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PER CURI AM

Harol d Anderson appeals the district court’s order
dismssing his civil action alleging enploynment discrimnation
under Title VII of the Cvil R ghts Act of 1964, as anended, and
the Rehabilitation Act. W have reviewed the record and find no
reversible error. Accordingly, we affirm substantially for the
reasons stated by the district court as Anderson failed to properly
exhaust his admnistrative renmedies for these clains. See

Anderson v. Potter, No. CA-04-24 (E.D. Va. Sept. 22, 2004); see

also Wodward v. Lehman, 717 F.2d 909, 913-14 (4th Cr. 1983).

Ander son al so appeals the denial of his notion for appointnment of

counsel. W do not find the district court abused its discretion
in denying the notion, and note that Title VII litigants have no
statutory right to counsel. Jenkins v. Chenmical Bank, 721 F.2d

876, 879 (2d Cir. 1983); Young v. K-Mart Corp., 911 F. Supp. 210,

211 (E.D. Va. 1996). W dispense with oral argunent because the
facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.”

AFFI RVED

"W do not address Anderson’s claimthat he needed additi onal
time for discovery following Defendant’s notion for sumary
judgnment as this claimis raised for the first tinme on appeal. See
Muth v. United States, 1 F.3d 246, 250 (4th G r. 1993) (holding
that issues raised for the first time on appeal are generally
wai ved absent exceptional circunstances).
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