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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 95-7837

LARRY S. W LLI AMS- EL,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

Ver sus

JAVMES DUNNI NG, Sheriff, Al exandria Detention
Cent er; RICHARD R RUSCAK, Undersheriff,
Al exandri a Detention Center; DEBRA L. Pl ERSON,
Captain of Security, Alexandria Detention
Center; JOHN L. CGRIGGES, Captain for Inmate
Servi ce, Al exandri a Detenti on Cent er; SERGEANT
REYNOLDS, Watch Commander (A-1), Alexandria
Detention Center; DEPUTY JACOBSON (A-1),
Al exandri a Detention Center,

Def endants - Appell ees,
and
C. S. CHAPMAN, Deputy, (A-1), Alexandria
Det enti on Center; EDWARD MJRRAY, Director for

t he Departnent of Corrections,

Def endant s.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at Norfol k. Robert E. Payne, Di strict Judge.
(CA-93-698-N)

Submtted: March 21, 1996 Deci ded: April 10, 1996




Bef ore NI EMEYER and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Seni or
Circuit Judge.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Larry S. WIllians-El, Appellant Pro Se. Jack L. Gould, Fairfax,
Virginia, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Appel l ant noted this appeal outside the thirty-day appeal
period established by Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(1), failed to obtain an
extension of the appeal period within the additional thirty-day
period provided by Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(5), and is not entitled to
relief under Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(6). The tine peri ods established
by Fed. R App. P. 4 are "mandatory and jurisdictional." Browler 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 Cct. 4, 1995; Appellant's notice of
appeal was filed on Nov. 15, 1995. Appellant's failure to note a
timely appeal or obtain an extension of the appeal period deprives
this court of jurisdictionto consider this case. W therefore dis-
m ss the appeal. W di spense with oral argunment because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the nmaterials

before the court and argunment woul d not ai d t he deci si onal process.

DI SM SSED



