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Kevin Garrick appeals fromthe district court’s judgnment
affirmng the denial of his 1998 notion to reopen a prior
determ nation of Social Security benefits by the Comm ssioner of
Social Security (Conm ssioner). Throughout the admnistrative
proceedings and in the district court, Garrick has consistently
argued that the om ssion of his parentage on a 1977 benefits

application filed by a prior claimant, |ater determ ned to be

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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Garrick’s father, constituted fraud or simlar fault. For

the first time on appeal, Garrick recharacterizes his argunent
and contends that his nother made an incorrect or fraudul ent
statenent on her application by w thhol ding evidence of his
paternity. Specifically, Garrick argues that his nother w thheld
evi dence of an Acknowl edgnent of Paternity. This new y-raised
claimis not reviewable for the first tinme on appeal. See

Leverette v. Louisville Ladder Co., 183 F.3d 339, 342 (5th Gr.

1999) .

For the first time in his reply brief, Garrick relies on LA
Cv. CooeE ANN. arts. 203 (A), (B) and 209 (West 1993 & Supp. 2003),
to establish legitimate filiation wwth a prior claimant. This
court generally does not consider issues raised for the first

time in areply brief. Taita Chemcal Co., Ltd. v. Westl ake

Styrene Corp., 246 F.3d 377, 384 n.9 (5th Gr. 2001). Garrick’'s

argunent presents no reason for departing fromthis general rule.
Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court affirmng the
Commi ssioner’s denial of Garrick’s notion to reopen i s AFFI RVED.
Garrick’s notions to remand the case and for appoi nt nent of

counsel are DEN ED



