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Estrella and James Kincaid appeal pro se from the Bankruptcy Appellate

Panel’s (“BAP”) orders dismissing their appeals for lack of prosecution and

denying their motion for reconsideration.  We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C.

§ 158(d).  We review for an abuse of discretion.  Greco v. Stubenberg, 859 F.2d

1401, 1404 (9th Cir. 1988) (dismissal for lack of prosecution); Nat’l Bank of Long

Beach v. Donovan (In re Donovan), 871 F.2d 807, 808 (9th Cir. 1989) (per curiam)

(motion for reconsideration).  We affirm.  

The BAP did not abuse its discretion by dismissing the Kincaids’ appeals

after granting an extension of time to file the opening brief, stating that no further

extensions would be granted, and warning that noncompliance would result in

dismissal.  See Greco, 859 F.2d at 1404 (the district court did not abuse its

discretion by dismissing an appeal from the bankruptcy court where the appellant

failed to comply with court deadlines after a warning that failure to comply would

result in dismissal); see also In re Donovan, 871 F.2d at 808 (the same standard

governs dismissals for lack of prosecution by the district court and the BAP).

The BAP did not abuse its discretion by denying the Kincaids’ motion for

reconsideration because the Kincaids failed to show excusable neglect or any other

ground for relief.  See Fed. R. Civ. P. 60(b) (providing grounds for relief); In re

Donovan, 871 F.2d at 808 (a BAP order denying a motion to reconsider a dismissal
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for lack of prosecution “is appropriately analogized to a Rule 60(b)

determination”).

The Kincaids’ remaining contentions are unavailing.

AFFIRMED.


