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PER CURI AM

M chael Mouly filed an untinely notice of appeal. W dismss
for lack of jurisdiction. The tinme periods for filing notices of
appeal are governed by Fed. R App. P. 4. These periods are “nan-

datory 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)). Under Fed. R App. 4, parties to civil
actions have thirty days within which to file notices of appeal.
A district court may extend or reopen the appeal period under Fed.
R App. P. 4(a)(5) & (6), but these are the rule’s only exceptions.

The district court entered its order on Cctober 13, 1998.
Mouly filed his notice of appeal on Decenber 8, 1998, nearly four
weeks beyond the deadline. VWhile Mouly did file a notion to extend
t he appeal period based on allegedly excusable neglect, the dis-
trict court denied that notion, and Mouly did not appeal fromthat
denial. Mreover, his only basis for seeking the extension was his
m sunderstanding of the applicable tine period, a ground which
normally will not justify a finding of excusable neglect. See

Thonpson v. E. 1. DuPont de Nempburs & Co., 76 F.3d 530, 533 (4th

Cr. 1996).
We therefore dismss this appeal. We dispense with ora

argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately



presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

aid the decisional process.
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