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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

The Appellant, Productive Transportation Services, Inc. (Produc-
tive), appeals the district court's denial of its motion for an enlarge-
ment of time to file an appeal. Productive contends that it did not
receive the district court's final order within twenty-one days of entry
because the order was mailed only to Productive's in-state associate
counsel of record instead of being mailed to the out-of-state lead
counsel. Thus, Productive contends that the period for filing a notice
of appeal may be extended under Fed. R. App. P. 4(a)(6). The district
court found that the first requirement under Rule 4(a)(6) was not met
because receipt of the final order by Productive's associate counsel
was sufficient notice. The court also noted that the Fed. R. App. P.
4(a)(5) thirty-day extension period had expired before the motion for
extension was filed. Finding no reversible error, we affirm.

Productive's claim is without merit because it did receive notice of
the district court's final order. It is undisputed that Productive's asso-
ciate counsel of record did timely receive the district court's final
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order, and notice to a party's attorney is notice to the party.1 Rule 4
of the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure speaks of notice to a
party and not particular individuals or counsel. 2 Receipt of the final
order by at least one of the counsel of record is sufficient to constitute
notice to Productive.3

Because Productive did receive notice of the district court's final
order, the district court could only have granted Productive's motion
if it was filed before the end of the thirty-day extension period of Rule
4(a)(5). Courts are not empowered to extend the appeal period after
the Fed. R. App. P. 4(a)(5) thirty-day extension period has expired.4
The district court entered its final order on December 8, 1994, and
Productive filed its motion for an enlargement of time to file an
appeal on February 21, 1995, several days after the thirty-day exten-
sion period ended. Therefore, the district court properly denied Pro-
ductive's motion for an enlargement of time to file an appeal. We
dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and argu-
ment would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
_________________________________________________________________
1 See Marcangelo v. Boardwalk Regency, 47 F.3d 88, 90 (3d Cir.
1995).
2 Id.
3 Id.; Alaska Limestone Corp. v. Hodel, 799 F.2d 1409, 1412 (9th Cir.
1986); Gooch v. Skelly Oil Co., 493 F.2d 366, 370 (10th Cir.), cert.
denied, 419 U.S. 997 (1974).
4 Ali v. Lyles, 769 F.2d 204, 205 (4th Cir. 1985).
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