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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant seeks to appeal the district court's orders de-
clining to reconsider the dism ssal of his 28 U . S.C. § 2254 (1988)
petition pursuant to Fed. R Cv. P. 60(b) and Fed. R Cv. P
59(e). W have reviewed the record and the district court's orders
and find noreversible error. Accordingly, we deny a certificate of
probabl e cause to appeal and di sm ss the appeal on t he reasoni ng of

the district court. Burgess v. Evatt, No. CA-88-2828-3-21 (D.S.C.

Feb. 16, 1995; Mar. 30, 1995).

Further, to the extent that Appell ant seeks to agai n have this
court review the propriety of the 1990 disnmissal of his § 2254
petition, see Burgess v. Evatt, No. 90-6864(L) (4th Gr. Apr. 3,

1991) (unpublished), Appellant's notice of appeal is untinely. Fed.
R App. P. 4(a)(1) & (4). The tinme periods established by Fed. R

App. P. 4 are "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)). The district court

entered its order on July 16, 1990; Appellant's notice of appeal
was filed on April 28, 1995. Appellant's failure to note a tinely
appeal or obtain an extension of the appeal period deprives this
court of jurisdiction to consider this case.

We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | ega
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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