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The court grants Williams’s motion for an extension [61] based on his showing of excusable neglect and
deems his notice of appeal timely filed. As Mr. Williams has established his indigency and there is np
showing that his appeal is taken in bad faith, his motion for leave to appeal in forma pauperis [65] is @lso
granted. (For further details see minute order.)

M| For further details see text below.] Docketing to mail notices

STATEMENT

Plaintiff Gregory Williams has filedro senotice of appeal from the cowstuling granting summary judgment
in favor of the police officers wharrested him. The court enteliegdruling on March 22, 2012, but Williamgs
notice of appeal was not submitted until May 18—or, utfiefmailbox rule,” no earlier than May 15, the E]Fte

Williams signed his pleadingsThe relevant rule allows thirty days for the filing of a civil appeal, but it[also
empowers the district court to extend that deadline where the party seeking additional time shows ¢xcusal
neglect or good cause Eb. R. APP. P.4(a)(5).

The court finds that Williams has sufficiently demonstrated “excusable neglect.” Williams asserts that h|s lawye
failed to notify him of the court’'s summary judgmeunling until “late April of 2012” (Late Notice of Appefl

[55] at 2), at which time it was toot&ato timely file an appeal. Typilty counsel’'s miscalculation of a fiIirE
deadline, or other simple inadvertendees not constitute excusable negl&eg, e.g., United Statesv. Alvarez-
Martinez, 286 F.3d 470, 473 (7th Cir. 2002). The excusablgect standard, however, is not a “mercilgss”
standard but rather, an equitable one requiring consideration of the circumstances precipitating tie dela

Abuelyaman v. 1ll. Sate Univ., 667 F.3d 800, 808 (7th Cir. 2011). Delay may be excused “even where the
reasons for the delay are not particularly compellingd.”(quotingUnited Satesv. Brown, 133 F.3d 993, 9
(7th Cir. 1998)).

Im this case, Williams's failure to meet the appeaksdiine results, not from counsel’s simple carelessnesg, but
from counsel’s effective abandonment of his clienturi@el’s last submission to this court was dated Aygust
9, 2011. The belated communication of the summary judgmlemg appears to have been counsel’s only gther
act on behalf of his client; Williams has submitted all subsequent filingspas se litigant. In similan
cirumstances, the Seventh Circuit upheld the districtsagnant of an extension, em though the appellant filgd
his notice of appeal two weeks ldtecause it appeared that counsel “may have ‘abandoned’ the appellght after
trial. United Satesv. Kaden, 819 F.2d 813, 816 (7th Cir. 198%¢also United Satesv. McKenzie, 99 F.3d 81 r
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STATEMENT

816 (7th Cir. 1996) (finding excusable neglect warraptan extension where counsel left town andr"«/vas
inaccessible during the appeals period ghgt'effectively abandon[ing]” his clientThe court, therefore, grants

Williams’s motion for an extension [61] based on his showing of excusable neglect and deems his |hotice ¢
appeal timely filed. As MrWilliams has established his indigency and there is no showing that his agjpeal is
taken in bad faith, his motion for leave to appeal in forma pauperis [65] is also granted.
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