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PER CURI AM

Clifton Janes WIllians appeals from the sentence
i nposed by the United States District Court! for the
Eastern District of Arkansas after he pleaded guilty to
possessing a stolen firearm in violation of 18 U S.C
8§ 922(j). After the district court accepted WIIlians’s
guilty plea, a presentence report (PSR) was prepared which
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i ndicated a Category VI crimnal history based on 13
crimnal history points. In a letter to the probation
of ficer who prepared the PSR, WIllians objected to the
inclusion in his



crimnal history of an aggravated robbery conviction,
asserting that it had been nol prossed. At the sentencing
hearing, however, WIllians stated that the PSR was
factually <correct, indicated that he had received
certified docunentation of the objected-to conviction, and
wi thdrew his objection. The district court then sentenced
Wllianms to 92 nonths inprisonnment and 3 years supervi sed
rel ease. On appeal, WIllians argues that the district
court mscalculated his crimnal history category by
assigning crimnal history points to him based on the
aggravated robbery conviction at issue and a second
related conviction for aggravated robbery. W affirm

Because WIllians failed to properly object to the
PSR's assessnent of points for the two aggravated robbery
convictions, we reviewonly for plain error and find none.
See United States v. Wajda, 1 F.3d 731, 732-33 (8th Cr.
1993) (per curian) (finding no plain error where defendant
obj ected to PSR's assessnent of crimnal history point in
| etter to probation officer, retracted objection at
sentenci ng as counsel had seen proof of conviction, and
failed to produce evidence show ng docunent relied upon by
probation officer was incorrect or that disputed charge
had been di sm ssed).

Wllianms also argues that counsel per f or ned
deficiently at sentencing. Because ineffective assistance
clainms are properly raised in a 28 USC 8§ 2255
proceedi ng brought in the sentencing court, we do not
address that <claim for this reason, we also deny
WIllians’s pro se request to proceed on appeal under 8§
2255. See 28 U S.C. § 2255; United States v. Martin, 59
F.3d 767, 771 (8th Cr. 1995) (ineffective assistance
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clains are nore appropriately raised in 8 2255 notions
than on direct appeal).

Accordingly, we affirmWIIlians’s conviction wthout
prejudice to his right to raise his ineffective assistance
claimin a properly filed 8§ 2255 noti on.
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