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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH Cl RCUI T

No. 00- 6836

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Plaintiff - Appellee,
Ver sus
JAMES OLIVE ROAAND, a/k/a Janes Roland
Lillie, a/k/la James Row and Lilly,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Mddle Dis-
trict of North Carolina, at Durham Frank W Bul |l ock, Jr., District
Judge. (CR-90-284-1-D)

Subm tted: January 19, 2001 Deci ded: February 7, 2001

Before NIEMEYER and MOTZ, Circuit Judges, and HAM LTON, Seni or
Crcuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Janes Oive Row and, Appellant Pro Se. Sandra Jane Hairston,
Assistant United States Attorney, G eensboro, North Carolina, for

Appel | ee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Janmes A ive Rowl and appeal s the district court’s order denyi ng
his nmotion for reduction of sentence pursuant to 18 U S C A 8§
3582(c)(2) (West 2000). Anendnent 506 of the United States Sen-
tenci ng Cuidelines, upon which Rowl and’s notion relies, has been
superseded by Anendnent 567 in response to the Suprene Court’s

decision in United States v. LaBonte, 520 U S. 751 (1997). USSG

App. C Am 506 & 567. Rowl and’s remaining clains fall outside the
scope of a notion brought under 18 U S.C A 8 3582(c). Row and
al so inproperly raises issues for the first tinme on appeal. See

G ossman v. Commir, 182 F.3d 275, 280-81 (4th Cr. 1999); Skipper

v. French, 130 f.3d 603, 610 (4th Cr. 1997) (applying rule to a

crimnal case)(citing Hornel v. Helvering, 312 U. S. 552, 556 (1941)

for explanation of rule's basis).

We deny Rowl and’ s request for appoi nt nent of counsel and | eave
to proceed in forma pauperis. W deny the request for preparation
of transcripts at governnment expense as noot. We dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequat e-
ly presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d

not aid the decisional process.
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