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PER CURI AM

Mario Ball ard appeals fromthe district court’s orders denyi ng
his notion for a prelimnary injunction, his nunmerous notions for
reconsi deration, and his notion for a certificate of appealability.
Ball ard’ s appeal is untinely as to the order denying his notion for
a prelimnary injunction and the July 10, 2001, order denying his
June 7, 2001, notion for reconsideration. Fed. R App. P. 4(a);

Kraft, Inc. v. United States, 85 F. 3d 602, 605 (Fed. Cir.) (hol ding

that, following initial Fed. R Cv. P. 59 notion tolling appeal

period, successive notions periods are not permtted), nodified on

ot her grounds, 96 F.3d 1428 (Fed. G r. 1996); accord EEQC v. Cent.

Motor Lines, Inc., 537 F.2d 1162, 1165 (4th Gr. 1976). W find

that Ballard s appeal from the denial of the remaining orders

states no grounds for relief. United States v. WIllians, 674 F.2d

310, 313 (4th Cr. 1982) (finding no grounds for relief where
notion for reconsideration rai ses no new argunents, seeks only re-
consi deration of |egal issue, or asks court to “change its mnd”).
Consequently, we dismss in part and affirmin part. Bal lard’ s
Petition for Hearing En Banc is denied. We dispense with ora
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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