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Before DeMOSS, PARKER, and DENNIS, Circuit Judges.

PER CURIAM:*

In his direct criminal appeal, John Francis Lawrence argues

that the district court failed to determine that he was competent

to enter a guilty plea.  The district court specifically questioned

Lawrence about his competency in light of his accidental head

injury, and Lawrence indicated that he was competent to discuss the

case with his counsel and to understand the nature of the

proceedings.  The record reflected that Lawrence’s counsel
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monitored his medical treatment to insure that he was competent

prior to entering into plea negotiations and entering a guilty

plea.  See Godinez v. Moran, 509 U.S. 389, 396 (1993).  The

district court’s determination that Lawrence had the mental

capacity and opportunity to consult with his counsel and understood

the nature of the charges and the consequences of his plea was not

clearly arbitrary or unwarranted.  See United States v. Doke, 171

F.3d 240, 247 (5th Cir. 1999). 

  Lawrence also argues that the district court improperly

participated in the plea bargaining in his case in violation of

FED. R. CRIM. P. 11(e)(1).  The plea bargaining had been concluded

prior to the rearraignment hearing.  During the rearraignment, the

district court explained both the benefits and disadvantages of

Lawrence’s pleading guilty pursuant to the plea agreement.  The

district court’s remarks in the context of the entire proceeding

show that it did not promise Lawrence that he would receive a

lesser sentence if he pleaded guilty.  The record reflects that the

district court was not involved in the plea negotiations and did

not coerce Lawrence into entering a plea.  See United States v.

Crowell, 60 F.3d 199, 203 (5th Cir. 1995). 

Lawrence’s conviction is AFFIRMED.


