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PER CURI AM

Ellis Scott Frison, 111, appeals the district court’s
order granting Defendant’s notion to dismss. Frison contends for
the first time on appeal that the district judge was bi ased agai nst
hi s counsel and shoul d have recused hinself. Cains raised for the
first time on appeal will not be considered absent exceptional

circunstances. Mith v. United States, 1 F.3d 246, 250 (4th Gr.

1993). No such extraordinary circunmstances exist in this case, so
we decline to address this claim Mor eover, although Frison’s
opening brief recited the facts giving rise to his conplaint, that
brief did not challenge the district court’s order dismssing his
action for lack of subject matter jurisdiction; his only claimin
this regard was first raised in his reply brief. Argunent s not

rai sed in the opening brief are deened wai ved. See Yousefi v. U.S.

|.N.S., 260 F.3d 318, 326 (4th Gr. 2001). Accordingly, Frisonis
forecl osed fromchal l enging the substance of the district court’s
di sm ssal order

In sum we affirmthe district court’s final order, and
we deny Frison’s notions to supplenent his brief and to file a
suppl emental joint appendiXx. We dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the
deci si onal process.
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