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PER CURI AM

Randy Wayne Handy appeals his conviction and 169-nonth
sentence for distribution of cocai ne base and ai ding and abetting
the distribution of cocaine base, in violation of 21 US CA 8§
841(a) (1) (West 1999 & Supp. 2001) and 18 U.S.C. 8§ 2 (1994). Handy
asserts he received i neffective assistance of counsel at trial. W
affirm

Clains of ineffective assistance of counsel are generally not
cogni zabl e on direct appeal. To allow for adequate devel opnent of
a record, a defendant generally mnmust bring such a claimin a 28
US CA 8§ 2255 (West Supp. 2001) notion unless the record

concl usively establishes ineffective assistance. United States v.

Ri chardson, 195 F.3d 192, 198 (4th Cr. 1999). Here, the record
does not conclusively establish that Handy’'s counsel was
ineffective. W therefore affirmHandy’s conviction and sentence
W thout prejudice to Handy's ability to assert his ineffective
assi stance of counsel clainms in a 28 U S C A § 2255 (Wst Supp.

2001) notion. United States v. King, 119 F.3d 290, 295 (4th Gr.

1997).

Accordingly, we affirm Handy’'s conviction and sentence. W
di spense with oral argunent, because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the
court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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