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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

Appellants challenge the district court’s order granting summary
judgment to Appellees in this action under the Federal Wiretap Act
provisions of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968, 18 U.S.C.A. §§ 2510-2522 (West 2000) (the Act). David Buck-
ingham (David) and several of his relatives contend that David’s ex-
wife, Cynthia Bailey Buckingham (Cynthia), and attorneys who rep-
resented her in her divorce and custody proceedings have violated the
Act. The district court concluded that as Cynthia was a party to the
conversations in question, she was not liable under the Act unless she
made the interceptions for the purpose of committing a criminal or
tortious act. 18 U.S.C. § 2511(2)(d). The court concluded that there
was no genuine issue of fact as to whether Cynthia did act with such
a purpose. 

On appeal, the Appellants raise three issues: (1) a genuine issue of
material fact existed as to whether Cynthia acted with the purpose of
committing such a criminal or tortious act; (2) a genuine issue of

2 BUCKINGHAM v. GAILOR



material fact existed as to whether Cynthia was a party to two of the
conversations; and (3) the district court erred in denying Appellants
the opportunity to conduct discovery in order to oppose the summary
judgment motion. Having fully reviewed the record, we affirm the
grant of summary judgment on the reasoning of the district court.
Buckingham v. Gailor, No. CA-00-1568-CCB (D. Md. filed Mar. 27,
2001, entered Mar. 28, 2001). In addition, we hold that the district
court did not abuse its discretion in denying the Appellants’ motion
for a continuance and the opportunity to conduct discovery under Fed.
R. Civ. P. 56(f). See Nguyen v. C.N.A. Corp., 44 F.3d 234, 242 (4th
Cir. 1995). 

We affirm the decision of the district court. We dispense with oral
argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately pre-
sented in the materials before the court and argument would not aid
the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
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