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Brigadier General Charles E. “Chuck” Yeager appeals the district court’s
grant of summary judgment to Susan Yeager and Yeager, Inc. Gen. Yeager alleges
that Susan and Yeager, Inc. violated the Employment Retirement Income Security
Act (ERISA), 29 U.S.C. §§ 1101 et seq. Because Gen. Yeager’s appeal was not
timely filed, we lack jurisdiction to consider it. We therefore dismiss Gen.
Yeager’s appeal.

The notice of appeal from a judgment in a civil case “must be filed with the
district clerk within 30 days after the judgment or order appealed from is entered.”
Fed. R. App. P. 4(a)(1)(A). It is undisputed that Gen. Yeager filed his notice of
appeal in this case on February 26, 2010.

The district court entered final judgment as to all claims and all parties on
June 4, 2009. No other post-judgment proceeding restarted the time to appeal. See
Fed. R. App. P. 4(a)(4)(A) (listing certain post-judgment motions that restart the
time to appeal). Nor was the time to appeal tolled by the district court’s minor
corrections to its June 4, 2009 order and judgment. Because Gen. Yeager filed his
notice of appeal more than 30 days after June 4, 2009, the appeal is untimely and
we lack jurisdiction to consider it. Bowles v. Russell, 551 U.S. 205, 209 (2007).

DISMISSED.



