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Franci sco Perez-CGonmez appeals from his guilty-plea
conviction for inproper entry by alien, subsequent offense, in
violation of 8 U S.C. 8 1325(a)(1).

Perez- Gonmez argues that the district court abused its
discretion when it denied his request for a continuance of his
sentenci ng hearing because he was unable to gather the materials
necessary to file objections to two prior uncounsel ed m sdenmeanor

convictions that were used to cal culate his crimnal history score.

Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determined that this
opi ni on should not be published and is not precedent except under the linmted
circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5.4.



Perez- Gonez’ s argunent that nore tinme was needed i s not
supported by the record, because the record indicates that at the
sentenci ng hearing Perez-CGonez had the necessary information to
chal | enge at | east one of the convictions at issue, yet he did not
submt this information into evidence. The record also indicates
t hat t he uncounsel ed m sdeneanor convictions arose out of the sane
division and district as the instant conviction, and neither the
record nor Perez-CGonez’s argunents expl ain why nore ti ne was needed
to secure the rel evant docunentati on before his sentenci ng heari ng,
nor do his argunents explain why he only offers conjecture to this
court nore than one year after the sentencing hearing.

Finally, Perez-Gonez does not argue that in connection
wth his two prior uncounseled pleas he did not fully understand
the charge or the range of potential inprisonment, he does not
articulate the additional information that counsel could have
provi ded, nor does he argue that he was unaware of his right to be

counseled prior to and at his arraignnent. See |lowa v. Tovar, 541

US 77, 92-93 (2004). Perez-CGonez concedes that he was inforned
of hisright to an attorney, that he was told that he could hire an
attorney or have a court-appointed attorney if he could not afford
to hire counsel, and that he was told that he had the right to give
up his right to an attorney and plead guilty imedi ately. Hi s
argunent thus does not indicate that he did not conpetently and

intelligently waive his right to the assistance of counsel in



connection wi th the uncounsel ed m sdeneanor convi ctions that are at
issue. |ld. at 91-92.

Based on the foregoing, Perez-Gonez has failed to
establish that the district court’s denial of his notion for a
continuance resulted in specific and conpelling, or serious,
prejudice. He has therefore failed to establish that the denial

was an abuse of the district court’s discretion. See United States

v. Barnett, 197 F.3d 138, 144 (5th Gr. 1999).

The district court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED



