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PER CURI AM

Ni chol as Janes Queen appeals the district court’s order deny-
ing Queen’s Fed. R Cv. P. 60(b)(6) notion, in which Queen cl ai ned
that the district court |lacked jurisdictionto try himin 1994 for
bank robbery and related crinmes. The record reveals that Queen’s
convi ctions were upheld on appeal, a 28 U S.C A 8§ 2255 (West 1994
& Supp. 2000) notion was denied on the nerits, and this court de-
nied Queen’s two attenpts to obtain authorization to file a suc-
cessive 8 2555 notion. Queen’s Rule 60(b) notion, which attacks
his convictions, is properly construed as a 8 2255 notion. Thonp-

son v. Calderon, 151 F.3d 918, 921 (9th Cr. 1998). Because this

court has not authorized Queen’'s filing of a successive 8§ 2255
notion, the district court properly denied Queen’'s Rule 60(b)(6)

not i on. United States v. Rich, 141 F.3d 550, 551-53 (5th Cir.

1998) .

We therefore dism ss the appeal. W dispense with oral argu-
ment because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately pre-
sented in the materials before us and argunent would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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