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PER CURIAM:

Elmira Wheatley and Brett Lewis Wheatley
(“Appellants”) seek to appeal the district court’s order
dismissing this action raising numerous claims related to a
foreclosure action. Appellees move to dismiss the appeal as
untimely, and the Wheatleys have replied to the motion. We
grant Appellees” motion and dismiss the appeal for lack of
jurisdiction because the notice of appeal was not timely filed.

“[T]he timely filing of a notice of appeal in a civil

case is a jurisdictional requirement.” Bowles v. Russell, 551

U.S. 205, 214 (2007). Generally, a party has 30 days after the
entry of the district court’s final judgment or order to notice
an appeal. See Fed. R. App. P. 4(a)(1)(A). The notice period
may be extended or reopened by the district court. See Fed. R.
App. P. 4(@)(5)., (6).

The district court entered an order dismissing
granting Appellees” motion to dismiss on May 30, 2014; so the
notice period ended on June 30, 2014. Because Appellants filed
their notice of appeal of this order on July 25, 2014, their
notice of appeal was untimely.

Additionally, the district court did not extend the
notice period and the district court could not have reopened the
notice period. First, a district court may extend the notice

period if two requirements are satisfied: (1) the party seeking
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an extension moves TfTor the extension ‘“no later than 30 days”
after the close of the notice period and (2) “that party shows
excusable neglect or good cause.” Fed. R. App. P.
4(@Q)GBYA) (). Here, Appellants satisfied the Tfirst
requirement. Their motion for an extension was due on July 30,
2014; and they filed this motion on July 23, 2014. However, the
district court determined Appellants did not demonstrate
excusable neglect or good cause for an extension. Appellants
have not appealed the district court’s denial of this motion, so
we decline to review the district court’s decision.
Accordingly, the notice period was not extended.

Second, we may construe an untimely notice of appeal
as a motion to reopen the time to notice an appeal iIf an excuse

for the untimeliness is offered. See United States v. AKinkoye,

16 F. App’x 179 (4th Cir. 2001) (per curiam). Regardless of any
excuse offered by Appellants, the district court could not have
reopened the notice period. The notice period may only be
reopened i1f three conditions are satisfied: (1) the party
seeking to reopen the period did not receive notice ‘“of the
entry of the judgment or order sought to be appealed within 21
days after entry”; (2) “the motion is Tfiled within 180 days
after the judgment or order is entered or within 14 days after
the moving party receives notice . . . of the entry, whichever

is earlier”; and (3) “the court finds that no party would be
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prejudiced.” Fed. R. App. P. 4(@)(6B)(A)—(C). 1t 1s clear that
Appellants cannot satisfy the second condition.

At the latest, Appellants received notice of the
district court’s order on June 24, 2014 -- the date on the
certificate of service accompanying their motion seeking
clarification of the order, which indicates Appellants’ receipt
of the order. So at the latest, Appellants were required to
move to reopen by July 8, 2014. Neither their motion nor their
untimely notice were Tfiled before this deadline. Accordingly,
the district court could not have reopened the notice period.

Because Appellants fTailed to fTile a timely notice of
appeal or to obtain an extension or reopening of the appeal
period, we dismiss the appeal. We dispense with oral argument
because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented
in the materials before this court and argument would not aid

the decisional process.

DISMISSED



