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PER CURI AM

Clarence Bil | ups appeal s the district court’s order di sm ssing
his 42 U . S.C. § 1983 (2000) conplaint as frivol ous under 28 U. S. C.
8§ 1915A(b) (1) (2000). We have reviewed the record and find no
reversible error.

We review dismssals under 8 1915A de novo. See Veney V.

Wche, 293 F.3d 726, 730 (4th Gr. 2002). The district court
di smissed Billups's 8 1983 conplaint as frivol ous because it had
previously dism ssed a claimfiled by hi mbased on the sanme i ssues

and brought against the sane defendants. See Billups v. Lofton

03-Cv-71 (E.D. Va. Feb 3, 2003). Billups did not appeal the
di sposition of this earlier dismssal.

W find that Billups’s 8§ 1983 claim is barred by the
applicable two-year statute of limtations for personal injury

actions in Virginia. See Harvey v. Horan, 278 F.3d 370, 384 (4th

Cr. 2002); see also VA. CooE ANN. 8§ 8.01-243. Mreover, his clains
of negligence on the part of the defendants do not support recovery

under 8§ 1983. See Baynard v. Ml one, 268 F.3d 228, 236 (4th Cr

2001); see also Grayson v. Peed, 195 F. 3d 692, 695 (4th Gr. 1999).

Thus, we find that the district court’s dismssal under
8§ 1915A(b) (1) was proper, and we affirmthe district court’s order
on the nodified grounds noted herein. W also deny Billups’'s
motions for oral argunment and for appointnment of counsel. e

di spense wi th oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions



are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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