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PER CURIAM: 

Shawn Kenyatta Beamon pled guilty pursuant to a plea 

agreement to one count of conspiracy to possess with intent to 

distribute a quantity of heroin, in violation of 21 U.S.C. § 846 

(2006), and was sentenced to 160 months in prison.  Beamon’s 

sole argument is that his attorney was ineffective because he 

asserts that counsel failed to adequately pursue sentencing 

issues he claims would have significantly reduced his sentence.  

Finding no error, we affirm. 

In the absence of conclusive evidence of ineffective 

assistance of counsel on the face of the record, such claims are 

not cognizable on direct appeal.  United States v. Powell, 680 

F.3d 350, 359 (4th Cir.), cert. denied, 133 S. Ct. 376 (2012).  

Rather, “[c]laims of ineffective assistance of counsel are 

normally raised before the district court via 28 U.S.C. 

§ 2255[.]”  Id.  Because the record does not conclusively 

establish that counsel rendered ineffective assistance at 

sentencing, we decline to address this claim on direct appeal.  

Although Beamon’s claim is premature, he may, of course, 

reassert it in a § 2255 habeas motion. 

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgment.  

We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal 
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contentions are adequately presented in the materials before 

this court and argument would not aid the decisional process. 

 

 

AFFIRMED 


