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PER CURI AM

M chael Horvath appeals fromthe district court’s order
dism ssing as untinely his appeal fromthe nmagi strate judge’s order
finding himguilty of failing to pay child support and inposing a
five year termof probation. Horvath's attorney has filed a brief

pursuant to Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738, 744 (1967), stating

that there are no neritorious issues for appeal. Horvat h was
informed of his right to file a pro se brief but has not done so.
Finding no reversible error, we affirm

As required by Anders, we have reviewed the entire record
and have found no neritorious issues for appeal. The magistrate
judge’s judgnent of conviction was entered in February 2001;
Horvath noted his appeal to the district court in My 2003—wel |
beyond the ten-day appeal period. See Fed. R Cim P
58(g)(2)(B). Because the appeal was untinely, the district court
| acked jurisdiction and properly dismssed the appeal. W
therefore affirmthe district court’s order dismssing Horvath's
appeal .

This court requires that counsel informhis client, in
witing, of his right to petition the Suprenme Court of the United
States for further review |If the client requests that a petition
be filed, but counsel believes that such a petition would be
frivolous, then counsel may nove in this court for |eave to

wi thdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a



copy thereof was served on the client. We dispense with ora
argunment because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

ai d the decisional process.

AFFI RVED



