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PER CURI AM *

Ann Whitlow Cark, currently Texas prisoner # 1150868,
attenpted to renove her state-court crimnal charges to federal
court pursuant to 28 U S.C. § 1443. The district court ordered
that the case be remanded to state court because O ark had not
met the standard for renoval under that statute. After the tine
for filing a notice of appeal had expired, Cark filed a notion

for an extension of tinme to file a notice of appeal. dark’s

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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nmotion was not tinely pursuant to FED. R App. P. 4(a)(5).

See Wl kens v. Johnson, 238 F.3d 328, 330 (5th Cr.), cert.

denied, 533 U. S. 956 (2001). dark’ s notice could al so be
construed as a notion to reopen the tine for filing an appeal,
pursuant to FED. R App. P. 4(a)(6). See id. at 331. dark’s
nmoti on was not, however, filed within seven days of the date she
recei ved notice of the entry of judgnent and thus does not
satisfy the standards of FED. R App. P. 4(a)(6)(A).

Clark asserts that she mailed a previous notion for an
extension of tinme, which would have been tinely under FED. R APP.
P. 4(a)(5), but that the notion was returned unfiled by the
district court clerk. She has not, however, provided any
corroboration of that filing. Although she has attenpted to
submt a copy of her previous notion, it was not submtted to the
district court and this court does not ordinarily consider

evi dence not before the district court. See Trinity Industries,

Inc. v. Martin, 963 F.2d 795, 799 (5th Gr. 1992).

AFFI RVED.



