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PER CURI AM

On January 11, 1996, Janmes Darby filed an appeal in case
nunber 96-6055 froma district court order denying relief on his
conplaint filed under 42 U.S. C. § 1983 (1988). Because the district
court entered its order on Decenber 11, 1996, the thirty-day appeal
period established by Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(1l) expired on January
10, 1996. Hence, Darby's appeal was filed one day |ate. The dis-
trict court denied Darby's notion for an extension of the appeal
period pursuant to Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(5), and Darby appeals from
the order denying that notion in appeal nunber 96-6508.

The tinme periods established by Fed. R App. P. 4 are "manda-

tory and jurisdictional." Browder 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). Moreover, in denying Darby's request for
an extension of tinme, the district court properly determ ned that
the provisions of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure relating to
extensions of tinme for service of docunents, such as Rule 6(e) and
Rul e 5(b), have no applicability to the conputation of time for
filing under Appellate Rule 4. The court al so properly found that
Darby's reliance on the postal processes to tinely deliver the
noti ce of appeal, even if reasonable, constituted insufficient
grounds to establish "excusable neglect” under Appellate Rule

4(a)(5). See Thonpson v. E. 1. Dupont de Nenoburs & Co., Inc., 76

F.3d 530, 534 (4th Cr. 1996).
Accordingly, thedistrict court's order in case nunber 96-6508

denying the notion for an extension of tinme is affirned. Because we
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| ack jurisdictionto hear the nerits of Darby's underlying appeal,
we grant the Appellee's notion to dism ss the appeal in case nunber
96- 6055. W di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the

court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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