Panel rehearing granted

and rehearing en banc denied
in No. 03-1220 by order
filed 10/29/03



UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE FOURTH CIRCUI T

No. 03-1057

GECRCE ROGER SI ECGEL,

Plaintiff

ver sus

ARLI NGTON COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF COWUN TY
PLANNI NG HOUSI NG AND DEVELOPMENT, and |Its
Agenci es; CRESCENT  RESOURCES, LLC FRANK
LASCH, Md/ Atlantic Property Manager ;
ARLI NGTON COUNTY CIRCU T COURT, 17th Circuit
Court and its Judges and Staff; UN TED STATES
CVIL RIGHTS COW SSI ON, SECRETARY OF THE
UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR;
UNKNOWN AGENTS, and O ficers of Departnent of
the Interior; COVMONVEALTH OF VIRG N A;
ARLI NGTON  COUNTY, VI RG NI A; COVMONVEALTH
ATLANTI C PROPERTI ES, | NCORPORATED; CRESCENT
POTOVAC PROPERTIES, LLC, EDMARD M SM TH, c/o
BM Smith & Associ at es,

Appel | ant,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

No. 03-1220

GECORCE ROGER SI ECGEL,

Plaintiff

ver sus

Appel | ant,



ARLI NGTON COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF COVMIUNITY
PLANNI NG HOUSI NG AND DEVELOPMENT, and |Its
Agenci es; CRESCENT RESOURCES, LLC FRANK
LASCH, Md/ Atl antic Property Manager ;
ARLI NGTON COUNTY CIRCU T COURT, 17th Circuit
Court and its Judges and Staff; UN TED STATES
CIVIL RIGHTS COW SSI ON, SECRETARY OF THE
UNI TED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE | NTERI OR;
COVMONVEALTH OF VIRA NI A;  ARLI NGTON COUNTY,
VIRG NI A;, COMVONVEALTH ATLANTI C PROPERTI ES,
| NCORPORATED; CRESCENT POTOVAC PROPERTI ES,
LLC, EDWARD M SM TH, c/o BM Smth &
Associ ates; UNKNOWN AGENTS, and O ficers of
Department of the Interior,

Def endants - Appel |l ees.

Appeals from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at Alexandria. Gerald Bruce Lee, D strict
Judge. (CA-02-902-A

Subm tted: May 22, 2003 Deci ded: May 30, 2003

Bef ore NI EMEYER and SHEDD, Circuit Judges, and HAM LTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opi nion.

CGeorge Roger Siegel, Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.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



PER CURI AM

In these consolidated cases, CGeorge Roger Siegel appeals two
orders of the district court. In No. 03-1057, he chall enges the
district court’s order dism ssing his conplaint for | ack of subject
matter jurisdiction. W review de novo the district court’s

decision to dismss for lack of jurisdiction. Tillman v. Resol ution

Trust Corp., 37 F.3d 1032, 1034 (4th Gr. 1994). W have revi ewed

the record and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmfor

the reasons stated by the district court. See Siegel v. Arlington

County Dep’t of Community Pl anni ng, No. CA-02-902-A (E.D. Va. filed

Dec. 2, 2003 & entered Dec. 5, 2002; filed Jan. 23, 2003 & entered
Jan. 24, 2003). In No. 03-1220, Siegel appeals the district court’s
order denying his notion to reconsider under Rule 60, Fed. R Civ.
P. W review denial of a notion to reconsider for abuse of

di scretion, Werner v. Carbo, 731 F.2d 204, 206 (4th Cr. 1984), and

we find no such abuse here. W deny Siegel’s notion to remand; we
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED



