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

No. 02-40334
Conf er ence Cal endar

ROMVEL W TORRES,

Peti ti oner- Appel | ant,
vVer sus
ERNEST V. CHANDLER, Warden

Respondent - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:01-Cv-179

 December 12, 2002
Before JOLLY, JONES, and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ronel W Torres, federal prisoner # 60659-079, appeals from
the denial of his FED. R QGv. P. 60(b) notion for relief from
judgnent follow ng the district court’s denial of his 28 U S. C
§ 2241 petition. Torres challenged his 1994 convictions for,
inter alia, participating in a continuing crimnal enterprise,
possession of cocaine with intent to distribute, unlawful use of

a communi cations facility, conspiracy to engage in noney

| aunderi ng, and noney | aunderi ng.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Torres argues that he was convicted and sentenced in

violation of Apprendi v. New Jersey, 530 U S. 466 (2000), and

that the district court erred in determining that this claimdid
not neet the requirenents of the savings clause. This court has
recently held that Apprendi does not apply retroactively to cases
on collateral review and that an Apprendi claimdoes not satisfy
the requirenents for filing a 28 U S.C. § 2241 petition under the

savi ngs clause. See Wsson v. U S. Penitentiary Beaunont, TX,

305 F. 3d 343, 347-48 (5th CGr. 2002).
We do not consider Torres’ argunent that he is entitled to

relief under Richardson v. United States, 526 U S. 813 (1999),

because it is raised for the first tine in his reply brief. See

Cnel v. Connick, 15 F.3d 1338, 1345 (5th G r. 1994) (scope of
reply brief is limted, and appellant abandons all issues not
raised and argued in initial brief on appeal); Knighten

v. Conmm ssioner, 702 F.2d 59, 60 & n.1 (5th Cr. 1983) (issue may

not be raised for first time in reply brief, even by a pro se

appellant). The district court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED



