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PER CURIAM:

lan Andre Persaud, a federal prisoner, seeks to appeal
the district court’s order dismissing in part and denying 1in
part his petition for a writ of habeas corpus. In the petition,
Persaud asserted he was entitled to relief under 28 U.S.C.A.
§ 2255 (West Supp. 2012), and alternatively, under 28 U.S.C._A.
§ 2241 (West 2006 & Supp. 2012) and for a writ of error coram
nobis pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8 1651 (2006). The district court
dismissed Persaud’s 8 2255 motion as successive and denied his
alternate claims. We dismiss iIn part and affirm in part.

To the extent that Persaud seeks to appeal the
district court’s dismissal of his § 2255 motion as successive,
we conclude that he has failed to make the requisite showing for
a certificate of appealability. See 28 U.S.C. 8§ 2253(c)(1)(B)

(2006); Miller-El v. Cockrell, 537 U.S. 322, 336-38 (2003);

Slack v. McDaniel, 529 U.S. 473, 484-85 (2000); United States V.

Winestock, 340 F.3d 200, 205-06 (4th Cir. 2003). Accordingly,
we deny a certificate of appealability and dismiss this portion
of the appeal. To the extent that Persaud appeals the district
court’s denial of his alternate claims, we have reviewed the
record and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirm the

denial for the reasons stated by the district court. See United

States v. Persaud, No. 3:12-cv-00509-FDW (W.D.N.C. Nov. 26,

2012). We dispense with oral argument because the facts and
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legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials
before this court and argument would not aid the decisional

process.

DISMISSED IN PART;
AFFIRMED IN PART




