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PER CURI AM *

Def endant - Appel | ant M chael Lawence MIller, a correctional
officer with the Bureau of Prisons, was convicted by a jury of
aggr avat ed sexual abuse, sexual abuse of a ward, and abusi ve sexual
contact. He was sentenced to a total of 150 nonths in prison and
four years of supervised rel ease.

Counsel has not adequately briefed the claimthat the evidence
was insufficient to support MIler’s conviction. He was convicted

of commtting the above-listed crines, but counsel has failed even

" 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



to recite the elenents of each offense and how the evidence
purportedly failed to support each el enent. Counsel ' s ar gunent
contains no citation to the record and no substantive “argunent” on
the i ssue of the insufficiency of the evidence; rather, it consists

of nothing nore than conclusional assertions. See Brinkmann v.

Dallas County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr.

1987). Thus, MIller’s challenge to the sufficiency of the evidence
to support his convictions is deened abandoned on appeal. See

Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Gr. 1993).

MIler clainms that his | egal representation was i neffective at
trial because his counsel suffered from a serious nedica
disability that interfered wth his ability to conduct
conpr ehensi ve, thorough cross-exam nation of the wtnesses. As
this is not one of those rare cases in which the record is
sufficiently developed to allow this court to evaluate the nerits
of MIler’s ineffectiveness claim we decline to address it here.

See United States v. Navejar, 963 F.2d 732, 735 (5th Cr. 1992).

M Il er may pursue his claimof ineffective assistance of counsel in
a collateral proceeding under 28 U S.C. § 2255.
The judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RVED.



