IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 96-60300
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
CLAUDE H. ANDREWS

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of M ssissipp
USDC No. 1:95-CV-164-GR
) February 6, 1997
Before SM TH, DUHE, and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Cl aude H Andrews (#02767-043) appeals the denial of his
nmotion under 28 U S.C. 8§ 2255. Andrews contends that his
attorney rendered ineffective assistance in failing to conduct an
adequate investigation and in failing to call certain w tnesses
in his case in chief and on rebuttal. W have carefully reviewed

the record and the argunents of the parties and hold that Andrews

has failed to show that his attorney’s representati on was

" Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in Local Rule 47.5. 4.
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prof essional ly unreasonabl e and that he was prejudiced. See

Al exander v. MCotter, 775 F.2d 595, 602 (5th Gr. 1985).

Andrews contended in the district court that his attorney
rendered ineffective assistance in failing to object to
prejudicial comrents by the prosecutor. Andrews has waived this

issue by failing to brief it on appeal. See Brinkmann v. Dall as

County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987).

Andrews argues in his reply brief that the district court
erred in failing to hold an evidentiary hearing. This court does
not consider issues raised for the first tine in a reply brief.

See United States v. Prince, 868 F.2d 1379, 1386 (5th Gr.),

cert. denied, 493 U S. 932 (1989).

The district court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED



