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Jacinto Solis, 11, Texas prisoner # 886736, appeals the
district court’s denial of his 28 US C 8§ 2254 petition
chall enging his guilty-plea conviction for delivery of nore than
one and | ess than four granms of cocaine. He argues that his trial
counsel rendered ineffective assistance by failing to investigate
and chal |l enge an enhancenent in the indictnent alleging that the

of fense occurred within 1000 feet of a playground; Solis pleaded
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true to the enhancenent at the advice of counsel. The district
court found that although counsel’s failure to investigate and
chal | enge was deficient, Solis had not shown prejudice.

In order to obtain relief under 28 U S.C. 8§ 2254, Solis nust
show that the reasoning of the state court “was contrary to, or
i nvol ved an unreasonable application of, clearly established
Federal |law, as determned by the Suprene Court of the United
States.” 28 U.S.C. 8§ 2254(d)(1). Solis asserts that under Texas
|l aw, prejudice is inherent because counsel’s error resulted in an
increase in the statutory mninmm sentence from five years’
i nprisonnment to 15 years’ inprisonnent. An error in state lawis

insufficient to warrant habeas relief. Manni ng v. \Warden,

Louisiana St. Penitentiary, 786 F.2d 710, 711 (5th Cr. 1986).

Solis alleges that various state courts use mathematical
precision to determ ne the m dpoint range of a guideline sentence
and that if the jury had considered the proper range of puni shnent,
it is reasonable to assune that they woul d have i nposed a sentence
proportionally bel owthe new m dpoi nt range of the guidelines. Any
error in not followng the law of another state will not nerit
habeas relief. Mnning, 786 F.2d at 711. Al though Solis contends
that it would not have been an unreasonabl e application of clearly
established federal |lawfor the Texas courts to use a mat hemati cal -
preci sion anal ysis, he has not established that the failure to do
so constituted an unreasonable application either. See 28 U S. C

§ 2254(d)(1).
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Solis contends that the district court used the wong standard
by requiring himto show that his sentence was increased “due to”
counsel’s error. He maintains that the proper standard under

Strickland v. Washington, 466 U S. 668, 696 (1984), is that “the

deci si on reached woul d reasonably |ikely have been different absent
the error[].” Assum ng arguendo that the district court applied
the wong standard, Solis has not established that he was entitled
to habeas relief; he has not shown that it was “reasonably |ikely”
that his sentence would have differed.

Solis also contends that the unreasonable severity of his
sentence shows prejudice. Solis has not established that his
sentence was whol |y unreasonable for the offense he did commt and
for his crimnal history. Consequently, the judgnent of the

district court is AFFl RVED



