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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

Emmett Madison Graham, Jr., seeks to appeal the district court’s
order denying in part and granting in part his motion filed under 28
U.S.C.A. § 2255 (West Supp. 2001). We have reviewed the record
and the district court’s opinion and find no reversible error. In his
informal brief, Graham attempts to make several new claims of error
regarding the district court’s jurisdiction over the original criminal
offenses. Because he failed to raise these claims in his 28 U.S.C.A.
§ 2255 motion before the district court, this court may not now con-
sider their merits. See United States v. One 1971 Mercedes Benz, 542
F.2d 912, 915 (4th Cir. 1976). Because Graham does not raise any
claims in his informal brief that he raised below he has waived review
of the claims. See 4th Cir. R. 34(b) (claims raised in the district court
but not addressed in the brief on appeal are waived for review). To
the extent that Graham’s informal brief can be construed as attacking
his conviction and sentence under Apprendi v. New Jersey, 530 U.S.
466 (2000), the district court correctly found that the claims are
barred by our decision in United States v. Sanders, 247 F.3d 139 (4th
Cir.), cert denied, 70 U.S.L.W. 3339 (U.S. Nov. 13, 2001) (No. 01-
6715). Accordingly, we deny a certificate of appealability, deny Gra-
ham’s motion for appointment of counsel, and dismiss the appeal. We
dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and argu-
ment would not aid the decisional process.

DISMISSED
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