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PER CURIAM: 

Ozay Richardson appeals the district court’s amended judgment resentencing him 

to 120 months in prison and three years of supervised release based on Johnson v. United 

States, 135 S. Ct. 2551 (2015).  On appeal, Richardson contends that his attorney was 

ineffective by not challenging his six-level sentence enhancement under U.S. Sentencing 

Guidelines Manual § 3A1.2(c)(1).  We affirm.   

 “Unless an attorney’s ineffectiveness conclusively appears on the face of the 

record, such claims are not addressed on direct appeal.”  United States v. Faulls, 821 F.3d 

502, 507-08 (4th Cir. 2016) (citation omitted).  A defense attorney should be given an 

opportunity to address the reasons for his or her action or inaction, and the record should 

be more fully developed, before addressing this issue.  See United States v. DeFusco, 949 

F.2d 114, 120-21 (4th Cir. 1991).  We have reviewed the record and conclude that there 

is no conclusive evidence of ineffective assistance on the face of this record.  Therefore, 

Richardson’s claim “should be raised, if at all, in a 28 U.S.C. § 2255 motion.”  Faulls, 

821 F.3d at 508 (citation omitted). 

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgment.  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 
 


