UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 01-1836

FRANKLI N C. REAVES,

Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

CTY OF MILLINS; J. C R CHARDSON, Individ-
ually and in his official capacity as Gty of
Mul I'ins Adm nistrator; RODNEY JOHNSON, ind-
ividually and in his official capacity as Gty
of Mullins Planner; JI MW AFFORD, JR , indi-
vidually and in his official capacity as Chief
of Police of Cty of Millins; JCE COX
individually and in his official capacity as
City of Mullins Judge; MARI ON COUNTY; EDW N P.
ROGERS, individually and in his capacity as
Marion County Adm nistrator; DANNY GERALD,
individually and in his capacity as enpl oyee
of Marion County; DANNY GARDNER, i ndividually
and in his capacity as an enpl oyee of Marion
County; DENNIS FLOYD, individually and in his
capacity as an enpl oyee of Marion County; JOHN
W ROBERTS, individually and as an enpl oyee of
the City of Millins; BOYD JOHNSON, i ndivid-
ually and as an enployee of the Cty of
Mul lins; GENE LEWS, individually and as an
enployee of the City of Mllins; WALTER
GODBOLD, individually and as enpl oyee of the
Cty of Mullins; HENRY JACKSON, individually
and as enpl oyee of the City of Miullins,

Def endants - Appel | ees.




Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Florence. Margaret B. Seynour, District Judge.
( CA- 00- 528- 24- 4- BF)

Submtted: October 18, 2001 Deci ded: COctober 25, 2001

Before MOTZ and CGREGORY, GCircuit Judges, and HAMLTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Franklin C. Reaves, Appellant Pro Se. Dougl as Charl es Baxter,
Rl CHARDSON, PLOWDEN, CARPENTER & ROBINSON, Mrtle Beach, South
Carolina; Robert Thomas King, WLLCOX, BUYCK & WLLIAM, P.A,
Fl orence, South Carolina, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Franklin C. Reaves appeals the district court’s order di sm ss-
ing his 8 1983 action alleging various constitutional violations in
the condemation and denolition of two houses by the Cty of
Mul I ins, South Carolina. W dismss the appeal for lack of juris-
di ction because Reeves’ notice of appeal was not tinely filed.

Parties are accorded thirty days after entry of the district
court’s final judgnent or order to note an appeal, see Fed. R App.
P. 4(a)(1), 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). This appeal period is “mandatory and

jurisdictional.” Browder v. Director, Dep’'t of Corrections, 434

U S 257, 264 (1978) (quoting United States v. Robinson, 361 U S

220, 229 (1960)).

The district court’s order was entered on the docket on My
16, 2001. However, Reeves’ notice of appeal was not filed with the
district court until June 18, 2001. Because Appellant failed to
fileatinmely notice of appeal or to obtain an extension or reopen-
i ng of the appeal period, we dism ss the appeal.” W dispense with

oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequat e-

*

To the extent Reeves nmiled his notice of appeal to the
district court for filing on June 15, 2001, because he is not
i ncarcerated, he does not benefit from Houston v. Lack, 487 U. S.
266, 270-71 (1988). See Thonpson v. E. 1. DuPont de Nemours & Co.,
76 F.3d 530, 534 (4th Cir. 1996).




ly presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d

not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED



