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PER CURI AM
By notice of appeal dated May 25, 2005, Crishone Crystal
Johnson seeks to appeal her sentence ordered in a March 4, 1999,

crimnal judgnent, citing United States v. Booker, 543 U S. |

125 S. . 738 (2005) and Blakely v. Washington, 542 U S. 296

(2004). In crimnal cases, the defendant nust file her notice of
appeal within ten days of the entry of judgnent. Fed. R App. P

4(b)(1)(A). The tine periods established by Rule 4 are “mandatory

and jurisdictional.” Browder v. Director, Dep’'t of Corr., 434 U. S.
257, 264 (1978). I nsof ar as Johnson appeals the March 4, 1999,
crim nal j udgnent , we dismss the appeal for | ack  of

jurisdiction.?! ?

Accordingly, the appeal is dism ssed. W dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and Ilegal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent
woul d not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED

I nsof ar as Johnson is appealing the February 14, 2005, order
denying her notion to expedite review of a successive 28 U S. C
§ 2255 (2000) notion, this court does not have jurisdiction because
the May 25, 2005, notice of appeal is untinely as to that order.
See Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(1)(B).

2To the extent Johnson may be seeking authorization to file a
second or successive 28 U.S.C. § 2255 (2000) notion pursuant to 28
US C 8§ 2244 (2000), <citing Booker and Blakely, we deny
aut hori zati on because the Suprene Court did not announce a newrule
of constitutional law nade retroactive to cases on collatera
review with respect to either case.
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