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PER CURI AM *
Manuel Aguirre-Contreras appeals the denial of his notion
filed pursuant to 28 U . S.C. 8 2255. His argunents that he
recei ved ineffective assistance of counsel, that the Presentence
Report contai ned erroneous information, and that his base offense
| evel should not have considered the use of a weapon because he
did not plead guilty to a weapons count, need not be revi ewed
because he did not present themto the district court. See

Varnado v. Lynaugh, 920 F.2d 320, 321 (5th Gr. 1991).

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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As to whether his guilty plea was voluntary, relief under
8§ 2255 is reserved for jurisdictional or constitutional issues.

See United States v. Shaid, 937 F.2d 228, 232 (5th Gr. 1991) (en

banc), cert. denied, 502 U S. 1076 (1992). The formal or

technical failure to follow Fed. Rule Crim P. 11" is not
grounds for relief under 8 2255 unless the alleged error
resulted, inter alia, in a "conplete mscarriage of justice" or
in a proceeding "inconsistent wwth the rudi nentary demands of

fair procedure.” United States v. Timreck, 441 U S. 780, 784-

85 (1979).

At his rearraignment, Aguirre-Contreras indicated that he
understood that he faced a m ni nrum sentence of sixty nonths
i nprisonnment. Additionally, although "a guilty plea induced by
an unkept bargain is involuntary," and therefore

unconstitutional, United States v. Watson, 988 F.2d 544, 553 (5th

Cir. 1993) (citation omtted), cert. denied, 114 U S. 698 (1994),

Agui rre-Contreras does not suggest that the Governnent did not
keep its bargain in recommending the | ow end of the guidelines.
Consequently, he makes no showi ng that the requisite m scarriage
of justice occurred which would entitle himto relief under

§ 2255. See Timreck, 441 U. S. at 784-85.

AFFI RVED.

Rul e 11 addresses three "core concerns": whether the
guilty plea was coerced; whether the defendant understood the
nature of the charges; and whether the defendant understood the
consequences of his plea. See United States v. Johnson, 1 F.3d
296, 300 (5th GCr. 1993) (en banc) (direct appeal fromguilty-
pl ea conviction).




