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PER CURI AM
Bismark Virgilio-Torres was convicted of conspiracy to
di stribute cocai ne, cocai ne base, marijuana, and nethanphetam ne
On appeal, Torres asserts that defense counsel was ineffective for
failing to nove to wthdrawthe guilty plea and underm ni ng Torres’
claimat sentencing that the plea was not voluntary. W affirm
Clainms of ineffective assistance of counsel generally are not

cogni zabl e on direct appeal. United States v. King, 119 F.3d 290,

295 (4th Gr. 1997). An exception exists when the record
conclusively shows ineffectiveness. 1d. Here, Torres stated at
his Fed. R Crim P. 11 hearing that he was satisfied with counsel,
under st ood the charges and penalties that he faced, and under st ood
the rights he was waiving by pleading guilty. Further, Torres
informed the court that he was under no pressure or threats to
plead guilty and that he had no conplaints about the conduct of
government agents and attorneys. Under these circunstances, we
cannot say that the record conclusively denonstrates that counse
was ineffective for failing to nove to withdraw t he pl ea.
Accordingly, we affirm W di spense with oral argunent because
the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before us and argunent would not aid the decisiona

process.
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