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SEPTEMBER 29, 2000

Per Curiam After carefully considering the briefs

and record on appeal, we affirmthe decision of the district
court.

To the extent that the appellant’s argunments are
addressed to the underlying judgnent, they are unavailing
because he did not effect a tinmely appeal from that
judgnment. Although his appeal fromthe last, three, post-
judgment notions is tinmely, those repetitive nmotions do not

raise for reviewthe nerits of the underlying judgnment. See

Aybar v. Crispin-Reyes, 118 F.3d 10 (1st Cir 1997); Acevedo-

Villalobos v. Hernandez, 22 F.3d 384 (1st Cir. 1994).

Moreover, the appellant failed to provide devel oped
argument ation or authority establishing that the appeal is
timely with respect to the substantive issues raised in

t hose post-judgnment notions. See United States v. Zannino,

895 F.2d 1, 17 (1st Cir. 1990). Finally, to the extent that
t he appellant’s argunents are addressed to the nerits of the
district court’s rulings on the post-judgnment notions, he
has not denonstrated abuse of discretion.

We deny the appellant’s notion to conpel.

Affirmed. Loc. R 27 (c).



