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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Charles WIlson Lease, Jr., appeals fromthe district court's
orders denying Lease’s notion to anend conpl ai nt, granting sunmary
judgnment in favor of Sears Hone |Inprovenent Products, Inc.
(“Sears”), and denying Lease’s notion to alter or amend judgnent.”’

We have carefully reviewed the briefs and the record and we
find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirm the district
court’s orders denying Lease’s notion to anend his conplaint,
granting Sears’ sunmary j udgnent notion, and denyi ng Lease’ s notion
to alter or amend the judgnent. W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.

AFFI RVED

" Sears asserts that neither the denial of the notion to anend
nor the district court’s grant of sunmary judgnent agai nst Lease’s
claims are properly before this court for review Because Lease
filed his notion to alter or amend within ten days of the district
court’s order granting summary judgment in favor of Sears, the
nmotion tolls the running of the appeal period on the district
court’s underlying orders, and Lease’s tinely appeal of the order
denying the notion for reconsideration automatically brings both
that order and underlying order before this court. See Fed. R
App. P. 4(a)(4)(A); Dove v. CODESCO 569 F.2d 807, 809 (4th Gr
1978) .




