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PER CURI AM

In these consolidated appeals Appellant appeals from the
voluntary dism ssal of her Title VII® conplaint. (No. 98-1237). W
find that Appellant’s conplaint was voluntarily di sm ssed by final
order entered on June 2, 1997, and Appellant’s notice of appeal was
filed on February 12, 1998, which is beyond the thirty-day appeal
period. Appellant’s failure to note a tinely appeal |eaves this
court wthout jurisdiction to consider the nerits of Appellant’s
appeal .

Appel l ant further appeals the district court’s order granting
Appel l ee’s notion to dism ss her second conplaint filed on the sane
facts as the first. (No. 98-1244). W have reviewed the record and
the district court's opinion and find no reversible error. Accord-
ingly, we dismss No. 98-1237 as untinely and we affirmNo. 98-1244

on the reasoning of the district court. Neal v. Xerox Corp., Nos.

CA-96-1235-2; CA-97-553-2 (E.D. Va. June 2, 1997; Jan. 15, 1998).
We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court

and argunent would not aid the decisional process.

No. 98-1237 - DI SM SSED
No. 98-1244 - AFFI RMED

" Title VIl of the CGvil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U S.C A
88 2000e-2000e-17 (West 1994 & Supp. 1998).
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