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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Vera Veronica Elliott appeals her conviction and sentence for con-
spiring to distribute and to possess with the intent to distribute crack
cocaine, powder cocaine, heroin, and marijuana in violation of 21
U.S.C.A. 846 (West Supp. 1999). Elliott's only claim on appeal is
that she received ineffective assistance of counsel. Claims of ineffec-
tive assistance of counsel are generally not cognizable on direct
appeal. See United States v. King, 119 F.3d 290, 295 (4th Cir. 1997).
Rather, such a claim must be brought in a motion under 28 U.S.C.A.
§ 2255 (West Supp. 1999), to allow for adequate development of the
record. See United States v. Hoyle, 33 F.3d 415, 418 (4th Cir. 1994).
A claim may be brought, however, when the record conclusively
establishes ineffective assistance. See King, 119 F.3d at 295. The
review of the record in this appeal does not conclusively establish
ineffective assistance. Accordingly, we affirm Elliot's conviction and
sentence. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the court
and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
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