IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 00-11393
Conf er ence Cal endar

SCOTT M CHAEL VOSBERG

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
ARLI NGTON POLI CE DEPARTMENT,;
TIM CURRY, District Attorney,
Tarrant County TX; DAVID W LLI AMS
Sheriff Tarrant County Texas;
RONALD G COUCH, Attorney at Law
Tarrant County TX,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:99-CV-893-Y
Cct ober 26, 2001

Bef ore W ENER, BENAVIDES, and DENNIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Scott M chael Vosberg, Texas prisoner # 898149, appeals from
the district court’s denial of his Fed. R GCv. P. 60(b) notion.
Hi s notions requesting an appeal hearing, discovery, oral
hearing, incorporation of plaintiff’s pro se docunents, an order

to bench warrant plaintiff for an oral fact-finding mssion, and

execution of sanctions are DEN ED

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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In his Rule 60(b) notion, Vosberg had argued that the
district court had erred in dismssing his 42 U S.C. § 1983
conpl aint pursuant to Heck v. Hunphrey, 512 U S. 477 (1994). On

appeal , Vosberg reurges the substance of his clains against his
attorney, the prosecutor, the sheriff, and the police departnent
relating to his arrest and detention. He contends that his Rule
60(b) notion was tinely filed and shoul d not have been deni ed.
Vosberg has failed to denonstrate that he is entitled to
relief under any of the grounds provided in Rule 60(b) or that
the district court’s denial of his Rule 60(b) notion was an abuse

of discretion. Travelers Ins. Co. v. Liljeberg Enter., Inc., 38

F.3d 1404, 1408 (5th Cr. 1994). Accordingly, the judgnment of
the district court is AFFI RVED
AFFI RVED.  MOTI ONS DENI ED



