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PER CURI AM

Gabriel M guel Torrens seeks to appeal the district court's
order denying his notion filed under 28 U. S. C. A 8§ 2255 (West Supp.
1999). We have reviewed the record and the district court's opin-
ion and find no reversible error. Torrens clains on appeal that
the governnent failed to disclose the testinony before the grand
jury and statenents of certain co-defendants, in violation of Brady

v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963). Torrens has failed to show cause

and prejudice to excuse his failure to raise these clains on direct

appeal. See United States v. Frady, 456 U. S. 152, 170 (1982). In

any event, Torrens failed to establish a Brady violation. See

United States v. Sarihifard, 155 F.3d 301, 309 (4th Gr. 1998)

(providing standard). Torrens also clains on appeal that counsel
was i neffective when he failed to object to the anount of drugs at-
tributable to himand to the governnent's all eged Brady vi ol ati ons.
We find that Torrens failed to establish counsel's ineffectiveness

with regard to these clains. See Strickland v. Washington, 466

U S 668, 688, 694 (1984). Accordingly, we deny a certificate of
appeal ability and dism ss the appeal. W dispense with oral argu-
ment because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately pre-
sented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not aid

t he deci sional process.
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