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PER CURI AM

Eddi e Patterson appeals the district court’s order denying his
notion to conpel the Governnent to file a notion under Fed. R
Crim P. 35(b). W have reviewed the record and the district
court’s opinion and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we

affirmon the reasoning of the district court. United States v.

Patterson, No. CR-93-113 (WD.N.C. Feb. 29, 2000)." Wth regard to
the clainms Patterson raises for the first tinme on appeal, we de-

cline to address them See First Va. Banks, Inc. v. BP Exploration

& Ol Inc., 206 F.3d 404, 407 n.1 (4th Gr. 2000) (declining to

consider issues raised for first tinme on appeal); Mith v. United

States, 1 F.3d 246, 250 (4th G r. 1993) (holding that issues raised
for first time on appeal generally will not be considered absent
exceptional circunstances of plainerror or fundanental m scarri age
of justice). Should Patterson wish to pursue those clainms in a
second notion under 28 U S.C. A 8§ 2255 (West Supp. 2000), he nust
first seek authorization fromthis court to do so. W di spense

with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are

" Although the district court’s order is narked as “filed” on
February 28, 2000, the district court’s record shows that it was
entered on the docket sheet on February 29, 2000. Pursuant to
Rul es 58 and 79(a) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, it is
the date that the judgnment or order was entered on the docket sheet
that we take as the effective date of the district court’s
decision. See Wlson v. Mirray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35 (4th Gr.
1986) .




adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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