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PER CURI AM *

Billy Joel G bson pleaded guilty to one charge of possession
of 100 or nore kilograns of marijuana with intent to distribute
and was sentenced to serve 60 nonths in prison and a four-year
term of supervised release. Proceeding pro se, G bson appeals
his conviction and sentence.

G bson contends that his plea was involuntary because he was
rendered i nconpetent by his nedications and because he was not
given sufficient tine to read the plea agreenent. Because this

claimwas not presented to the district court, we reviewit for

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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plain error only. See United States v. Brown, 328 F.3d 787, 789

(5th Gr. 2003). G bson has failed to adduce sufficient facts to
show that there is reason to doubt his conpetence or to show that

his plea was otherwi se involuntary. See Bl ackledge v. Allison,

431 U.S. 63, 74 (1977); United States v. Wllianms, 819 F.2d 605,

609 (5th Cr. 1987) (conpetency standard).

G bson al so argues that his plea agreenent was breached
because he did not receive the sentence he was prom sed and
because the Governnent did not nake certain sentencing
recommendati ons. These argunents, which are reviewed for plain

error only, are unavailing. See United States v. Reeves, 255

F.3d 208, 210 (5th Gr. 2001). The plea agreenent nakes no
prom se of a certain sentence, and the Governnent conplied with
the agreenent’s provisions concerning sentencing reconmendati ons.

See id.; see also United States v. Price, 95 F. 3d 364, 367 (5th

Cir. 1996). Gbson has failed to carry his burden of show ng a
breach of the plea agreenent. See Price, 95 F.3d at 367.

G bson rai ses several clains challenging his sentence. As
t he Governnent notes, these clains are precluded by the appellate
wai ver clause in G bson’s plea agreenent. Because the record
reflects that G bson validly waived his appellate rights, it is

appropriate to enforce the clause. See Bl ackl edge, 431 U S. at

74; United States v. Baynon, 312 F.3d 725, 729 (5th CGr. 2002).

We thus decline to consider G bson’s sentencing clains.
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G bson argues that the district court erred by failing to
informhimthat he was ineligible for parole. The district court
had no duty to inform G bson of his parole eligibility vel non.
See FED. R CRIM P. 11. Consequently, there is no error in
connection with this om ssion.

G bson contends that his Fourth and Fifth Anmendnent rights
were violated in connection with his arrest and that the evidence
was insufficient to support his guilty plea. These clains were

wai ved by the entry of G bson's plea. See United States v.

Hanyard, 762 F.2d 1226, 1229-30 (5th Gr. 1985). W thus decline
to consider them We |likewi se decline to consider G bson’s claim
of ineffective assistance of counsel in this direct crimnal

appeal. See United States v. Mller, 406 F.3d 323, 335-36 (5th

Cr.), cert. denied, 126 S. C. 207 (2005).

G bson has shown no error in connection with the district

court’s judgnent. Accordingly, that judgnent is AFFI RVED



