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PER CURI AM

Marvin Jeronme Danon seeks to appeal fromthe district court’s
decision in a petition under 28 U S.C. A 8 2254 (West 1994 & Supp.
1999). In No. 99-7608, Danpon seeks to appeal the denial of his
notion to reconsider the judgnent dism ssing his habeas petition.
W review the district court’s action on such notions for abuse of

discretion. Pacific lns. Co. v. Anerican Nat'l Fire Ins. Co., 148

F.3d 396, 402 (4th Cr. 1998). The district court carefully re-
vi ewed and rejected Danon’s argunents in his notion. Hisrulingis
not an abuse of discretion.

In No. 00-6021, Danon seeks to appeal the district court’s
original denial of the habeas petition. Judgnent was entered on
August 10, 1999. The district court denied the Rule 59 notion on
Oct ober 21, 1999. Danon’s notice of appeal fromthe August judg-
ment was dat ed Decenber 9, 1999, forty-nine days after entry of the
Rul e 59 order and four nonths after the original judgnent.

Parties are accorded thirty days after entry of the district
court’s final judgnent or order to note an appeal, see Fed. R App.
P. 4(a)(1)(B), 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). The appeal period is “mandatory and

jurisdictional.” Browder v. Director, Dep’'t of Corrections, 434

U S 257, 264 (1978) (quoting United States v. Robinson, 361 U S

220, 229 (1960)). Because Danon failed to file a tinely notice of



appeal or to obtain an extension or reopening of the appeal period,
we nust dism ss the appeal.

Accordingly, as to both No. 99-7608 and No. 00-6021, we deny
acertificate of appealability and dism ss the appeal. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the naterials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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