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FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 04-1447

ELI ZABETH A. REEVES,

Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

ST. MARY'S COUNTY COWM SSI ONERS; BOARD OF
APPEALS FOR ST. MARY'S COUNTY, MARYLAND;
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND ZONI NG FOR ST.
MARY' S COUNTY, MARYLAND; HEALTH DEPARTMENT;
DEPARTMENT OF ENVI RONMENTAL HEALTH, SUSAN
MCNEAL; HOMRD THOWPSON, SPENCER SCRI BER;
TERRY M LLER;, MARGARET ABRAHAM LAWRENCE E.
RONLAND;, JON B. GRIM DANTEL H  RALEY;
SHELBY P. GQUAZZG, J. THOVAS MATTINAY, JR;
JOSEPH ANDERSOQON; JULI E RANDALL,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Greenbelt. Alexander Wllianms, Jr., District Judge.
(CA- 02- 2449- 8)

Subm tted: October 29, 2004 Deci ded: November 24, 2004

Bef ore W LKINSON, KING and SHEDD, Circuit Judges.

Remanded by unpubl i shed per curiam opi ni on.

Eli zabeth A Reeves, Appellant Pro Se. Daniel Karp, ALLEN,
KARPI NSKI, BRYANT & KARP, Baltinore, Maryland, for Appellees.



Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

El i zabeth A Reeves’ civil suit was disnm ssed by final
order filed on June 13, 2003, and entered three days later on
June 16. In her “Mdtion for Reconsideration and Recusal of Judge
Wllians,” filed on August 15, 2003, Reeves alleged that she did
not timely receive notice of the court’s final order and that she
w shed to appeal. 1In her untinely notice of appeal, Reeves again
al l eged that she did not tinely receive notice that her action had
been dism ssed. W construe Reeves’ statenment in her “Mtion for
Reconsi deration” as a notion to reopen the tinme to note an appeal

under Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(6). See Sanders v. United States, 113

F.3d 184, 187-88 (11th Cir. 1997); (Qgden v. San Juan County, 32

F.3d 452, 454 (10th Cir. 1994).

Rule 4(a)(6) permts a district court to reopen the
appeal periodif: (a) the notionis filed within 180 days after the
j udgnment or order is entered or within seven days after the noving
party receives notice of the entry, whichever is earlier; (b) the
court finds that the noving party was entitled to notice of the
entry of the judgnment or order sought to be appeal ed but did not
receive the notice fromthe district court or any party within
twenty-one days after entry; and (c) the court finds that no party
woul d be prejudiced. Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(6).

Here, it is unclear whether Reeves has net the

requi renents of the Rule. Accordingly, we remand the case to the
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district court for it to determ ne whether Reeves can satisfy the
requi renents of Rule 4(a)(6). W express no opinion as to whet her
Reeves has net the requirenments of the Rule. The record, as
suppl emented, wll then be returned to this court for further
review. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.

REMANDED



