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PER CURI AM *
Def endant - Appel l ant Janmes H  Taylor, Jr., appeals his

conviction and sentence for possession of counterfeit U S
currency. W affirm

We review Taylor’s argunent that the governnent breached the
pl ea agreenment for plain error only and hold that the record
evi dences neither express nor inplicit advocacy by the governnent
in favor of a U S.S.G 8§ 3Bl.1(a) adjustnent in contravention of

the plea agreenent, as it is construed by Tayl or. See ULnited

Pursuant to 5THGOR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



States v. Wlder, 15 F.3d 1292, 1301 (5th Gr. 1994). W further

hold, on plain error review, that the record is devoid of evidence
to support Taylor’s contention that the district judge
inperm ssibly participated in the plea negotiations. See FED.

R CRM P. 11(e)(1) (2001); United States v. Vonn, 122 S. . 1043,

1046 (2002). Neither is Taylor’s belief that the district judge
was biased in favor of reaching a plea agreenent substantiated by
the record; his unsupported subjective belief is an insufficient

ground on which to invalidate his guilty plea. See Matthews v.

United States, 569 F.2d 941, 943-44 (5th Gr. 1978).

We also hold, on plain error review, that Taylor’s waiver of
appeal was valid and that he was sufficiently infornmed of its terns
by the district court. See FED. R CRM P. 11(c)(6) (2001); Vonn,
123 S. . at 1046. Having held Taylor’s appeal waiver valid, we
are without jurisdiction to review the issue whether the district
court erred in refusing to depart downwardly pursuant to U S. S G

§ 3E1.1(a). _United States v. Ml ancon, 972 F. 2d 566, 570 (5th Gr

1992) .

We also reject the contention that Taylor’s guilty plea was
rendered invalid by counsel’s alleged ineffective assistance.
Tayl or has not established the requisite prejudice: He has failed
to show that, but for counsel’s alleged deficiencies, Taylor would

have insisted on going to trial. See H Il v. Lockhart, 474 U S.

52, 59 (1985); Strickland v. WAshington, 466 U S. 668, 687-94, 697

(1984). Finally, the district court did not plainly err in
2



i nposing a two-level enhancenent pursuant to U S . S.G § 5K2.0.
Even though the invol venent of famly nenbers in a crimnal schene
may not be a factor expressly taken into consideration by the
Sentenci ng Conm ssion, its consideration in sentencing is neither

f or bi dden nor di scouraged. See Koon v. United States, 518 U. S. 81,

95 (1996); U S. S. G 88§ 5HL. 1-12, 5K2.1-21.

AFFI RMED;, Motion for partial dismssal of appeal denied as

nmoot .



