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Wynona R. Brown or Kovanda (Appellant) appealed to the Board of Indian Appeals
(Board) from an Order Dismissing Petition to Reopen (Order Denying Reopening) issued
on October 9, 2014, by Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Richard L. Rech in the estate of
her biological father, Earl Lee Brown (Decedent).!

On receipt of the appeal, the Board ordered Appellant to complete service of her
notice of appeal on the ALJ and interested parties, as required by 43 C.F.R. §§ 4.310(b)
and 4.323, and to notify the Board that she had done so. The Board set a deadline of
December 18, 2014, for Appellant to comply with the Board’s order, and advised Appellant
that if she failed to comply with or respond to the Board’s order, this appeal might be
dismissed without further notice.?

' Decedent was a Ponca of Oklahoma. His probate is assigned Probate No. P0000964141P
in the Department of the Interior’s probate tracking system, ProTrac.

The ALJ’s Order Denying Reopening denied, for lack of standing, a petition for
reopening submitted by Debra Kovanda, who claimed that she never adopted Appellant
and requested that Appellant be recognized as a child of Decedent. In the initial Order
Determining Heirs and Decree of Distribution (Decision) issued for Decedent’s estate on
June 28, 2012, the ALJ determined that Appellant had been adopted out during Decedent’s
lifetime. Pursuant to the Decision and a subsequent Order of Modification upon
Reopening issued by the ALJ on September 26, 2013, Appellant was not considered an
heir-at-law for the purpose of receiving non-testamentary distributions of Indian trust
property, but did receive a distributive share of Decedent’s Osage headright interest. In her
notice of appeal, Appellant claimed that she was never adopted.

?> The Board also ordered Appellant to show cause why the Order Denying Reopening
should not be summarily affirmed for failure to identify any error by the ALJ in issuing the
Order Denying Reopening, or to clarify whether she intended for her notice of appeal to be
treated, instead, as a petition for reopening, which the Board would then refer to the AL]J.
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The Board’s order was mailed by certified mail to the address listed on Appellant’s
notice of appeal.® The certified mailing was returned to the Board by the Postal Service as
“unclaimed.” The Board resent the Board’s order to the same address by regular U.S. mail
and it has not been returned to the Board.

The Board has received no response from Appellant. Accordingly, the Board
dismisses this appeal for failure to prosecute. *

Therefore, pursuant to the authority delegated to the Board of Indian Appeals by the
Secretary of the Interior, 43 C.F.R. § 4.1, the Board dockets but dismisses this appeal for
tailure to prosecute.

I concur:
// original signed //original signed
Thomas A. Blaser Steven K. Linscheid
Administrative Judge Chief Administrative Judge

3 The address listed on Appellant’s notice of appeal is also Appellant’s address of record in
ProTrac.

*In seeking to appeal from the Order Denying Reopening, it was Appellant’s responsibility
to provide an address at which she would accept correspondence. See Estate of William A.
Hamilton, Sr., 52 1BIA 161, 162 (2010).
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