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

No. 98-51106
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
VI CTOR MANUEL RUVALCABA
Def endant - Appel | ant.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. EP-98-CR-330-1-DB
o J-ul-y 7, 1999
Bef ore REAVLEY, BENAVI DES and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Vi ctor Manuel Ruval caba appeals his jury conviction for
possession with intent to distribute cocaine in violation of 21
US C 8 841. He argues that the district court erred by
limting his ability to cross-exam ne co-defendant and
prosecution witness, Lorenzo Arreola, regarding the m nimm
sentence Arreola faced had he not plead guilty. He also asserts
that the district court erred by allow ng the Governnent to

cross-exam ne Ruval caba regarding the plea agreenent he reached

in a prior conviction.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5THCGR R
47.5. 4.
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G ven the scope of cross-exam nation that was permtted,
whi ch included the fact that Arreola pleaded guilty to only one
count of the indictnent against himand that he expected sone
relief for his testinony, Ruval caba’ s Sixth Amendnent rights were
not violated, and the district court did not clearly abuse its

discretion in not allowng this |line of questioning. See United

States v. Restivo, 8 F.3d 274, 278 (5th Cr. 1993); United States

v. Andrew, 666 F.2d 915, 924 (5th Cr. 1982).

Al t hough the district court erred in allow ng the Governnent
to cross-exam ne Ruval caba about the dism ssal of a count on
whi ch he was indicted as part of the plea agreenent he reached in

his prior conviction, see United States v. Tunblin, 551 F.2d

1001, 1004 (5th Gr. 1977), this error is subject to harnl ess

error analysis. See United States v. Smth-Bowrman, 76 F.3d 634,

636 (5th Cr. 1996) (holding such error is subject to harnl ess
error analysis and requires reversal only if it affects a
defendant’ s substantial rights). Considering the strength of the
prosecution’s case and the fact that the nature of the charge
di sm ssed was not put in evidence, this error was harm ess.
Therefore, the judgnment of the district court is AFFI RVED

AFFI RVED.



