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

No. 00-20634
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
ELI BODI O GONZALES,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H 90- CR- 278-1

My 8, 2001

Before SM TH, BENAVI DES, and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

El i bodi o Gonzal es appeals his guilty plea conviction for
conspiracy to export stolen notor vehicles, in violation of 18
U S C 88 371 and 2312, and attenpting to export a stolen notor
vehicle, in violation of 18 U S.C. 8§ 553. (Gonzal es argues that
there was no sufficient factual basis to support his guilty plea
on either count and that the district court’s failure to advise

himfully of the effect of any supervised release is reversible

error.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Because CGonzales did not object in the district court to the
sufficiency of the factual basis for his guilty plea, this court

reviews for plain error. See United States v. Marek, 238 F. 3d

310, 314 (5th Cr. 2001)(en banc). The facts presented by the
Governnent at the plea hearing support the district court’s
conclusion that the el enents of each of the counts had been

denponstrated. See 18 U. S.C. 88 371, 553, 2312; United States v.

G aves, 669 F.2d 964, 969 (5th Cr. 1982). Because the record
denonstrates that a sufficient factual basis exists, Gonzal es has
failed to show any plain error. 1d.; Fed. R Cim P. 11(f).
Wth regard to Gonzal es’ argunent that the district court
failed to advise himfully of the effect of any supervised
rel ease, the record denonstrates that the district court did fai
so to inform Gonzales. However, this error is harnm ess, because
the district court’s failure in this regard did not affect any

substantial rights of Gonzales. See United States v. Johnson, 1

F.3d 296, 298 (5th Gr. 1993)(en banc); Fed. R Cim P. 11(h).
Because the nmaxi mum sentence expl ained by the district court
before Gonzales entered his guilty plea was nore than the
sentence actually given to him an explanation of the supervised
rel ease termwould not have been likely to affect Gonzal es’

W llingness to plead guilty. See Johnson, 1 F.3d at 302; United

States v. Hekimain, 975 F.2d 1098, 1101-03 (5th Cr. 1992). The

judgnent of the district court is affirned.

AFFI RVED.



