AM

D ane S. Sherman seeks to appeal an order entered on Septenber
24, 2002. The district court docket sheet reveals that there was
no order entered on or about that date. To the extent that Sherman
seeks to appeal the nmagistrate judge’ s order” denying relief on her
nmotion for relief from judgnment pursuant to Fed. R Cv. P.
60(b)(3), we dismss the appeal for lack of jurisdiction because
the notice of appeal was not tinely filed.

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 “mandatory

and jurisdictional.” Browder v. Dir., Dep't of Corr., 434 US

257, 264 (1978) (quoting United States v. Robinson, 361 U S. 220,

229 (1960)).

The magistrate judge’'s order was entered on the docket on
January 30, 2002. The notice of appeal was filed on Cctober 4,
2002. Because Sherman failed to file a tinely notice of appeal or
to obtain an extension or reopening of the appeal period, we
dism ss the appeal. W deny Sherman’s notions for appoi nt nent of

counsel, to consolidate with Appeal No. 02-2162, and to correct the

" This case was decided by a magi strate judge upon consent of
the parties under 28 U. S.C. 8§ 636(c)(1) (2000).



record and deny her notion to expedite consideration of this appeal
as noot. W di spense with oral argument because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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