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

No. 97-50207
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
JOSE LEON GONZALEZ- LONGORI A,
Def endant - Appel | ant.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{e; ﬁsﬂrict Court

for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. SA-95-CA-64

~January 16, 1998
Before KING H G3 NBOTHAM and DAVIS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

José Leon Gonzal ez-Longoria appeals fromthe district
court’s dismssal of his 28 U S.C. § 2255 notion. He argues that
he received ineffective assistance of trial counsel because his
attorney failed to investigate and “suppress” the “true chain of
custody” of the wiretap tapes and transcripts, inproperly induced
Gonzal ez-Longoria to waive his right to a jury trial, failed to

object to the introduction of the wiretap tapes and transcripts

as evidence, and inproperly wai ved Gonzal ez-Longoria’s PSR, that

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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he received ineffective assistance of appell ate counsel because
his attorney failed to raise the tainted-evidence issue on direct
appeal ; that his due process rights were violated by the
introduction of the allegedly altered wiretap tapes and
transcripts; that his due process rights were violated by the
civil forfeiture proceeding; and that the district court erred by
failing to conduct an evidentiary hearing. W have reviewed the
record and find no reversible error. Although the Governnent
argues that Gonzal ez-Longoria s clains of ineffective assistance
of trial counsel are not properly before this court, we have
reviewed those clains as well because they were considered by the
district court in its denial of Gonzal ez-Longoria’s postjudgnent
nmotion for reconsideration. Accordingly, the judgnment is

AFFI RMED for essentially the reasons stated by the nagistrate

j udge and adopted by the district court in its denial of

Gonzal ez-Longoria’ s 8 2255 notion, and for the reasons stated by

the district court in its denial of Gonzal ez-Longoria’s

postjudgnment notion for reconsideration. See Gonzal ez-Longoria

v. United States of Anerica, No. SA-92-CR-65 (WD. Tex. Dec. 13,

1996); Gonzalez-longoria v. United States of America, No. SA-92-

CR-65 (WD. Tex. Mar. 11, 1997).

AFFI RVED.



