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Bef ore JONES, BARKSDALE and BENAVI DES, Circuit Judges.
By EDITH H. JONES, Circuit Judge:”

John WMbore, proceeding pro se, appeals the district
court's dismssal of his appeal of an agreed order entered by the
parties in the bankruptcy court. Finding that no error was

commtted by the district court, we affirm

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opi ni on shoul d not be published.



John Moore filed a Chapter 13 bankruptcy petition on
Cct ober 26, 1993. An agreed order signed by the bankruptcy court
and all parties that provided, inter alia, for Mwore to cure the
default on his nortgage paynents was entered into on August 26,
1992. The order also provided that if Muore continued to default
on his nortgage paynents, the automatic stay would be lifted
Subsequent |y, Moore repeatedly defaulted, the stay was lifted, and
Moore's house was foreclosed upon and sold on Novenber 2, 1993.
Moore noti ced an appeal of the August 26, 1992 order on Novenber 8,
1993. The bankruptcy court dism ssed this appeal on Decenber 16,
1993 for want of jurisdiction because Moore had failed to file the
appeal within the ten day period for appealing such an order.
Bankruptcy Rul e 8002(a). Mbore appealed to the district court the
Decenber 16, 1993 order dism ssing his appeal. The district court
then di sm ssed the second appeal because More had failed to file
his designation of itens to be included in the appellate record as
requi red by Bankruptcy Rul e 8006.

The gravanen of Moore's half-page brief in the appeal
before us is that he was deni ed both substantive and procedural due
process. Unfortunately, even if WMore had tinely filed and
perfected an appeal, he provi des no other facts or even all egati ons
that could give us sonewhere to begin in deciding whether his
clains are neritorious. Moore's brief nerely makes conclusory
statenents that due process is a fundanental constitutional right
and that he was denied this right. W have not been presented with

any facts or argunents which would enable us to perform any



meani ngf ul appellate review. |In particular, More never denies his
failure to conply with Bankruptcy Rule 8006 or argues that his
appeal was tinely.

For these, reasons, we find no error commtted by the

district court. AFFI RVED



