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PER CURI AM

M chael Edward MI|s appeals the district court’s order dis-
m ssing without prejudice his 28 U. S.C. 8§ 2241 (1994) petition,
construed as a 28 U S.C. A 8§ 2255 (West Supp. 2000) notion, and a
subsequent order denying relief on his Fed. R Cv. P. 60(b) notion
for reconsideration.

The notice of appeal was filed wthin sixty days of the deni al
of MIIls” Rule 60(b) notion, but outside of the appeal period for
t he underlying dismssal. Because the notice of appeal was un-
tinely as to the underlying order, we do not have jurisdiction to
consider that order, and we dismss the appeal as to that order.

Browder v. Director, Dep't of Corr., 434 U.S. 257, 268-69 (1987);

Dove v. CODESCO 569 F.2d 807, 809 (4th Cr. 1978).

We find that the district court’s denial of MIIs’ Rule 60(b)

noti on was not an abuse of discretion. United States v. WIllians,

674 F.2d 310, 312 (4th Cr. 1982). Accordingly, we affirmthe dis-
trict court’s denial of MIIs’ Rule 60(b) notion. W dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequat e-
ly presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d

not aid the decisional process.
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