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PER CURIAM:*

Mario Mendez, Jr., federal prisoner # 24717-077, appeals the
denial of his 28 U.S.C. § 2255 motion.  Because Mendez filed his
motion prior to the 24 April 1996 effective date of the
Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act, he is not required
to obtain a certificate of appealability.  See United States v.
Carter, 117 F.3d 262, 264 (5th Cir. 1997).

Mendez contends that his trial counsel was ineffective:  (1)
in failing to object to the denial of an offense-level reduction
for being a minimal or minor participant; (2) in not showing a
violation of the concurrent-sentence doctrine; (3) in not obtaining
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recusal of the district judge; (4) in not objecting to an alleged
violation of Batson v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 79 (1986); and (5) in not
objecting to a sentence enhancement for possession of a firearm.

We have reviewed the record and Mendez’s brief, and we AFFIRM
the denial of § 2255 relief for essentially the reasons given by
the district court.  United States v. Mendez, No. 4:96-CV-108-A
(N.D. Tex. Apr. 24, 1996) (unpublished). 

The additional claimed bases for ineffective assistance,
raised for the first time in Mendez’s reply brief, are not properly
before this court and are not considered.  E.g., United States v.
Jackson, 50 F.3d 1335, 1340 n.7 (5th Cir. 1995) (court will not
consider issues raised for first time in reply brief).

AFFIRMED   


