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PER CURI AM

Andrew W ndsor seeks to appeal the district court’s orders
di sm ssing without prejudice his Bivens® conplaint and denying his
notion filed under Fed. R GCv. P. 60(b). W have reviewed the
record and the district court’s opinion accepting the reconmen-
dation of the nmagistrate judge to deny relief on the conplaint and
find no reversible error in the district court’s conclusion that
Wndsor’s claim was barred by the applicable statute of limta-
tions. Nor do we find any abuse of discretion in the district
court’s denial of Wndsor’s Rule 60(b) notion. Accordi ngly, we

affirmon the reasoning of the district court. See Wndsor v. Hud-

son, No. CA-99-468-3 (E.D. Va. Jan. 10 & Mar. 10, 2000). W dis-
pense with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions
are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

Bivens v. Six Unknown Naned Agents of the Fed. Bureau of
Narcotics, 403 U. S. 388 (1971).




