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PER CURI AM

Following a jury trial, Mayso Lawence was convicted on one
count of conspiracy to distribute and possess with intent to dis-
tribute cocaine, in violation of 21 U S C A § 846 (Wst 1981 &
Supp. 1999). On Cctober 10, 1990, the district court sentenced him
to 235 nonths in prison. Lawr ence’s conviction was affirned on

appeal. See United States v. Arrington, No. 90-5384(L) (4th Gr.

Nov. 23, 1992) (unpublished). He now attenpts to file a second
direct crimnal appeal, pursuant to 18 U. S.C. 8§ 3742 (1994). W
| ack jurisdiction to consider the nerits of the appeal, however,
because it is untinely. Crimnal defendants have ten days fromthe
entry of the judgnent or order at issueto file a notice of appeal.
See Fed. R App. P. 4(b). The appeal periods established by Rule 4

are mandatory and jurisdictional. See Browder v. Director, Dep’t of

Corrections, 434 U S. 257, 264 (1978). Lawence filed his notice

of appeal in July 1999, nearly nine years outside of the appeal
period. Lawence's failure to note a tinely appeal or obtain an
extension of the appeal period therefore deprives this court of
jurisdiction to consider the nerits of the appeal. W therefore
deny | eave to proceed in forma pauperis and di sm ss the appeal. W
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and
argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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