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PER CURIAM:

Shawn Altego Cato seeks to appeal his convictions and
sentence TfTollowing his guilty plea to narcotics and firearms
offenses. At the time Cato’s judgment of conviction was entered
on the docket, the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure required
him to file his notice of appeal within ten days, absent
circumstances extending the appeal period. Fed. R. App. P.
4@ A (), 4.

The district court entered judgment in November 2009.
Cato then waited over four years to file his notice of appeal.
Because Cato failed to file a timely notice of appeal or to
otherwise extend the appeal period, we dismiss the appeal as
untimely.” 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

“ We note that the appeal period in a criminal case is not a
jurisdictional provision but, rather, a claim-processing rule.
United States v. Urutyan, 564 F.3d 679, 685 (4th Cir. 2009); see
Bowles v. Russell, 551 U.S. 205, 209-14 (2007). Because Cato’s
appeal 1s I1nordinately late and i1ts consideration is not iIn the
best 1interest of judicial economy, we exercise our inherent
power to dismiss the appeal as untimely Tiled. See United
States v. Mitchell, 518 F.3d 740, 744, 750 (10th Cir. 2008).




