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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant seeks to appeal the district court's order denying
his notion filed under 28 U. S. C. A § 2255 (West 1994 & Supp. 1997).
To the extent that Appellant raises issues for the first tine on

appeal, we decline to address the issues. See Mith v. United

States, 1 F.3d 246, 250 (4th Cr. 1993). Regarding Appellant's
clains that counsel was ineffective for failing to challenge the
search of his apartnent, in not preparing himto testify, for fail-
ing to object to the adm ssion of his confession, in not objecting
to prosecutorial m sconduct, and for failing to correct his sen-
tence, we have reviewed the record and the district court's opinion
and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we deny a certificate of
appeal ability and dismss the appeal on the reasoning of the

district court. United States v. Brooks, Nos. CR-93-14; CA-95-787

(E.D. Va. Jan. 16, 1997). Additionally, we find that the nonconsti -
tutional i1issue raised in Appellant's supplenmental brief has been
wai ved by the failure to raise the issue on direct appeal. See

Stone v. Powell, 428 U S. 465, 477 n.10 (1976); United States v.

Emanuel , 869 F.2d 795, 796 (4th Cr. 1989).
We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the naterials before the

court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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