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PER CURI AM

| saac Perry appeals the district court's orders denying his
nmotion for a wit of error coram nobis and his notion to recon-
sider. W dismss the appeal fromthe order denying the notion for
awit of error coramnobis for |ack of jurisdiction and affirmthe
order denying the notion to reconsider.

In civil actions in which the United States or an officer or
agency thereof is a party, all parties are accorded sixty days
after the entry of the district court's final judgnent or order to
note an appeal, see Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(1l), 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 ap-

peal period is "mandatory and jurisdictional."” Browder v. Direc-

tor, Dep't of Corrections, 434 U S. 257, 264 (1978) (quoting United

States v. Robinson, 361 U S. 220, 229 (1960)).

The district court's order denying the notion for a wit of
error coram nobis was entered on the docket on My 7, 1999.°
Perry's notice of appeal was filed on August 3, 1999. Because

Perry failed to file a tinely notice of appeal or to obtain an ex-

*

Al t hough the district court’s order denying the notion for
a wit of error coramnobis is marked as “filed” on May 3, 1999,
the district court’s records showthat the order was entered on t he
docket sheet on May 7, 1999. Pursuant to Fed. R Cv. P. 58 and
79(a), we consider the date the order was entered as the effective
date of the district court’s decision. See Wlson v. Mirray, 806
F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th Cr. 1986).




tensi on or reopening of the appeal period, we dismss this portion
of the appeal for lack of jurisdiction.

Wth regard to Perry's appeal of the district court's order
denying his notion to reconsider, we have reviewed the record and
the district court's opinion and find no reversible error. Accord-
ingly, we affirm on the reasoning of the district court. See

United States v. Perry, No. CR-93-42-F (E.D.N.C. July 19, 1999).

W deny Perry’'s notion for an enlargenent of tinme to file an
informal reply brief and dispense with oral argunment because the
facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the nate-
rials before the court and argunent would not aid the decisional

process.
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