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PER CURI AM
Appel | ant appeal s the district court's orders (i) denying his

notion filed under 28 U.S.C. § 2255 (1994), anended by Antiter-

rorismand Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-
132, 110 Stat. 1214; and (ii) denying his Fed. R Cv. P. 59(e)
notion. We have reviewed the record and the district court's
opinions and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmthe
denial of 8 2255 relief on all of Appellant's clainsCexcept for
I neffective assistance of counsel Cand the denial of Appellant's
Rul e 59(e) notion on the reasoning of the district court. United

States v. Lanbert, Nos. CR-91-21-R;, CA-94-924-R (WD. Va. Cct. 10,

1995; Nov. 22, 1995).
Wth regard to Appell ant's claimthat counsel was i neffective
for failingtofile adirect appeal, we find that Appell ant was not

entitledtorelief. See United States v. Foster, 68 F. 3d 86, 88-89

(4th Cr. 1995); United States v. Peak, 992 F.2d 39, 42 (4th Cr.

1993). W also find that the district court's denial of relief on
Appellant's claim that counsel was ineffective for failing to
require the governnent to prove at sentenci ng t hat t he net hanphet a-
mne attributed to Appel |l ant was d- net hanphet am ne was proper be-
cause Appellant failed to establish that but for counsel's errors,

he woul d not have pled guilty. See Hill v. Lockhart, 474 U S. 52,

59 (1985); Strickland v. Washi ngton, 466 U. S. 668 (1984). Accord-

ingly, we affirm



We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | ega
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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