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M CHAEL T. MASUCKA,
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G W MJRPHY CONSTRUCTI ON COVPANY, | NCORPO-
RATED, ARGONAUT | NSURANCE COWVPANY, | NC. ;
KENNETH T. GOYA, | nsurance Agent,
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Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at Alexandria. Gerald Bruce Lee, D strict
Judge; Janes C. Cacheris, Senior District Judge. (CA-00-829-A

Subm tted: August 31, 2001 Deci ded: Septenber 25, 2001

Before WLKINS and M CHAEL, Circuit Judges, and HAM LTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

M chael T. Masuoka, Appellant Pro Se. Mark David Crawford,
FRI EDLANDER, M SLER, FRI EDLANDER, SLOAN & HERZ, Washington, D.C. ;
Ri chard Al bert Sinpson, ROSS, D XON & BELL, L.L.P., Wshington,
D.C., for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

M chael T. Masuoka appeals fromthe district court’s orders
denying his notions for a new trial and to anend the judgnent
orders. Because Masuoka filed his Fed. R Cv. P. 59 notions
within ten days of the court’s entry of its orders and tinely ap-
peal ed such orders, an appeal of the underlying orders are properly

before this court. Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(4); Dove v. CODESCO 569

F.2d 807, 809-10 (4th Cr. 1978) (holding that the filing of a
tinmely Rule 59 notion tolls the period for filing an appeal from
the underlying order and that tinely appeal of order regardi ng Rul e
59 notion brings both Rule 59 order and underlying order before
appeal s court).

We have reviewed the record, the transcripts of the hearings
on the notions to dismss for |lack of personal jurisdiction over
the defendants, and the district court’s opinions, and find no
reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of the

district court. Masuoka v. G W _ Mirphy Construction Co., No. CA-

00-829-A (E.D. Va. filed Feb. 14, 2001, entered Feb. 23, 2001,
filed Feb. 21, 2001; entered Feb. 22, 2001). W dispense with oral
argunment because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

aid the decisional process.
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