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David Gregory Surasky, federal prisoner # 52646-080, appeals
the district court’s dismssal of his conplaint for danmages,

brought pursuant to Bivens v. Six Unknown Naned Agents of the

Federal Bureau of Narcotics, 403 U S. 388 (1971), on the grounds

that it was frivolous and for failure to state a cl ai mupon which

relief may be granted. Surasky argues that: (1) the district
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court erred in dismssing his suit without giving himnotice and

an opportunity to anend his conplaint and (2) he is entitled to

judgnent in his favor because the defendants failed to file a

response denying the allegations nmade in his conplaint.
Surasky’'s conpl aint was di sm ssed pursuant to 28 U. S. C

8§ 1915A. The statute contains no requirenment for service on the

def endants, nor for giving notice to the plaintiff of inpending

di sm ssal . See 28 U. S.C. § 1915A; see also Carr v. Dvorin, 171

F.3d 115, 116 (2d Gr. 1999); Martin v. Scott, 156 F.3d 578, 580

n.2 (5th Gr. 1998). Surasky’'s claimthat he is entitled to

j udgnent because the defendants failed to respond to his
conplaint is without nerit given that: (1) the defendants were
never served with process and (2) the district court properly
concl uded that the conplaint was tine-barred. Accordingly, the

judgnment of the district court is AFFI RVED



