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PER CURIAM:

James Ronald Helms, Jr., pled guilty pursuant to a plea agreement to conspiracy to
distribute and possess with intent to distribute methamphetamine, and conspiracy to
distribute and possess with intent to distribute cocaine, both in violation of 21 U.S.C.
8§ 841(a)(1), (b)(1)(B), 846. Helms now appeals, asserting that his trial counsel rendered
ineffective assistance.

Helms contends that his trial counsel failed to object to the insufficient indictment
and erred in executing a plea agreement in which Helms pled guilty to conspiracy charges
that did not identify a coconspirator. However, claims of ineffective assistance of counsel
should be raised—if at all—in a 28 U.S.C. § 2255 (2012) motion rather than on direct
appeal, unless the appellate record conclusively demonstrates that counsel rendered
ineffective assistance. United States v. Faulls, 821 F.3d 502, 507-08 (4th Cir. 2016).
Because the record does not conclusively establish ineffective assistance of counsel, see
Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 687 (1984) (providing standard), we decline to
review this claim on direct appeal.

Accordingly, because Helms presents no issue suitable for review, we dismiss the
appeal. We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before this court and argument would not aid the
decisional process.

DISMISSED



