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PER CURIAM:

William York appeals the trial court's denial of his motion
to set aside a judgment pursuant to rule 60(b) of the Utah Rules
of Civil Procedure.  This is before the court on York's motion
for summary disposition asserting manifest error and Richard
Gardiner's cross-motion for summary disposition asserting that
there is no substantial question for review.  We affirm.

This court will not disturb a trial court's denial of a rule
60(b) motion absent an abuse of discretion.  See  Fisher v. Bybee ,
2004 UT 92, ¶ 7, 104 P.3d 1198.  Additionally, the scope of an
appeal from the denial of a rule 60(b) motion is limited to
reviewing only whether relief was properly denied; it does not
extend to any issue in the underlying case.  See  id.  ¶ 10.

The trial court denied York's motion for two reasons. 
First, the trial court found the motion to be untimely.  Motions
under rule 60(b) asserting certain grounds for relief must be
brought "within a reasonable time."  Utah R. Civ. P. 60(b).  York
filed his motion more than two years after the judgment was
affirmed on appeal.  The motion was also two years after the
issuance of the decision that York relies on to assert his claim. 
The trial court determined that York had not filed his motion
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within a reasonable time under rule 60(b).  York does not
challenge this finding.

Second, the trial court found the motion to be without merit
because the case upon which York relies was issued after the
court of appeals affirmed the dismissal of York's complaint. 
York also does not challenge this determination of the trial
court.  Instead, York argues matters related to the underlying
case.  However, the issues he raises are beyond the scope of an
appeal from the denial of a rule 60(b) motion.  See  Fisher , 2004
UT 92, ¶ 10.  Because York has not challenged the trial court's
grounds for the denial of his rule 60(b) motion, he has failed to
state a substantial question for review warranting further
consideration by this court.

Affirmed.
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