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PER CURIAM:

Samuel Davis seeks to appeal the district court’s order dismissing without prejudice
his personal injury complaint.” We dismiss the appeal for lack of jurisdiction because the
notice of appeal was not timely filed.

In civil cases, parties have 30 days after the entry of the district court’s final
judgment or order to note an appeal, Fed. R. App. P. 4(a)(1)(A), 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). On March 16, 2020, the district court adopted a standing order
extending “all deadlines [in civil cases], whether set by court or by the Rules of Civil
Procedure . . . by 21 days.” Standing Order Regarding Court Operations in Response to
COVID-19, No. 3:20-mc-00105-RBH (D.S.C. Mar. 16, 2020). “[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).

The district court entered its order on March 24, 2020. Davis filed the notice of
appeal on June 15, 2020. Even giving Davis the benefit of the standing order, he failed to
file a timely notice of appeal or to obtain an extension or reopening of the appeal period.

We therefore dismiss the appeal.

“ Because “the grounds [for] dismissal make clear that no amendment could cure
the defects in [Davis’] case,” the district court’s dismissal is final and appealable. Domino
Sugar Corp. v. Sugar Workers Local Union 392, 10 F.3d 1064, 1066 (4th Cir. 1993)
(internal quotation marks omitted).



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



