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PER CURI AM *

Rat hna Men Ki ng appeals his jury-trial conviction of
conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute 500 grans or
nmore of met hanphetam ne, MDMA, and | ess than 50 kil ograns of
marij uana, and possession with intent to distribute 50 grans or
nmore of nmet hanphetam ne, and MDMA, and his concurrent 360-nonth
pri son sentences.

King argues that trial counsel was ineffective for pursuing,
as a defense theory, that the Governnent failed to prove beyond a

reasonabl e doubt that King knew the quantity or type of involved

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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control | ed substances because the argunent was forecl osed by

United States v. Cartwight, 6 F.3d 294 (5th Cr. 1993), and

United States v. Ganez- Gonzal ez, 319 F.3d 695, 699-700 (5th Gr

2003) .
As a general rule, we decline to review clains of
i neffective assistance of counsel on direct appeal, although we

may do so in exceptional cases. See United States v. Higdon

832 F.2d 312, 313-14 (5th Gr. 1987). Although King asserts that
this court nmay review his ineffective-assistance cl ai mbecause
trial counsel’s strategy and know edge of the applicable |law are
ascertainable fromthe record, review of King's ineffective

assi stance of counsel claimat this juncture would require this
court “to speculate as to the reasons for [counsel’s] alleged

acts and om ssions.” United States v. Kizzee, 150 F.3d 497,

502-03 (5th Gr. 1998) (quotation at 503). Accordingly, we
decline to review King's ineffective assistance claimin this
direct appeal. The judgnent of the district court is affirnmed

W thout prejudice to King's right to raise an ineffective-
assistance claimin a notion to vacate, set aside, or correct
sentence pursuant to 28 U . S.C. § 2255. W express no view on the
merits of such a notion

AFFI RVED.



