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PER CURIAM: 

  James Edwards appeals the district court’s criminal 

judgment entered pursuant to his guilty plea to conspiracy to 

possess with the intent to distribute five kilograms or more of 

a mixture or substance containing a detectable amount of cocaine 

in violation of 21 U.S.C. § 846 (2006).  Edwards challenges the 

district court’s denial of his motion to withdraw his guilty 

plea and asserts that he received ineffective assistance of 

counsel in connection with his decision to enter a plea.  

Finding no reversible error, we affirm. 

  The record does not conclusively establish that 

Edwards’ trial counsel’s performance was deficient and that but 

for counsel’s deficient performance, Edwards would not have pled 

guilty and would have proceeded to trial.  Thus, Edwards’ claim 

of ineffective assistance of counsel is not cognizable in this 

direct appeal.  United States v. King, 119 F.3d 290, 295 (4th 

Cir. 1997).   

  Review of the signed written plea agreement, the 

transcript from the thorough Fed. R. Crim. P. 11 hearing, the 

transcript from the motion to withdraw the guilty plea and 

sentencing, and application of the criteria set forth in United 

States v. Moore, 931 F.2d 245, 248 (4th Cir. 1991), indicate 

Edwards’ plea was knowing and voluntary, and thus is final and 

binding.  Consequently, we find that the district court did not 
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abuse its discretion by denying Edwards’ motion to withdraw his 

guilty plea.  

  We accordingly affirm.  We dispense with oral argument 

because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented 

in the materials before the court and argument would not aid the 

decisional process. 

AFFIRMED 

 


