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PER CURI AM

Edward Harold Saunders, Jr., seeks to appeal the district
court’s orders denying relief on his notion to dismss the
indictnment under Fed. R Cim P. 12(b)(2), and his notion for
reconsideration. W dismss in part and affirmin part.

In crimnal cases, the defendant is accorded ten days after
entry of the district court’s final judgnent or order to note an
appeal, see Fed. R App. P. 4(b)(1)(A), unless the district court
extends the appeal period under Fed. R App. P. 4(b)(4). Thi s

appeal period is “mandatory and jurisdictional.” United States v.

Raynor, 939 F.2d 191, 196 (4th Gr. 1991).

The district court’s order denying Rule 12(b)(2) relief was
filed on July 9, 2001, and entered on the docket on July 17, 2001.
Saunders filed his notice of appeal on February 1, 2002. Because
Saunders failed to file a tinmely notice of appeal or obtain an
extensi on of the appeal period, we lack jurisdiction to reviewthe
district <court’s order denying his notion to dismss the
indictment. We therefore dismss this portion of the appeal.

Wth regard to the denial of the notion for reconsideration,
we have reviewed the record, the district court’s order, and
Saunders’ informal brief filed in this court. Because Saunders
failed to chall enge on appeal the district court’s disposition of
the notion for reconsideration, he has waived appellate review of

that order. 4th Cr. R 34(b). W therefore affirmthis portion of



t he appeal on the reasoning of the district court. United States

v. Saunders, No. CR-94-17 (WD.N.C. filed Jan. 25, 2002 & entered

Jan. 30, 2002). W dispense with oral argunent because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials

before the court and argunent woul d not aid t he deci si onal process.

DI SM SSED I N PART; AFFIRMED | N PART




