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PER CURI AM *

Karen Lew s appeal s her conviction of |aundering nonetary
instrunments in violation of 18 U S.C. § 1956(a)(3). W affirm
Lew s argues that the district court plainly erred in

di sallowi ng the playing of surveillance tapes in favor of
admtting the transcripts. Lews has not shown that there was

plain error. See United States v. Reyes, 300 F.3d 555, 558 (5th

Gir. 2002).

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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Lew s conplains that the district court plainly erred in
excluding the testinony of a polygraph exam ner. There was no
plain error, as the record indicates that Lewis failed to
establish that the examner’s testinony was rel evant and that
pol ygraph exans were accepted in the scientific comunity. See

United States v. Posado, 57 F.3d 428, 432 (5th Gr. 1995); FED.

R EviD. 702.

Lew s next asserts that the district court erred in limting
t he cross-exam nati on of Governnment w tnesses and the tinme for
closing argunent. Lew s has not shown that these rulings

constituted plain error. See United States v. Gray, 105 F. 3d

956, 963-64 (5th Gr. 1997).

Lew s asserts that the district court clearly erred in
finding that Lewis participated in the | aundering of $520,000 for
sentenci ng purposes. Lews has not shown clear error. See

United States v. Gllyard, 261 F.3d 506, 510 (5th Gr. 2001).

For the first time in her reply brief, Lewis relies upon Apprendi

v. New Jersey, 530 U. S. 466 (2000) and Blakely v. Washi ngton, 124

S. . 2531 (2004) and argues that the jury, not the district
court, nust determ ne whether she was responsi ble for |aundering
$520,000. This court will not address the Apprendi argunent, as
Lews did not raise it in her initial appellate brief. See

Cousin v. Trans Union Corp., 246 F.3d 359, 373 n.22 (5th Cr

2001). Although Blakely was not decided at the tine Lewis filed

her initial brief on appeal, her argunent is foreclosed by this
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court’s recent opinion in United States v. Pineiro, F.3d |

No. 03-30437, 2004 W. 1543170, *1 (5th Cr. July 12, 2004).

Lew s al so argues that her trial counsel was ineffective for
failing to raise objections to the district court rulings
admtting transcripts of surveillance tapes, excluding the
testinony of her expert witness, limting the cross-exam nation
of Governnent w tnesses, refusing to continue closing argunent,
and imting the tinme allowed for closing argunent. W generally
do not resolve clains of ineffective assistance of counsel on
di rect appeal because the record is rarely sufficiently

devel oped. See United States v. Bounds, 943 F.2d 541, 544 (5th

Cir. 1991). The record is insufficient for us to consider
Lews’s clains on direct appeal. See id. Accordingly, the

j udgnent of conviction is AFFIRVED wi thout prejudice to Lewis’s
right to raise her ineffective assistance of counsel clains in a
nmotion to vacate, set aside, or correct sentence pursuant to 28
US C 8§ 2255. W express no view on the nerits of such a

nmot i on.



