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

No. 95-50713
Summary Cal endar

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

ver sus
| AN JAMES HOLBS,
Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Western District of Texas

USDC No. A-95-CV-382

 May 20, 1996
Before SM TH, BENAVI DES, and DENNI'S, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

| an Janes Hol bs appeals the district court’s denial of his

notion to vacate, correct, or set aside his sentence under
28 U.S.C. § 2255. He argues that his counsel was ineffective in
that he failed to object to the trial court’s inposition of a
consecutive sentence for his escape convictions, and he
erroneously advised Holbs to dismss his direct appeal of his

sentence. Because the relation between the 1990 U. S. Sentencing

Qui del ine provisions 88 3Cl.1, 3D1.2, and 5Gl.3 has not been

Pursuant to Local Rule 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 Local Rule
47.5. 4.
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directly addressed by this court, Hol bs’ counsel was not
ineffective for failing to raise this issue at sentencing. See

Strickland v. Washington, 466 U S. 668, 689-94 (1984). Further,

Hol bs has not shown that his clai mwuld have had a reasonabl e

probability of success on appeal. See Duhanel v. Collins, 995

F.2d 962, 967 (5th Gr. 1992)(citation omtted).
AFFI RVED.



