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PER CURI AM

Josyl an Congreaves filed an untinely notice of appeal of the
district court’s order dismssing his 28 US C A § 2241 (1994)
conpl ai nt chal l engi ng his federal sentence. W dism ss for |ack of
jurisdiction. The tinme periods for filing notices of appeal are
governed by Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(1l). These periods are "nandatory

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)). Parties to civil actions in which the
United States or an officer or agency thereof is a party are
accorded sixty days within which to file in the district court
noti ces of appeal fromjudgnents or final orders. See Fed. R App.
P. 4(a)(1). Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(1l). This appeal period may be
ext ended under Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(5) or reopened under Fed. R
App. P. 4(a)(6).

The district court entered its order on June 14, 1999;
Congreaves’ notice of appeal was filed on Cctober 18, 1999, which
was beyond the sixty-day appeal period. Congreaves’ failure to
note a tinely appeal or obtain an extension of the appeal peri-
odl eaves this court without jurisdiction to consider the nerits of

this appeal.” W therefore dismss the appeal. W dispense with

To the extent Congreaves alleges ineffective assistance
based on counsel’s failure to note a tinely appeal, his claimis
not cogni zabl e because there is no right to counsel in a habeas
corpus proceeding, and thus no right to effective assistance of
counsel. See, e.qg., Mackall v. Angelone, 131 F. 3d 442, 446-49 (4th
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oral argunment because the facts and |egal contentions are ade-
quately presented in the materials before the court and argunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED

Cr. 1997).



