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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Patrick Mendel Curry pled guilty to conspiracy to possess with
intent to distribute and to distribute cocaine and cocaine base. He was
sentenced on June 29, 1998, and the district court entered judgment
on July 25. He did not appeal. On June 24, 1999, Curry filed a motion
to extend time to file a 28 U.S.C.A. § 2255 (West Supp. 1999)
motion, asserting that his plea was involuntary due to ineffective
assistance of counsel. On July 13, he filed a "Motion for Relief from
Judgment" under Fed. R. Civ. P. 60(b), contending that his counsel
failed to note an appeal after being requested to do so.

The district court denied Curry's motion for extension of time,
finding that it lacked jurisdiction to extend the statute of limitations.
In its order, the district court incorrectly noted that Curry's judgment
was entered and became final on June 24, 1998 and, therefore,
Curry's time to file a § 2255 motion expired on June 24, 1999. On the
same day, the district court also denied Curry's Rule 60(b) motion.
Curry timely appealed.

Section 2255 movants have one year from the date on which their
judgment of conviction became final to file a motion under that stat-
ute. The earliest date on which Curry's conviction could have become
final was July 25, 1998, the date of entry of judgment. See Fed. R.
App. P. 4(b)(1)(A)(i); see also Griffith v. Kentucky, 479 U.S. 314, 321
n.6 (1987). Thus, both his motion to extend the time to file a § 2255
motion (filed June 24, 1999) and his motion to vacate (filed July 13,
1999) would have been timely filed, had they been construed as
§ 2255 motions.

While Curry did not label either of his filings as a§ 2255 motion,
Curry, a pro se litigant, was entitled to a liberal construction of his
pleadings. See Haines v. Kerner, 404 U.S. 519, 520-21 (1972). In his
motion to extend, he alleged that his counsel failed to fully inform
him of the terms of his plea agreement. In his motion to vacate, he
contended that his counsel failed to file an appeal after being
requested to do so. Each of these issues states a potentially cognizable
claim of ineffective assistance of counsel under§ 2255. Thus, we find
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that the district court erred by failing to construe Curry's filings as a
timely § 2255 motion.

Accordingly, we vacate the district court's orders and remand with
instructions to consider the case as a § 2255 motion. We express no
opinion on the merits of Curry's § 2255 proceeding. We dispense
with oral argument, because the facts and legal contentions are ade-
quately presented in the materials before the court and argument
would not aid the decisional process.

VACATED AND REMANDED
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