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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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STATES TRUSTEE, Baltinore, Mryland, for Appell ees.
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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s fromthe district court's orders di sm ssi ng
as untinmely his appeals from the bankruptcy court's orders and
denyi ng his notions for reconsi deration. Appellant noved for a stay
of all action on these appeal s pendi ng the outcone of an unrel ated
adversary proceedi ng. Because any decision in that case wll not
af fect these appeals, we deny Appellant's notions for a stay. Ap-
pell ee Scarlett noved to dism ss these appeals as untinely; how
ever, Appellant tinmely noted his appeals fromthe district court's
orders. Fed. R Civ. P. 59(e); see Fed. R Cv. P. 6(a). Therefore,
we deny Appel |l ee Scarlett's notions to dism ss the appeals. W have
reviewed the records and the district court's opinions and find no
abuse of discretion and no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirm

on the reasoning of the district court. Butler v. Scarlett, Nos.

CA- 95-2192-H, CA-95-2217-H (D. Md. Aug. 17, 1995; Sept. 18 & 19,
1995). We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | ega
contentions are adequately presented in the naterials before the

court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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