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PER CURI AM

Pedro Serpa, who previously pleaded guilty to a drug-conspiracy
of fense and received a fifteen-year sentence, brought this notion under 28
US.C. § 2255 to vacate his sentence, claimng that he had received
i neffective assistance of counsel. After appointing counsel and giving
Serpa tinme to produce information supporting his clainms, the district
court?! denied the notion. Serpa appeals, and we affirm

VW review de novo the district court's denial of Serpa's section 2255
noti on. See Holloway v. United States, 960 F.2d 1348, 1351 (8th Cir.
1992). Serpa clainmed that counsel was ineffective for failing to advise

hi m about the possibility of cooperating with
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the governnent, and for failing to consider the potential outconme of
counsel's motion to hold the Sentencing Guidelines unconstitutional.? In
his brief on appeal, Serpa does not discuss these clainms or point to any
error in the court's order denying them Accordingly, we deemthese clains
abandoned. See Jasperson v. Purolator Courier Corp., 765 F.2d 736, 740
(8th Cir. 1985)

Rat her, Serpa argues on appeal that counsel was ineffective because
he failed to assess the evidence adequately and negotiate a proper plea
agreenent, and also failed to argue at sentencing for departures under
US.S. G 88 3B1.2 and 5K2.0. These ineffective-assistance cl ains, which
were raised generally in Serpa's pro se brief in support of his section
2255 notion, fail because they are nerely general and conclusory
allegations. See HIIl v. Lockhart, 474 U S. 52, 57-59 (1985); Strickl and
v. Washington, 466 U S. 668, 690, 694 (1984); Estes v. United States, 883
F.2d 645, 647 (8th Cir. 1989) (conclusory allegation was insufficient to
rebut strong presunption of counsel's conpetence).

Accordingly, we affirm
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2The district court held unconstitutional part of the
Sentenci ng Reform Act, and severed that portion fromthe Act. On
direct appeal, we reversed the court's determnation as to the
Act's unconstitutionality, but affirmed Serpa's sentence. United
States v. Serpa, No. 88-2427, slip op. at 1-2 (8th Cr. WNar. 1,
1989) (unpublished per curiam. W also affirmed the denial of
Serpa's first section 2255 notion, in which he challenged his
sent ence. United States v. Serpa, 930 F.2d 639, 640 (8th Grr.
1991) (per curiam.
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