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PER CURIAM:

Thomas Monique Braddy, Jr., seeks to appeal the
district court’s orders dismissing his 28 U.S.C.A. § 2255 (West
Supp. 2009) motion as untimely and denying his subsequent Fed.
R. Civ. P. 60(b) motion for reconsideration. We dismiss the
appeal for lack of jurisdiction because the notice of appeal was
not timely filed.

When the United States or its officer or agency is a
party to a civil case, the notice of appeal must be Tfiled no
more than sixty days after the entry of the district court’s
final judgment or order, Fed. R. App. P. 4(@)(1)(B), unless the
district court extends the appeal period under Fed. R. App. P.
4(a)(5), or reopens the appeal period under Fed. R. App. P.
4(a)(6)- A judgment or order is entered under Rule 4(a) when it
is either set forth iIn a separate document, as required by Fed.
R. Civ. P. 58(a), and entered on the district court’s docket, or
150 days have passed from the entry of the judgment or order.
Fed. R. App. P. 4(a)(7) (defining entry in civil cases). “[T]he
timely Tfiling of a notice of appeal in a civil case 1Is a

jurisdictional requirement.” Bowles v. Russell, 551 U.S. 205,

214 (2007).
The district court entered its order dismissing the
8§ 2255 motion on February 20, 2009. However, because the court

did not prepare and enter its judgment on a separate document,
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the entry of judgment, for purposes of Tfiling a notice of
appeal, 1s deemed to have occurred 150 days thereafter, or on
July 20, 2009. See Fed. R. Civ. P. 58(c)(2); Fed. R. App. P.
4(@Q)(MHA) (). Thus, Braddy had sixty days thereafter, or
until September 18, 2009, to note a timely appeal. See Fed. R.
App. P. 26(a) (explaining computation of time periods). His
notice of appeal, signed on September 21, 2009, was therefore
untimely. Braddy has not offered any explanation for this
untimeliness, and he did not obtain an extension or reopening of
the appeal period. Therefore, we conclude that the notice of
appeal is untimely as to the order dismissing Braddy’s § 2255
motion.

Additionally, the notice of appeal is untimely as to
the order denying Braddy’s Rule 60(b) motion for
reconsideration. The district court entered iIts order denying
the Rule 60(b) motion on April 6, 2009. Because there iIs not a
separate document requirement for judgments disposing of Rule 60
motions, see Fed. R. Civ. P. 58(a)(5), the judgment 1is final
upon entry on the civil docket. See Fed. R. App. P.
4(@)(7)(A)(i1). Thus, Braddy had until June 5, 2009, to note a
timely appeal. See Fed. R. App. P. 26(a)-. His notice of
appeal, signed on September 21, 2009, was therefore untimely.
Braddy has not offered any explanation for this untimeliness,

and he did not obtain an extension or reopening of the appeal
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period. Therefore, we conclude that the notice of appeal is
untimely as to the order denying Braddy’s Rule 60(b) motion.

Accordingly, we dismiss the appeal. We dispense with
oral argument because the facts and Ilegal contentions are
adequately presented i1n the materials before the court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.

DISMISSED



