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OPINION"

BIBAS, Circuit Judge.

John and Rosemary Walsh filed jointly for Chapter 7 bankruptcy. Fidelity National Ti-
tle Insurance Company and Chicago Title Insurance Company then filed adversary pro-
ceedings against them. The bankruptcy court struck the Walshes’ answers and entered de-
fault judgments for both Fidelity and Chicago on November 19, 2020. Fourteen days later,
the Walshes moved for more time to file their notices of appeal. On December 22, thirty-
three days after entry of the judgment—well past the fourteen-day deadline to appeal—
they filed their notices of appeal. Fed. R. Bankr. P. 8002(a)(1). Almost a month later, the
bankruptcy court denied their motions to extend time. The Walshes never appealed the
denial of those extension motions. If they had done so, we could have considered whether
they had good reason for their delay.

Instead, after that denial, they moved the District Court for more time to file their no-
tices of appeal, regurgitating the extension motions they had made below. The District
Court denied those motions, holding that it lacked jurisdiction to extend the time to appeal.
It was right. Under our precedent, the fourteen-day deadline to appeal a bankruptcy-court
judgment is jurisdictional. In re Caterbone, 640 F.3d 108, 112 (3d Cir. 2011). The Walshes

try to distinguish Caterbone because they had moved for extensions, but that distinction
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makes no difference. They do not ask us to reconsider Caterbone, so we decline to do so.
Cf. In re Tennial, 978 F.3d 1022, 1024 (6th Cir. 2020) (Sutton, J.). In any event, the
Walshes offer no good reason for failing to appeal within fourteen days and failing to ap-
peal the denial of their extension motions. We thus affirm the District Court’s dismissal for

lack of jurisdiction.



