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PER CURIAM:

Jonathan Leigh Sullivan appeals his convictions and
340-month sentence imposed after he pled guilty to eleven counts
of manufacturing child pornography, in violation of 18 U.S.C.A.
§ 2251(a) (West Supp- 2008), and one count of possession of
child pornography, in violation of 18 U.S.C.A. 8§ 2252A(a)(5)(B)
(West Supp. 2008). On appeal, Sullivan argues that -counsel
rendered ineffective assistance by failing to arrange for him to
view the images before trial. Sullivan claims that had he seen
the 1i1mages, he would have pled guilty sooner and received a
shorter sentence.

Claims of 1neffective assistance of counsel are not
cognizable on direct appeal unless the record conclusively

establishes i1neffective assistance. United States v. King, 119

F.3d 290, 295 (4th Cir. 1997). Rather, to allow for adequate
development of the record, claims of i1neffective assistance
generally should be brought in a 28 U.S.C.A. 8§ 2255 (West Supp.
2011) motion. Id. Our review of the record leads us to
conclude that 1t does not conclusively demonstrate that

Sullivan®’s counsel was i1neffective and therefore the claim is

not cognizable here. United States v. Richardson, 195 F.3d 192,

198 (4th Cir. 1999).
Accordingly, we affirm. We dispense with oral

argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately
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presented in the materials before the court and argument would
not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



