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PER CURIAM: 

Michael Nolan appeals four orders of the district 

court, challenging the district court’s determinations that the 

Federal Bureau of Prisons (“BOP”) has substantially complied 

with a settlement agreement between the parties, finding all 

pending motions to be moot, and denying Nolan’s motions to alter 

or amend the judgment.  We review a district court’s decision 

regarding enforcement of a settlement agreement for abuse of 

discretion.  Williams v. Prof’l Transp., Inc., 388 F.3d 127, 131 

(4th Cir. 2004).  We also review the denial of a Fed. R. Civ. P. 

59(e) motion to alter or amend a judgment for abuse of 

discretion.  Sloas v. CSX Transp. Inc., 616 F.3d 380, 388 (4th 

Cir. 2010).  Having reviewed the district court’s orders, and 

finding no abuse of discretion, we affirm the decisions of the 

district court.  Accordingly, we deny Nolan’s motion to appoint 

counsel and affirm the judgment of the district court.  We 

dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal 

contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the 

court and argument would not aid the decisional process. 

 

AFFIRMED 

 


