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Per Curiam.  Upon careful review of the briefs and

the record, we conclude that the district court did not

abuse its discretion in denying the appellant's motion for

reconsideration and motion to amend his complaint to comply

with Fed. R. Civ. P. 23.1.  Insofar as the motion for

reconsideration sought relief under Fed. R. Civ. P. 59(e),

denial was required because the motion was untimely.  See

Vargas v. Gonzalez, 926 F.2d 916, 917 (1st Cir. 1992).  The

motion for reconsideration stated no grounds for relief

cognizable under Fed. R. Civ. P. 60(b).  See Feinstein v.

Moses, 951 F.2d 16, 19 n. 3 (1st Cir. 1991)(motions which

seek to set aside judgment as legally erroneous are properly

treated under Rule 59(e)).  Absent a reopened judgment,

denial of leave to amend was wholly proper.  See, e.g.,

Mirpuri v. Act Mfg., Inc., 212 F.3d 624, 628 (1st Cir.

2000)("'[A] district court cannot allow an amended pleading

where a final judgment has been rendered unless that

judgment is first set aside or vacated pursuant to

Fed.R.Civ.P. 59 or 60.'")(citation omitted).  The remaining

contentions that the appellant argues either have been

waived or are frivolous.    

Affirmed.  See Loc. Rule 27(c).


