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PER CURI AM

Randy Eugene Wodward seeks to appeal the district court’s
order denying his notion filed under 28 U. S. C. A 8§ 2255 (West Supp.
2000). W have reviewed the record and the district court’s opin-
ion and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we deny a certif-
icate of appealability and dism ss the appeal on the reasoning of

the district court. United States v. Wodward, Nos. CR-95-30; CR-

97-51; CA-99-722-7 (WD. Va. July 6, 2000).

For the first time on appeal, Wodward rai ses new cl ai ns of
i neffective assistance of counsel. W generally do not consider
issues raised for the first tine on appeal, except under narrow

ci rcunst ances not present here. See Muth v. United States, 1 F.3d

246, 250 (4th Cir. 1993) (holding that issues raised for first tine
on appeal generally will not be considered absent exceptional cir-
cunstances of plain error or fundanental m scarriage of justice).
We therefore decline to address these clains.”

We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | ega
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the
court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED

*

We also decline to address Wodward' s claimthat his sen-
tence is invalid in light of Apprendi v. New Jersey, 530 U S. 466
(2000). Werecently heldin United States v. Sanders, No. 00-6281,
2001 W 369719, at *10 (4th Cr. April 13, 2001), that the newrule
announced in Apprendi is not retroactively applicable to cases on
collateral review




