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PER CURI AM

Janes Edward Matt ox seeks to appeal the district court’s order
denying his notion filed under 28 U S.C A § 2255 (West Supp.
2000). W have reviewed the record and the district court’s opin-
ion and find no reversible error. W decline to address Mattox’s
argunent that he should have been granted a reduction in offense
| evel because the issue is raised for the first time on appeal.

See Muth v. United States, 1 F.3d 246, 250 (4th Cr. 1993).

Mattox’s argunment that his conviction should be vacated under

Apprendi v. New Jersey, 530 U.S. _ , 68 US. L.W 4576 (U. S. June

26, 2000) (No. 99-478) is without nerit. See United States v.

Aguayo- Del gado, F. 3d , 2000 WL 988128 (8th Cir. July 18,

2000) (No. 00-1218). Accordingly, we deny a certificate of appeal -
ability and dism ss the appeal on the reasoning of the district

court. See United States v. Mattox, Nos. CR-96-76; CA-99-649-7

(WD. Vva. Mar. 17, 2000). W dispense wth oral argunent because
the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the na-
terials before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci sional

process.
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