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PER CURI AM

John Lee Cobbs seeks to appeal the district court’s order
denying his nmotion filed under 28 U S.CA § 2255 (Wst Supp
2000) . W have reviewed the record and the district court’s
opinion and find no reversible error. Mreover, as to Cobbs’ claim
that he was denied effective assistance of counsel on direct
appeal , because he did not first present this claimto the district
court, and because he has not denonstrated plain error or a ms-
carriage of justice, he is entitled to no relief upon this claim

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

ly, we conclude that any error in Cobbs’ sentence, in |light of the

Suprenme Court’s recent decision in Apprendi v. New Jersey, 530 U. S.

, 120 S. C. 2348 (2000), is harmess. See United States v.

Nor dby, F. 3d , 2000 W 1277211, at *6 (9th Cr. Sept. 11

2000) (No. 99-10191).
Accordingly, we deny a certificate of appealability and dis-
m ss the appeal substantially on the reasoning of the district

court. See United States v. Cobbs, Nos. CR-95-193; CA-99-1657-2

(E.D. va. 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
pr ocess.
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