IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 96-41188

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,

ver sus

ROVEO TRI Nl DAD FLORES, JR ,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas

March 5, 1998

Bef ore GARWOOD, DUHE and DeMOSS, Circuit Judges.
GARWOOD, Circuit Judge:

Def endant - appell ant Ronmeo Trinidad Flores, Jr. (Flores)
appeals the district court’s denial of his notion to vacate his
sentence under 28 U S.C. § 2255. W affirm

Facts and Proceedi ngs Bel ow

On August 29, 1991, Flores was convicted following a jury

trial of conspiring to possess with intent to distribute in excess

of 1,000 kilograns of marihuana in violation of 21 U S.C. 88 846,



841(a)(1), and 841(b)(1)(A.* On direct appeal, this Court
reversed Flores' conviction due to the erroneous adm ssion of his
codefendant’s grand jury testinony. United States v. Flores, 985
F.2d 770 (5th Gr. 1993). In his second jury trial, Flores was
agai n convicted. In an opinion dated Novenber 3, 1994, we affirned
the second conviction. United States v. Flores, 40 F.3d 385 (5th
Cir. 1994) (unpublished table decision).

On April 24, 1996, the Anti-terrorism and Effective Death
Penalty Act of 1996 (hereinafter "AEDPA" or "Act") was signed into
law. 2 Mbst pertinent to Flores, section 105 of the Act anended 28

US.C 8§ 2255 to include a one-year period of limtations.?3

1

A detai |l ed account of the of fense and the circunstances surroundi ng
Flores’ arrest and trial can be found in United States v. Flores,
985 F.2d 770, 771-74 (5th GCr. 1993).

2

Pub.L. No. 104-132, 110 Stat. 1214.

3

110 Stat. 1220 (codified at 28 U S.C. § 2255 (Supp. 1997)). The
anendnent, as codified, reads:

“A l-year period of limtation shall apply to a
nmotion under this section. The limtation period shal
run fromthe | atest of--

(1) the date on which the judgnent of conviction becones
final;

(2) the date on which the inpedinent to making a notion
created by governnental action in violation of the
Constitution or laws of the United States is renoved, if the
movant was prevented from making such a notion by such
governnental action;

(3) the date on which the right asserted was initially
recogni zed by the Suprenme Court, if that right has been newy
recognized by the Suprene Court and nade retroactively

2



Approxi mately four nonths after the enactnent of the AEDPA, Flores
filed a pro se notion to vacate his sentence pursuant to 28 U S. C
§ 2255, asserting nunerous errors including ineffective assi stance
of counsel, outrageous governnent m sconduct, violation of the
Jenks Act, a Brady violation, and error in the jury instructions.*

In response, the governnent filed a notion to dismss, or in
the alternative, for summary judgnent, arguing both that Flores’
nmoti on was procedural ly barred by the one-year period of limtation
contained in section 2255 as anended by AEDPA (but there
acknowl edging that a Departnent of Justice “policy letter”
construed the Act’'s limtations period to comence to run on its
effective date) and that the allegations in Flores’ notion were
fatally conclusory and |acked any evidentiary support. The
district court granted sunmary judgnent in favor of the governnent,
finding Flores' contentions to be "entirely conjectural and
unsupported by anything in the record.” Flores filed a tinely
notice of appeal, and a certificate of appealability (COA) was

granted to permt Flores’ appeal to this Court.®

applicable to cases on collateral review, or

(4) the date on which the facts supporting the claimor
clains presented could have been discovered through the
exercise of due diligence.”

4
Flores filed his notion on or about August 19, 1996.

5

The COA specifically authorized appeal of two issues. First,
"whether a 28 U.S.C. 8 2255 notion is tinme barred when it is filed
(1) within one year following the effective date of the Anti-

3



Di scussi on

The district court did not address the limtations question,
denying the notion on other grounds. However, because we may
affirm on any grounds that were urged below, we address as a
threshold issue whether Flores’ notion is time barred under the
limtations period of the anmended section 2255.

The applicability of the limtations provision to notions
filed after the enactnment of the AEDPA but attacking convictions
whi ch becane final prior thereto is a question of first inpression
in this Crcuit.® Those of our sister circuits that have

considered the issue’ have all held that such petitioners nust be

terrorismand Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996 (AEDPA), i.e.
April 24, 1996, but (2) nore than one year after the judgnent of
convi ction becane final, and (3) the date on which the judgnent of
conviction becane final was either (a) nore than one year before
the effective date of AEDPA, as is the case with the instant
motion, or (b) less than one year before the effective date of
AEDPA. " Appeal of a second issue, whether the district court
adequately stated its reasons for dism ssing the notion, was al so
aut horized in the COA

6

See, e.g., United States v. Shunk, 113 F.3d 31 (5th GCr. 1997),
where we acknow edged the difficulty involved in determ ning the

potential retroactive application of the Ilimtations period,
stating that, "[n]eedless to say, it presents inportant and
difficult issues. And, there are obvious and quite forceful
argunents against its application.” 1d. at 34. W declined to

reach the question in that case, however, because neither side had
presented it on appeal. Id.

7

The AEDPA contains two nearly identical limtations provisions.
Section 105(2) amends 28 U.S.C. 8§ 2255, which is the provision in
question in this case. A second, virtually identical limtations

period is contained in section 101, which anends 28 U S.C. § 2244
4



accorded a reasonable tinme after the enactnent of the AEDPA w thin
which to pursue collateral relief.® Perhaps the sem nal case that
cane to this conclusion was Lindh v. Mirphy, 96 F.3d 856 (7th Cr

1996), which determ ned that prisoners’ reliance interests dictated
that no collateral attack filed within one year of the AEDPA s
enactnment would be dismssed as time barred under the AEDPA

limtation periods. ld. at 866. The Suprene Court granted

(relating to attacks on state court convictions or sentences) to
i npose a one-year period of |imtations on petitions nmade under
t hat section.

Because of the simlarity of the actions under sections 2254
and 2255, they have traditionally been read in pari nmateria where
the context does not indicate that would be inproper. See, e.g.,
McFarland v. Scott, 114 S. C. 2568, 2573 (1994) (noting that the
"terms ‘post conviction” and ‘habeas corpus’ also are used
i nterchangeably in | egal parlance to refer to proceedi ngs under 8§
2254 and § 2255" and accordingly statutes providing for post-
conviction relief should, unless context nandates otherw se, be
read in pari materia.) Thus, although the application of the
limtations period in the anended section 2255 is in question in
the case sub judice, in our discussion below we refer to cases
involving section 2254 as relevant to our analysis, and we
simlarly do not adhere to the linguistic "notion/petition"
distinction in referring to the filing that a prisoner nakes to
begi n proceedi ngs under sections 2255 and 2254 (technically, a
pl eading filed under section 2255 is referred to as a "notion,"
whil e one filed under section 2254 is a "petition").

8

See, e.g., United States v. Simmonds, 111 F.3d 737, 745-46 (10th
Cr. 1997) ("[We hold application of the new tine period to
[petitioner’s] 8 2255 notion wthout first affording him a
reasonable tine to bring his claiminpermssibly retroactive.");
Li ndh v. Murphy, 96 F.3d 856, 866 (7th Cr. 1996), rev’'d on other
grounds, 117 S. . 2059 (1997) (holding that habeas petitioners
have a "reasonable post-anendnent tine to get [litigation
underway"); Calderon v. United States District Court for the
Central District of California, 128 F. 3d 1283, 1287 (9th G r. 1997)
(same with respect to section 2254 petitions); Peterson v. Denski e,
107 F.3d 92, 93 (2d Cir. 1997) (sane).
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certiorari in Lindh and reversed on a separate issue.® Lindh v.
Mur phy, 117 S.C. 2059 (1997). Al t hough the Court did not
specifically address the limtation provisions, or the Seventh
Crcuit’s interpretation of it in Lindh, it did clarify the
appropriate construction and tenporal application of Title |l of the
Act, which contains these provisions. Thus, although Lindh does
not provide an answer to the question before us, it does help to
define the appropriate inquiry.

It is axiomatic that the touchstone of statutory construction
is legislative intent. Unfortunately, as is often the case,
Congress’s intent as to the appropriate tenporal application of the
limtation provisions is neither apparent on the face of the
statute nor otherw se unanbi guously expressed. As the Suprene
Court noted in Lindh, the AEDPA is unclear in a nunber of inportant
respects, including the tenporal reach of several provisions. In
resolving the anbiguity as to the tenporal reach of the AEDPA

habeas anendnents in general, the Court stated that "[i]n

9

The issue in the Suprene Court was whether certain sections of
Title | of the AEDPA woul d apply to cases that were pending at the
time of the AEDPA s enactnent. The Suprene Court held that they
did not. Lindh, 117 S.C. at 2063. This specific holding is only
tangentially relevant to our decision in this case, so we do not
discuss it at |ength.

10

See Lindh, 117 S.Ct. at 2068 ("All we can say is that in a world of
silk purses and pigs’ ears, the Act is not a silk purse of the art
of statutory drafting.").



determ ning whether a statute’s terns woul d produce a retroactive
effect, . . . and in determining a statute’ s tenporal reach
generally, our normal rules of construction apply." Lindh, 117
S.C. at 2063.

W have interpreted Lindh as articulating a generally-
appl i cabl e "anal ysis governing the tenporal reach of newy enacted
legislation." WIllians v. Cain, 117 F. 3d 863, 864 (5th Cr. 1997).
As the Suprenme Court stated in Lindh, and we reiterated in
Wllians, "[i]n the absence of a plain statenent of the
legislature’s intent that a statute be applied retroactively, a
court nust ask whether normal rules of statutory construction
suggest that a new provision applies to the case before it."
Wllianms, 117 F.3d at 864 (citing Lindh, 117 S. C. at 2063-64).
Thus, we apply the traditional rules of statutory construction to
the provision before us in determining its tenporal reach.

In applying legislatively anended periods of limtation, we
have typically construed themas "govern[ing] the secondary conduct

of filing suit, not the primary conduct of the [parties]." As a

11

St. Louis v. Texas Wirker’s Conpensati on Conm ssion, 65 F. 3d 43, 46
(5th Gr. 1995). Simlarly, it is often said that statutes of
l[imtation go to matters of renedy rather than to fundanenta

rights. See, e.g., Chase Securities Corp. v. Donaldson, 65 S. Ct

1137, 1142 (1945) ("This Court, . . . adopted as a working
hypot hesis, as a matter of constitutional |aw, the view that
statutes of [imtation go to matters of renedy, not to destruction
of  fundanent al rights."); Si nger, Statutes and Statutory
Construction 8 41.09 (5th Ed. 1993) ("[s]tatutes of |limtation are
generally heldtorelate to renedies rather than rights") (footnote

7



consequence, we nornmally apply the statute of limtation that was
ineffect at the tine of the filing of the suit. W recently took
this approach in St. Louis v. Texas W rker’'s Conpensation
Comm ssion, 65 F.3d 43 (5th Cr. 1995). In St. Louis, we
consi dered the i ssue of whether application of alimtations period
that was enacted prior to the filing of suit but subsequent to the
conduct giving rise to the suit was appropriate and perm ssi bl e.
|d. at 45-47. W held that the shorter, anended limtations period
governed and, consequently, that the action was tine barred. |Id.
at 48. W reasoned that there was no inequity in applying the new
limtations period because the plaintiff had specific notice of the
anended period. 1d. at 44. And although the tinme wthin which the

plaintiff had to file was significantly reduced, 2 the shortened

omtted).

Consequently, the canon of statutory construction nmandating a
presunption against retroactivity has been said to apply with | ess
force, or not at all, to changes in limtations periods. As stated
in one text: "[S]tatutes relating to renedies or nodes of
procedure, which do not create new or take away vested rights, but
only operate in furtherance of the renmedy or confirmation of such
rights, do not normally come within the legal conception of a
retrospective law, or the general rule against the retrospective
operation of statutes.” 73 AmJur.2d Statutes 8§ 354 (1974)
(footnote omtted).

12

The clainmed acts of discrimnation occurred in My 1991. I n
Novenber 1991, the limtations period was shortened fromtwo years,
running fromthe tine of the discrimnation, to ninety days from
the time the plaintiff received notice of his right to sue fromthe
Equal Enpl oynment Opportunity Comm ssion. St. Louis, 65 F. 3d at 44-
45, Plaintiff received his right to sue letter in July 1992. The
letter advised himhe should file suit not |ater than ninety days
after its receipt. However, he did not file his suit until My

8



period still allowed the plaintiff reasonable tinme within which to
pursue his claimin court.?®
Al t hough our general rule, as stated in St. Louis, is to apply
an anended period of |imtations to all suits filed after the
effective date of anendnent, such application is subject to at
| east one restriction. This constraint was expressed by the
Suprene Court in Wlson v. Isemnger, 22 S.C. 573, 575 (1902),
where the Court stated:
"I't may be properly conceded that all statutes of
l[imtation nmust proceed on the idea that the party has
full opportunity afforded himto try his right in the
courts. A statute could not bar the existing rights of
claimants without affording this opportunity; if it
should attenpt to do so, it would not be a statute of
limtations, but an unl awful attenpt to extinguishrights
arbitrarily, whatever mght be the purport of its
provi sions."
The Court went on to state that “[i]t is essential that such

statutes allow a reasonable tine after they take effect for the

comencenent of suits upon existing causes of action." |d. at 575.
1993.

13

ld. at 45. See also note 12, supra. In St. Louis, we also stated

that "true retroactivity" was not really an issue, because the
anended statue of limtations was applied only to the prospective
event of plaintiff’s filing suit. ld. at 46. We specifically
declined to comment on whether the limtations period were to be
applied to cases that had already been filed at the tinme of the
anmendnent. |d. at 46 n.13. Presumably, under our precedents, this
woul d have raised retroactivity concerns. However, we need not
confront that issue with respect to the [imtations period in the
case at bar because the Suprene Court’s holding in Lindh forbids
application of the [imtations period to cases "pending" on the
AEDPA' s effective date. Lindh, 117 S.C. at 2063.

9



If literally and nmechanically applied, the statutory provision
here in question woul d have precisely this prohibited effect: any
pri soner whose judgnent of conviction had becone final nore than
one year prior to the enactnent of the AEDPA woul d have been barred
fromseeking collateral relief as of the nonent the Act was signed
into law. * Accordingly, such a construction would run afoul of the
"essential" principlerequiring that a "reasonable tine" be al |l owed
before the courthouse doors are thus retroactively shut upon a
claim?® |In the absence of any indication that Congress intended
the limtations period to apply in such a harsh manner,® we join

the majority of circuits in holding that prisoners nust be accorded

14

It should be noted that we are speaking in general terns. The
limtations provision does contain certain exceptions to the one-
year period. However, these exceptions are relatively narrow and
likely woul d not be of any aid to the majority of potential habeas
petitioners.

15

Although it mght be argued that this principle is one of
constitutional dinensions, we enphasize that we apply it here as a
jurisprudential rule of statutory construction, and do not address
the question of whether the provision would be constitutional if
ot herw se appl i ed.

16

As noted above, we have been unable to discern any specific
legislative intent as to the tenporal application of the Act’s
limtations period. W agree with the Tenth Grcuit that "there is
no indication Congress intended to forecl ose prisoners who had no
prior notice of the new limtations period frombringing their 8§
2255 notions" i nmedi ately upon t he AEDPA' s enactnent. United States
v. Simmonds, 111 F. 3d 737, 745 (10th Gr. 1997). W have revi ewed
both the statute and its legislative history and found no evi dence
that Congress contenplated the immediate application of this
provision to prisoners without giving them a "reasonable post-
anmendnent tinme to get litigation underway." Lindh, 96 F.3d at 866.

10



a reasonable time after the AEDPA's effective date within which to
file petitions for collateral relief under section 2255.%

We next turn to the question of what constitutes a "reasonabl e
time" in this context. The mgjority of <circuits that have
addressed this question have adopted the bright-line rule that one
year, running fromthe effective date of the AEDPA, constitutes a
reasonable tine. The Second G rcuit, in contrast, has adopted an
ad hoc approach to determning whether a particular petitioner
filed within a reasonable tine.'® |n determ ning what anount of
time should be deened "reasonabl e" under the law of this GCrcuit,
we apply—n the particular circunstance of the AEDPA' s one-year
limtation period—a rule of statutory construction that has been
proposed for the resolution of such an issue. One of the earliest
di scussions of this rule is found in the case of Culbreth v.

Downing, 28 S.E. 294 (N. C. 1897), where the court determ ned that

17

See, e.g., United States v. Simmonds, 111 F.3d 737, 745-46 (10th
Cr. 1997); Lindh v. Mirphy, 96 F.3d 856, 866 (7th Cr. 1996),
rev’'d on other grounds, 117 S.Ct. 2059 (1997); Calderon v. United
States District Court for the Central District of California, 128
F.3d 1283, 1287 (9th G r. 1997); Peterson v. Denskie, 107 F.3d 92,
93 (2d Cir. 1997).

18

See Peterson v. Denskie, 107 F.3d 92 (2d Gr. 1997), where the
court stated that "[i]n circunstances |ike Peterson’'s, where a
state prisoner has had several years to contenplate bringing a
federal habeas corpus petition, we see no need to accord a ful
year after the effective date of the AEDPA." 1d. at 93. The court
went on to say that "[a]t the sane tinme, we do not think that the
alternative of a ‘reasonable tinme’ should be applied wth undue
rigor." Id.

11



an anended statute of limtations did not provide clainmants a
reasonable time wthin which to protect their rights, and
consequently was faced with the sane question that we nust now
resolve. In Culbreth, the court reasoned that an ad hoc approach
was not appropriate, stating that:

"This rul e | eaves open the question in each case, what is

a reasonable tine? And that is objectionabl e because it

is attended with uncertainty in the mnds of litigants

and the profession. W therefore hold that a reasonabl e

time shall be the bal ance of the tinme unexpired accordi ng

to the law as it stood when the anendi ng act is passed,

provided that it shall never exceed the tinme allowed by

the new statute.” Id. at 296
We find that, as applied to the AEDPA's one-year limtation period,
this rule appropriately seeks to protect the reliance interests of
affected parties wthout contravening the legislative intent
underlying the statute.

This Court applied a simlar approach in Hanner v.
M ssissippi, 833 F.2d 55 (5th Gr. 1987). There, we faced a
situation anal ogous to that presented in the present case. The
Suprene Court in WIlson v. Garcia, 105 S. . 1938 (1985), had
concluded, as a matter of statutory construction, that the npst
appropriate limtations period for all suits brought under 42
U S C § 1983 was the general period that would be applicable to a
personal injury suit in the particular state where the section 1983
case had been brought. ld. at 1946-48. This had the practica

effect in Mssissippi of drastically reducing (fromsix years to

only one year) the applicable period of limtations for section

12



1983 clains that were in the nature of a wongful death tort claim
Hanner, 833 F. 2d at 58. W understood the Suprene Court precedents
as mandating that the "new statute of |imtations should not be
mechanically applied to bar clains,” but rather that "plaintiffs
whose causes of action accrued before any change in the | aw was
i ndi cat ed nmust be afforded a reasonable tinme within which to bring
their actions.” Id. at 57. Thus, we were faced with reconciling
the potential application of the two periods, while according
plaintiffs a "reasonable tine." |In Hanner, we held that in cases
where the WIson decision had significantly decreased the
applicable limtations period, "the appropriate |imtations period
shal |l be either (1) the | onger pre-WI son period, commencing at the
time the action accrued, or (2) the post-WIson one-year period,
comencing with the date of the WIson deci si on, whichever expires
first." 1d. at 59. W conclude that this approach is appropriate
in determning the "reasonable tine" to be accorded under the
AEDPA. 1°

In the present context, this approach results in a very sinple

19

We enphasi ze here, as we did in Hanner, that this rule wll not
al ways be the appropriate one. It is for Congress to |legislate
limtation periods, and great deference is shown to their authority
in this area when their intent is clear or when the result of
applying the new limtations period is not manifestly unjust.
See Hanner, 833 F.2d at 58 & n.6. Here, as in Hanner, "the one-
year period’'s conparative ease of adm nistration, consistency, and
predictability becones decisive in its favor over a ‘reasonable
time’ approach.” |d. at 58 n.6.

13



out cone. Because there was no set tine limt for seeking post-
conviction relief before the AEDPA was enacted, the one-year AEDPA
limtations period wll always be the shorter of +the two
potentially applicable periods. Consequently, application of this
approach results in the holding that petitioners attacking
convictions or sentences which becane final prior to the AEDPA' s
effective date w Il be accorded the one-year post-AEDPA peri od,
comencing on the Act’s effective date, within which to file for
section 2255 relief. W thus join the Seventh, N nth, and Tenth
Circuits in holding that one year, commencing on April 24, 1996,
presunptively constitutes a reasonable tinme for those prisoners
whose convictions had becone final prior to the enactnent of the
AEDPA to file for relief under 28 U S.C. § 2255.2° Because Flores
filed his notion on August 19, 1996, his notion is tinely, and we
proceed to discuss its nerits.

In his extensive notion and suppl enentary pleadings, Flores

20

At this time we note, but do not address, a problemthat has been
recogni zed by several other courts. The | anguage of section 105 of

the AEDPA states that the one-year limtations period shall run
from"the date on which the judgnent of conviction becones final."
110 Stat. 1220. It is unclear whether this date should be

construed as the date that judgnent issues fromthe highest court
to hear the case, or whether it should be interpreted as the
expiration of the time for seeking any further review. See United
States v. Calderon, 128 F.3d 1283, 1286 n.2 (9th Gr. 1997). As
t he case before us does not require resolution of this question, we
leave it for another day. W also note here that our holding in
this case in no way affects the power of district courts to dismss
petitions for collateral relief on the basis of unreasonable and
prejudicial delay under Rule 9(a).

14



makes nunerous and vari ed assertions of error. In light of Flores’
pro se status, we have construed his clains generously, and find
that his pleadings are fairly summarized as alleging that he
received ineffective assistance of counsel, that "outrageous
governnent conduct" prejudiced his trial, that the prosecution
failed to divulge evidence as required by Brady v. Mryland, 83
S.Ct. 1194 (1963),2' that the trial court judge nade inproper
remarks to the jury,? and that the jury charge in his trial was
unconstitutional.

Wth respect to his claim of ineffective assistance of
counsel, Flores fails to nmake particularized allegations or to
identify probative evidence in the record tending to support his
al | egati ons. Having reviewed the record, we find no evidence
tending to support Flores’ claim and accordingly find it to be
fatally conclusory and without nerit. Flores bases his Jenks Act
and Brady clains primarily on the failure of the governnent to

reveal that one of their wtnesses was possibly subject to

21

Flores also clains that the failure to provide exculpatory
information that gives rise to his Brady claim also violated the
Jenks Act. 18 U.S.C. §8 3500. W find no support in the record or
in Flores’ notion for the claimthat the governnment inproperly

wi t hhel d evidence and therefore do not treat the Jenks Act claim
separately.

22

Flores also clains that the district judge should have recused
hi rsel f due to bias. Fl ores, however, points to no substantia
evi dence supporting this claim and upon review of the entire
record, this Court is unable to find any.

15



deportation due to a prior crimnal conviction, asserting that this
i nformati on could have been used to inpeach the witness. Flores,
however, has failed to point to anything indicating that this
informati on was i n the possession of the prosecution. [In addition,
it appears that the informati on Fl ores conpl ai ns was suppressed by
the governnment was at |east partially developed during cross-
exam nation. Finally, with respect to his clains of "outrageous
gover nnment conduct,"” inproper remarks made by the judge, and
unconstitutional jury instructions, we have reviewed the record for
evi dence supporting these allegations, and find none.

In sum upon reviewing the entire record, we find, as did the
court below, that to the extent that Flores’ allegations state
cogni zabl e grounds for relief, his clains are concl usory and whol |y

unsupported by any probative evidence or affidavits in the record. %

23

Mor eover, nost of Flores’ clains are procedurally barred and there
has been no showi ng of cause for the procedural default or that
mani fest injustice would result fromthe bar.

We note that in the Certificate of Appealability, we granted
appeal both on the statute of limtations issue resolved above, as
well as on the issue of whether the district court sufficiently
stated its findings of fact and conclusions of law in granting
summary | udgnent. After having reviewed the record, and in
particul ar Fl ores’ several notions and the governnent’ s responses,
we conclude that it is clear from the record that the district
court did not err in granting the governnent’s notion for summary
j udgnent . Al t hough, as we have stated repeatedly, in denying
section 2255 notions, district courts should state the findi ngs and
concl usi ons upon which their rulings are based, see United States
v. Daly, 823 F.2d 871, 872 (5th G r. 1987), in this case Flores’
motion did not raise any |egal or factual issues that should | ong
have detained a district court. However, we do note that in nost
cases district courts should give specific reasons for their
rulings on such notions because explanation of their rulings is

16



For the foregoi ng reasons, we hold that Flores has not presented to
this Court any basis upon which we coul d conclude that the district
court erred in granting the governnent’s notion for sumary

judgnent. Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RVED.
al ways hel pful, and occasionally indispensable, to appellate
review. |Id. Inthe case at bar, the district court’s rather terse

opi nion suffices to all ow adequate appellate review, and a renmand
for a fuller explanation would be pointless.

17



