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PER CURI AM

Ri chard Doyl e Hudson pled guilty to two counts of bank
robbery, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 2113(a) (2000), and using or
carrying a firearmduring and in relation to a crine of violence,
inviolation of 18 U.S.C. A 8 924(c) (West 2000 & Supp. 2005). The
district court sentenced himas a career offender to a total of 262
mont hs of inprisonnent. Hudson appeals his conviction and
sentence, asserting that counsel provided ineffective assistance
during plea negotiations, the Governnent engaged in prosecutori al
m sconduct, and his sentence violates the Sixth Arendnent. Hudson
has filed two notions in this court to file a pro se suppl enent al
brief. W grant his notions, reject the clainms raised in his pro
se supplenental brief, and affirmhis convictions and sentence.

Hudson contends that counsel provided ineffective
assi stance by estimating his potential sentence using the wong
version of the sentencing guidelines. However, “[i]neffective
assistance clainms are not cognizable on direct appeal unless
counsel’s ineffectiveness conclusively appears on the record.”

United States v. Janes, 337 F.3d 387, 391 (4th Cr. 2003), cert.

denied, 540 U S. 1134 (2004). W find that counsel’s
i neffectiveness does not conclusively appear on the face of this

record. See United States v. Craig, 985 F.2d 175, 180 (4th Cr.

1993) (rejecting claimthat counsel was ineffective in discussing

sentencing possibilities under two plea agreenents offered by



Gover nnment where defendant “ultimately entered his plea based on
risk information given him by the sentencing court, not his
counsel”). W therefore decline to address this issue on direct
appeal .

Next, Hudson contends that the Governnent engaged in
prosecutorial m sconduct because the pl ea agreenent accepted by the
district court did not provide that he woul d be sentenced under the
2001 version of the sentencing guidelines. W review “a claim of
prosecutorial msconduct . . . to determ ne whether the conduct so
infected the trial with unfairness as to nake the resulting

conviction a denial of due process.” United States v. Scheetz, 293

F.3d 175, 185 (4th Gr. 2002) (internal quotation marks and
citation omtted). OQur review of the record | eads us to concl ude
that no due process violation occurred.

Finally, Hudson contends that, in light of Blakely v.

Washi ngton, 542 U.S. 296 (2004), his sentence violates the Sixth
Amendnent . Hs claimis foreclosed by our decision in United

States v. Collins, 412 F.3d 515, 521-23 (4th Cr. 2005) (holding

that application of career offender enhancenent falls wthin

exception for prior convictions reaffirmed in United States v.

Booker, 125 S. C. 738 (2005), where facts were undi sputed, making
it unnecessary to engage in further fact finding about prior

conviction). W therefore find no Sixth Arendnent error.



Accordi ngly, we affirm Hudson’'s convi ction and
sentence. W dispense with oral argunment because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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