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PER CURI AM

I n these consol i dated cases, El nore McLenore appeals fromdi s-
trict court orders dismssing his petitions filed under 28 U S. C A
8§ 2254 (West 1994 & Supp. 1998), as barred by the one-year
limtations period of 28 U S.C. A 8§ 2244(d) (1) (West Supp. 1998).
In 98-7151, McLenore’ s Maryland conviction for theft becane final
in 1988, when he did not note an appeal fromhis guilty plea. He
filed his federal habeas petition on July 7, 1998. McLenore had

until April 23, 1997 to file his § 2254 petition. See Brown v.

Angel one, 150 F.3d 370 (4th Cr. 1998). Even excluding the period
tolled while MLenore pursued his state post-conviction renedies,
28 U . S.C. 8§ 2244(d), his petition was tinme-barred. In 98-7152

McLenore’s Maryl and conviction for battery becane final in 1987,
when he did not note an appeal fromhis guilty plea. The federal
petition was filed on July 9, 1998. Again excluding the period
during which MLenore pursued his state post-conviction renedies,
this petition was tine-barred. Accordingly, we deny a certificate
of appealability and dism ss the appeals on the reasoning of the
district court. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials

before the court and argunent woul d not aid t he deci si onal process.
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