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Per Curiam Appel | ant Joanne |. Connol 'y

(“Connolly”) <challenges the |ower <court’s refusal on
jurisdictional grounds to entertain her notion for
reconsideration. We find the district court erred. Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) allows the district court to
reconsider a judgment if the losing party files a notion
within ten days of judgnment, and Connolly’s notion was
timely. Thus, the judgnent wll be vacated to allow
reconsi deration of the dism ssal order.

Appel l ee WIlliamJ. Henderson (“Henderson”) argues
that judgnent was appropriate anyway because Connolly’s
claimis barred by the applicable statute of limtations.
But in her opposition to Henderson's notion to dismss
Connolly presented facts which arguably mght justify
equitable tolling of the limtations period, see, e.qg.,

Cantrell v. Knoxville Conmunity Dev. Corp., 60 F.3d 1177 (6"

Cir. 1995); Doherty v. Teansters Pension Trust Fund, 16 F. 3d

1386 (3d Cir. 1994), although we have al so stressed that the

equitable tolling exception is a narrow one, see, e.dq.

Nunnally v. McCausland, 996 F.2d 1, 4 (1st Cir. 1993), and
we take no position on her claimat this tine. Hender son

fails to nention or address these facts.



Finally, though Connolly filed her opposition | ate
in violation of D. Mass. Local Rule 7.1(B)(2), we will | eave
it tothe district court to decide what, if any, sanction is
appropriate for this nonconpliance.

The judanent of the |lower court is vacated: the

matter is remanded for further proceedi ngs consistent with

this opinion. See 1st Cir. Loc. R 27(c).




