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PER CURI AM *
Martin Seidler has appeal ed his renoval as trustee from
a bankruptcy case in which he was appointed on March 6, 1983 and
whi ch he had not closed ten years | ater when he was renoved by the
bankruptcy court. The district court dismssed for |ack of

appellate jurisdiction, but it alternately held that the bankruptcy

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions that have no
precedential value and nerely decide particular cases on the basis of well-
settled principles of |aw inposes needl ess expense on the public and burdens on
the | egal profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published.



court did not abuse his discretion in renoving Seidler. W affirm
on the latter ground.

Sei dl er does not contest the procedural adequacy of the
renmoval, but he alleges that the bankruptcy court nade fifteen
errors of fact and law in his decision and was bi ased agai nst him

First, we agree with Seidler that there is appellate
jurisdiction here, because as to the trustee, who i s appealing, the
removal order was "final" within 28 U S. C. 88 158(d) and 1291.
Whet her Seidler, who has no right to remain trustee in a Chapter 7
case, has standing to nmaintain such an appeal is a close question
that we do not need to address.

On the nerits, it is evident that the busy bankruptcy
judge m sstated sone facts about the background of this case, but
he corrected those in his later witten opinions. W agree with
hi s basic conclusions that taking ten years to resolve a case in
which he is the trustee is far too long, and waiting six years to
file objections to proofs of claimis also nuch too | ong a del ay.
Under the circunstances, the court did not abuse its discretion in
renmovi ng Sei dl er.

The order of the bankruptcy court is AFFI RVED



