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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Ohio denied Dannail Obhof’s motion for
an extension of time to file a notice of appeal from the denial of his 28 U.S.C. § 2254 habeas petition.
The court held that the motion was filed outside the time permitted by Federal Rule of Appellate
Procedure 4(a)(5)(A) and therefore could not be granted based on excusable neglect or good cause.
The court also found no basis to reopen the appeal period under Rule 4(a)(6) because the judgment
had been timely served.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner sought an extension of time to file a notice of appeal from
the denial of his federal habeas petition.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the jurisdictional and deadline requirements of
Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 4; no distinct deferential standard
of review was stated.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district court opinion and order; persuasive at most.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court could extend the time to file a notice of appeal when the motion was filed
more than 30 days after the original appeal period and more than 30 days after the expiration of the
period for seeking an extension under Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 4(a)(5)(A).

2. Whether the district court could consider Obhof's allegations of excusable neglect or good cause despite
the untimeliness of his extension motion.

3. Whether the court could reopen the appeal period under Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 4(a)(6).

HOLDINGS

1. A district court may extend the time to file a notice of appeal under Rule 4(a)(5)(A) only when the
motion is filed within 30 days after the expiration of the original appeal period and the movant shows
excusable neglect or good cause. Because Obhof's motion was filed outside that 30-day window, he was
not entitled to an extension.

2. When a motion for an extension of time is not filed within the 30-day window required by Rule 4(a)(5)
(A), the district court lacks authority to consider allegations of excusable neglect or good cause.

3. The time limit for filing a notice of appeal under Rule 4(a)(1)(A) is mandatory and jurisdictional, and
failure to timely file a notice of appeal deprives the appellate court of jurisdiction.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“This time limit is “mandatory and jurisdictional.”” (at 2)

“Because Obhof clearly failed to seek an extension of time within 30 days of the expiration of the original
filing period, he is not entitled to an extension under Fed. R. App. P. 4(a)(5)(A).” (at 3)

“Accordingly, there is no basis in the record for the Court to reopen the time to file an appeal.” (at 3)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The district court entered judgment denying Obhof's § 2254 habeas petition with prejudice on August 6, 2025,
and the docket reflected that the decision and judgment were mailed to him at the correctional facility where he
was incarcerated. His notice of appeal was due September 5, 2025. Obhof signed a motion for an extension of
time on January 7, 2026, citing limited education, financial constraints, and reading and comprehension
disabilities.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Obhof filed a pro se petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2254. The district court denied the
petition with prejudice on August 6, 2025, entered judgment, and declined to issue a certificate of appealability.
Obhof signed a motion for an extension of time on January 7, 2026, but the motion was filed well after the



applicable appeal and extension deadlines and was initially misdirected to the Federal Circuit. The district court
denied the motion.
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