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

No. 98-40728
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
ROY M LES,
Def endant - Appel | ant.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:97-CR-5-8
June 28, 1999
Before EMLIO M GARZA, DeMOSS, and BENAVIDES, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Court - appoi nted counsel for Roy M| es has noved for |eave to
w thdraw and has filed a brief as required by Anders v.
California, 386 U S. 738 (1967). Mles has filed a response.
Qur independent review of counsel’s brief, Mles response, and
the record discloses no nonfrivol ous issue. Accordingly, the
notion for |eave to withdraw i s GRANTED, counsel is excused from
further responsibilities herein, and the APPEAL | S DI SM SSED
See 5THAQR R 42.2.

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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Mles’ claimof ineffective assistance of counsel cannot be

resol ved on direct appeal. See United States v. G bson, 55 F. 3d

173, 179 (5th G r. 1995). However, his ineffective-assistance
claimmy be raised in a 28 U S.C. 8§ 2255 notion. See United

States v. Pierce, 959 F.2d 1297, 1301 (5th Cr. 1992).




