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PER CURI AM *

Qis Harris appeal s the partial denial of his 28 U S.C. § 2255
notion to vacate his sentence for possession of cocaine with intent
todistribute, inviolation of 21 U . S.C. § 841. (The district court
granted relief regarding Harris’ conspiracy conviction under 21
U S. C 8§ 846; the Governnent does not cross-appeal.)

O course, for a challenge to the denial of a § 2255 noti on,
we review findings of fact for clear error and concl usions of |aw

de novo. E.g., United States v. Ranbs-Rodriguez, 136 F.3d 465, 467

"Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5. 4.
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(5th Gr. 1998). Harris contends that he was denied effective
assi stance of counsel because his trial counsel failed to interview
W t nesses, to request excul patory materi al under Brady v. Maryl and,
373 U.S. 83, 87 (1963), and to nove to suppress evidence;
erroneously stipulated to a chemst’s report; failed to object to
prosecutorial coments regarding drug use during the events in
gquestion, post-arrest silence, and Harris’ failure to call certain
W tnesses; failed to object to the prosecutor bolstering a witness’
credibility; failed to nove for an acquittal; advised Harris to
testify; failed to object to unreliable testinony; failed to stress
the lack of fingerprint evidence; suggested to the jury that it
convict on a |esser-included offense; and failed to object to the
jury instruction on deliberate indifference. He also clains
i neffective assistance because his appellate counsel failed to
claimineffective assistance of his trial counsel. And, he clains
prosecutorial msconduct; and that the district court should have
held an evidentiary hearing. We find no reversible error for
essentially the reasons stated by the district court in its
conprehensive and wel | -reasoned opinion. Harris v. United States
of America, No. P-95-CA-076-F (WD. Tex. April 30, 1997). Harris’
nmoti on for appointnment of appellate counsel is DEN ED
AFFI RVED; MOTI ON FOR APPO NTMENT
OF APPELLATE COUNSEL DENI ED



