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PER CURI AM *

Joe Allan Bounds, federal inmate # 18363-077, is serving a
324-nonth sentence for convictions of conspiracy to manufacture
phenyl acet one and net hanphet am ne, manufacture of phenyl acetone
and net hanphet am ne, and possession of a firearmby a convicted
felon. Bounds filed an application under 28 U S.C. § 2241
chal | enging the manner in which the Bureau of Prisons (BOP)
cal cul ates the anpunt of good-tine credits received during the

termof incarceration. The district court dismssed the

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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application. Subsequently, Bounds filed a notion pursuant to
FED. R CQv. P. 60(b)(6), arguing that he should be relieved from
t he judgnent denying his application due to extraordinary
circunstances. The district court denied the notion, and Bounds
filed an appeal wth this court.

Bounds brief on appeal fails to address the district court’s
denial of his Rule 60(b)(6) notion, instead focusing entirely on
the nmerits of his underlying 28 U S.C. § 2241 claim W |ack
jurisdiction to review the denial Bounds’ underlying action
because he failed to file a tinely notice of appeal fromthat

judgrment.! Dison v. Witley, 20 F.3d 185, 186 (5th Cir. 1994).

Qur jurisdictionis limted to the question of whether the
district court abused its discretion in denying Bounds’ Rule

60(b) notion. Seven Elves, Inc. v. Eskenazi, 635 F.2d 396, 402

(5th Gr. 1981). Because Bounds fails to denonstrate that the
district court abused its discretion in denying the notion, the
court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED.

Bounds also filed a notion to supplenent the record with the
BOP' s program statenent. Because Bounds has failed to show that

the district court abused its discretion in denying his Rule

1 W note, however, that we rejected a simlar challenge to
the BOP s nethod of calculating good tinme credit in the recent
decision, Sanple v. Mrrison, 406 F.3d 310, 312-13 (5th Cr
2005). W determned that the plain | anguage of 18 U S.C. §
3624(b) supports the BOP s nmethod of cal culating good tine

credit. 1d. at 313. Alternatively, we concluded the statute is
anbi guous and that the BOP's interpretation is entitled to
def erence pursuant to Chevron U.S.A , Inc. v. Natural Resources

Def ense Council, Inc., 467 U. S. 837 (1984). Id.
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60(b) notion, it is unnecessary to supplenent the record with the

request ed docunent. The notion is DEN ED



