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PER CURI AM

Henry Baker appeals the district court’s order denying relief
on his petition filed under 28 U. S.C. A 8§ 2254 (West 1994 & Supp.
2000) and the court’s subsequent order denying Baker’s notion to
vacate. W lack jurisdiction to review the order denying 8§ 2254
relief, because Baker noted his appeal nore than thirty days after
that order and filed his notion to vacate nore than ten days after
judgnent was entered. See Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(4) (A (iv); Fed. R

Civ. P. 59(e); Browder v. Director, Dep’'t of Corrections, 434 U S.

257, 264 (1978). Regarding the order denying Baker’s notion to va-

cate, we find no abuse of discretion. See Eberhardt v. |Integrated

Design & Constr., Inc., 167 F.3d 861, 869 (4th G r. 1999); Hughes

v. Bedsole, 48 F.3d 1376, 1382 (4th Cr. 1994). Accordingly, we

deny a certificate of appealability and dism ss the appeal as to
both orders. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the nmaterials before

the court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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