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PER CURI AM

Leonard Reeves appeals a district court order and
judgnent dismssing as untinely his 28 US C § 2254 (2000)
petition. The district court granted Reeves’ request for a
certificate of appealability (“COA’) as to when the denial by the
North Carolina Suprene Court of a petition for wit of certiorar
in a direct crimnal appeal ceased to be pending for purposes of
filing a petition for wit of certiorari to the United States
Suprene Court. W affirmthe district court’s conclusion that the
North Carolina Suprenme Court’s denial of a petition for wit of
certiorari in a direct crimnal appeal ceased to be pending on the
date it was denied. In this case, the petition ceased to be
pendi ng on Decenber 18, 2001. Thus, Reeves’ 8§ 2254 petition, filed
on June 3, 2003, was untinely.

In his brief, Reeves raises i ssues which were not granted

a COA. Nor did Reeves follow the procedures outlined in Reid v.

True, 349 F.3d 788, 796 (4th Cr.), cert. denied, 124 S. C. 979
(2003), with respect to filing a brief containing issues which were
not granted a COA. Prior to Reeves filing his brief, this Court
denied Reeves’ notion to expand the COA to include an issue
regarding equitable tolling of the one-year limtations period in
which to file a 8 2254 (2000) petition. |In addition, the district
court denied a COA as to a simlar issue and al so deni ed Reeves

request for a COA as to whether the period in which to file a



petition for wit of certiorari wth the United States Suprene
Court conmenced when he received notice that the North Carolina
Suprene Court denied his petition for wit of certiorari. Thi s
Court wll not consider issues not specified in a COA See

Phel ps v. Alaneda, 366 F.3d 722, 729 (9th GCr. 2004); Wight v.

Norris, 299 F.3d 926, 928 (8th Cr. 2002).

Accordingly, we affirmthat part of the district court’s
order finding Reeves’ 8§ 2254 petition untinmely because the state
order denying a petition for wit of certiorari becane final the
date it was entered. Wth respect to all other issues, the appeal
is dismssed. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED | N PART; DI SM SSED | N PART




