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PER CURI AM

Billy Jeronme Pee appeals the district court’s order denying
relief on his notion to vacate, set aside or correct his sentence
pursuant to 28 U. S.C. A 8 2255 (West Supp. 1999). We have revi ewed
the record and the transcript of the district court’s evidentiary
hearing on Pee’s clains and find no error. The quantity and pack-
agi ng of the heroin possessed by Pee were consistent with distribu-

tion. See United States v. Fisher, 912 F.2d 728, 730 (4th Cir.

1990); see also United States v. Bergodere, 40 F.3d 512, 518 (1st

Cr. 1994). Accordingly, Pee’'s counsel acted well wthin the
bounds established for conpetent counsel when he advised Pee to
plead guilty. Additionally, we find Pee’s claimthat his counsel
shoul d have noved for a substanti al assistance departure | acking in
merit. The record is clear that Pee provided the Governnment with
no rel evant assi stance. Hence, a substantial assistance notion was
not warranted. Finally, because Pee’ s ineffective assi stance cl ai ns
are wthout nerit, we also reject his claimthat his pl ea agreenent
was rendered unknow ng and involuntary based on counsel’s all eged
i neffectiveness. Accordingly, we deny Pee’s notion for a certifi-
cate of appealability and di sm ss the appeal. W di spense 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.

DI SM SSED



