United States Court of Appeals

Fifth Circuit
FILED
IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH CIRCUI T September 24, 2004

Charles R. Fulbruge llI
Clerk

No. 03-51354
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
GUI LLERMO PARRA- LUNA,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. SA-02-CR-497-1

Bef ore JONES, BARKSDALE and PRADO, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Quillerno Parra-Luna appeals his guilty-plea conviction for
conspiracy to transport aliens for profit and ill egal
transportation of an alien, in violation of 8 U S.C. § 1324.
Parra-Luna argues that the district court failed to conply with
FED. R CRM P. 11 and thus that his guilty plea was unknow ng
and involuntary.

Parra-Luna did not challenge the court’s conpliance with

FED. R CRM P. 11 in the district court. H's argunent is

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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therefore reviewed for plain error. United States v. Reyes, 300

F. 3d 555, 558 (5th CGr. 2002).

Parra-Luna argues that the court deviated fromFED. R CRM
P. 11 when it failed to informhimof a mandatory m ni mum
sentence, failed to informhimof departure provisions in the
Guidelines, and failed to informhimof the effect of supervised
release. The statutes setting forth the penalty for Parra-Luna’s
of fense do not set forth a mandatory m ni mum sentence. See 8
US C 8§ 1324(B)(i) and (ii). W have reviewed the
rearraignnment transcript and it anply reflects that the court did
not deviate fromFeb. R CRM P. 11 when it adnoni shed Parra-Luna
Wth respect to the issues raised by Parra-Luna. Thus, Parra-
Luna’ s argunent that the court’s violations of FED. R CRM P. 11
rendered his guilty plea unknow ng and involuntary is w thout
merit.

Parra-Luna al so asserts in a conclusional fashion that the
court violated FED. R CRM P. 11 by failing to inform himthat
his offense | evel could have been reduced had he provi ded
substanti al assistance to the Governnent. He also asserts in a
conclusional fashion that the district court m sapplied the
GQui delines when it sentenced him He fails to indicate how he
may raise such a challenge in Iight of the appeal waiver
contained in his plea agreenent. These conclusional assertions
do not neet the requirenents of FED. R App. P. 28(a)(9); see

Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Gr. 1993). These
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i ssues are inadequately briefed and are deened abandoned. See

Bri nkmann v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d 744,

748 (5th Gir. 1987).

For the foregoing reasons, the judgnent of the district

court 1s AFFI RVED



