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

No. 00-10600
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
TOMWY HAYNES,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 6:99-CR-63-4-C
February 14, 2001
Before SM TH, BARKSDALE, and EM LIO M GARZA, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Tonmy Haynes appeal s his conviction and sentence after

pl eading guilty to a single count of possession with intent to
distribute 50 grans or nore of anphetamne. See 18 U S.C. § 2;
21 U S C 8§ 841(a)(1l) & (b)(1)(C©. He argues that the district
court erred during the guilty-plea hearing because it (1) failed
to informhimof the effect of supervised release; (2) failed to
informhimthat it could depart fromthe sentencing guidelines;
and (3) failed to inquire whether anyone besi des the Governnment

coerced himinto pleading guilty. See Fed. R Cim P. 11.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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As part of a witten agreenent, Haynes waived his right to
appeal the conviction, judgnent, or sentence. He reserved the
right to appeal (1) any punishnent inposed in excess of the
statutory maxi munt (2) any punishnent to the extent it
constitutes an upward departure fromthe guideline range deened
nost applicable by the sentencing court, and an i nproper
conputation of the applicable guideline |level; and (3) any claim
based on a Sixth Amendnent right to counsel

Haynes has waived his right to challenge any Rule 11
om ssions on appeal. See United States v. Packer, 70 F.3d 357,
359 (5th G r. 1995) (appl yi ng wai ver when def endant argued t hat
the court failed to advise himof an essential elenent of the
of fense). He does not challenge the validity of the waiver
provision in his plea agreenent. See United States v. Robinson,
187 F.3d 516, 517-18 (5th G r. 1999). Accordingly, Haynes’
appeal is DI SM SSED.



