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PER CURIAM:   

Roger Stevenson appeals from the district court’s 

order granting summary judgment in favor of Defendants in his 

42 U.S.C. § 1983 (2006) civil rights action.  The district court 

entered judgment on October 9, 2009, and Stevenson noted a 

timely appeal on October 13, 2009.  On October 22, 2009, 

Stevenson filed a motion under Fed. R. Civ. P. 52(a)-(b) and 

59(e), seeking to set aside and amend the district court’s 

findings and alter or amend the October 9 judgment.  Defendants 

filed a response in opposition in November 2009.   

Stevenson’s motion remains pending in the district 

court, and the court has not indicated any inclination to grant 

it.  In the interest of avoiding further delay in this case, we 

order a limited remand and direct the district court to promptly 

consider the motion on its merits.  See Fobian v. Storage Tech. 

Corp., 164 F.3d 887, 891 (4th Cir. 1999).  If the court 

concludes that the motion is meritless, it should deny it; if 

the court is inclined to grant the motion, it should issue a 

short memorandum so stating.  The record, as supplemented, will 

be returned to this court for further consideration after the 

district court’s ruling.  In ordering this remand, we express no 

opinion as to the merits of Stevenson’s motion.   

REMANDED 


