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Per Curiam On Decenber 4, 2000, the district court
ent ered judgnent, jointly and several ly, inthe amount of $7, 368, 645. 21
pl us costs and i nt er est agai nst Deni sse de Maur et - Ria, her husband,
MIlton J. Rda, and t heir conjugal partnership. On Decenber 21, 2000,
t he def endant Mrs. Raa noved, pursuant to Rul e 59(e) of the Federal
Rul es of Gvil Procedure, to anend the judgnent with respect to her own
personal liability. An order was entered denying the notion for
anmendment on January 24, 2001, and she filed a noti ce of appeal on
February 20, 2001. The appeal appears to be frombot h t he deni al of the
moti on to anend and the judgnent. Fed. R App. P. 4(a)(4) (A (iv). Qur
revi ewof a denial of anotionto amendjudgnment under Rul e 59(e) is

for abuse of discretion. Vasapolli v. Rostoff, 39 F. 3d 27, 36 (1st

Cir. 1994).

The essence of Ms. Rua’'s claimis that whatever the
liability of her husband and t he conj ugal partnership for the judgnent,
t here was no basis for entry of judgnent agai nst her in a personal
capacity. The district court denied the notion for anmendnent of
j udgnent sayi ng "obj ections to t he bankruptcy judge’ s proposed fi ndi ngs
of fact and concl usi ons of | awnay not be rai sed for the first tine at
this | ate stage of the proceedings.” Not only did Ms. Riafail to
raisethis objectioninatinely fashiontothe district court after
t he bankruptcy judge issued his proposed findings of fact and
concl usi ons of | aw, but she also failedtoraisethis objectionbefore
t he bankrupt cy judge during t he adver sary proceedi ng. She di d not even

raisetheissueinher answer. Infact, inthe many years that this
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case and rel at ed proceedi ngs have been pendi ng, M's. Riafailedever to
rai se the objection (that she coul d not be hel d personal ly |iabl e) at
any time before her notion to anend the judgnent.

The di strict court order denyingthe notion for amendnent of
j udgrment was enminently correct. Ms. Ria has wai ved t hi s argunent by

not presentingit earlier. United States v. Sl ade, 980 F. 2d 27, 30

(1st Gr. 1992). There was no abuse of discretion here. The judgnent
st ands because M's. Rua never presented this objection to the
bankruptcy court or district court in a tinely fashion.

Bot h t he j udgnent and t he deni al of the notionto anend are

af firmed.



