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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Timothy C. Tucker, Appellant Pro Se.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).

PER CURI AM
Tinothy C. Tucker appeals the district court’s order denying
relief on his 42 U S.C. A § 1983 (West Supp. 2001) conpl aint, which

the court properly construed as filed under Bivens v. Six Unknown

Naned Agents of Fed. Bureau of Narcotics, 403 U S. 388 (1971). W

have reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion and find
no reversible error. Accordingly, although we grant | eave to pro-
ceed in forma pauperis, we affirmsubstantially on the reasoni ng of

the district court. See Tucker v. Hanbrick, No. CA-01-408-2 (E.D.

Va. Aug. 7, 2001). We deny the notion for appoi ntnent of counsel.
We di spense wth oral argunent because the facts and | egal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court

and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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