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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals fromthe district court's order denying his
28 U. S.C. 8§ 2255 (1988) notion. Appellant's claimthat the rul e of
l enity should be applied in sentencing for crack cocai ne of fenses

Is without nerit. See United States v. Fisher, 58 F.3d 96, 99 (4th

Cr.), cert. denied, us _ , 64US LW 3270 (U S Cct. 10,

1995) (No. 95-5923). His clains that the sentencing court failedto
make the required factual findings were waived by his failure to
assert themon direct appeal and are belied by the record. Stone v.

Powel | , 428 U.S. 465, 477 n.1 (1976); United States v. Enmanuel, 869

F.2d 795 (4th Cir. 1989). The district court found Appellant's
clains of ineffective assi stance of counsel "too concl usory to war -
rant further inquiry."” However, Appellant may be able to particu-
| ari ze these clains to state a potentially neritorious ground for

relief. See Cruz v. Beto, 405 U S. 319 (1972); Coleman v. Peyton,

340 F. 2d 603, 604 (4th Cir. 1965). Therefore, we affirmthe dis-
trict court's order denying Appellant's 8 2255 notion as nodified
to reflect that the denial of relief is without prejudice to
Appellant's ability to file a subsequent 8§ 2255 notion to all ege,
in detail, his clains of ineffective assistance of counsel. W
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contenti ons
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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