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PER CURIAM: 
 

Jamar Leon Pressey appeals the district court’s order 

denying relief on his 28 U.S.C. § 2255 (2012) motion.  In his 

motion, Pressey attacked his career offender sentence in light 

of our decision in United States v. Simmons, 649 F.3d 237 (4th 

Cir. 2011) (en banc).  The district court rejected the § 2255 

motion on two grounds—as untimely under § 2255(f) and as barred 

by the waiver of appellate and postconviction rights contained 

in Pressey’s plea agreement.  The district court granted a 

certificate of appealability on both issues.  28 U.S.C. 

§ 2253(c) (2012).  We review the district court’s legal 

conclusions de novo.  United States v. Fulks, 683 F.3d 512, 516 

(4th Cir. 2012), cert. denied, 134 S. Ct. 52 (2013). 

We have reviewed the record and affirm the district 

court’s dismissal of Pressey’s § 2255 motion because the claim 

raised by Pressey is barred by his waiver of postconviction 

rights, and that waiver was properly invoked by the Government.  

See United States v. Lemaster, 403 F.3d 216, 220 (4th Cir. 2005) 

(“[W]e hold that a criminal defendant may waive his right to 

attack his conviction and sentence collaterally, so long as the 

waiver is knowing and voluntary.”).  Pressey does not challenge 

the validity of his waiver, but contends that it should not 

foreclose his Simmons claim because he could not have reasonably 

foreseen this dramatic change in law.  However, Pressey “cannot 
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invalidate his . . . waiver now to claim the benefit of 

subsequently issued case law.”  United States v. Copeland, 707 

F.3d 522, 529 (4th Cir.), cert. denied, 134 S. Ct. 126 (2013) 

(rejecting similar Simmons claim in a direct appeal).  The issue 

Pressey raises is within the scope of his broad waiver and the 

district court properly rejected it on this basis. 

Therefore, we affirm the decision of the district 

court.  Because we conclude that the district court was correct 

in enforcing Pressey’s waiver of his postconviction rights, we 

need not and do not address the court’s ruling as to the 

timeliness of the § 2255 motion.  We dispense with oral argument 

because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented 

in the materials before this court and argument would not aid 

the decisional process. 

 

AFFIRMED 

 


