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Maurice Jeffries has appeal ed the sentence i nposed foll ow ng
his jury conviction of possession with intent to distribute
cocai ne and cocai ne base. Jeffries was sentenced to a 235-nonth
termof inprisonnment and to a five-year period of supervised
rel ease. Jeffries contends that his sentence should be vacated
because it was inposed pursuant to an unconstitutional nmandatory

gui delines system contrary to United States v. Booker, 125

S. . 738, 768-69 (2005), a so-called Fanfan error. See United

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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States v. Martinez-Lugo, 411 F.3d 597, 600 (5th G r. 2005). As

Jeffries concedes, our reviewis for plain error. See United

States v. Mares, 402 F.3d 511, 520-21 (5th Cr. 2005), petition

for cert. filed (Mar. 31, 2005) (No. 04-9517). Under the third

prong of the plain-error analysis, Jeffries nmust show that the

error affected his substantial rights. See Martinez-Lugo, 411

F.3d at 600. Jeffries does not contend that the error affected
the outcone of the proceedings and a review of the record does

not suggest otherwise. See United States v. Inman, 411 F.3d 591,

595 (5th Gr. 2005); United States v. Bringier, 405 F.3d 310, 317

(5th Gr. 2005), petition for cert. filed (July 26, 2005) ( No.

05- 5535) .

Jeffries contends that prejudice should be presuned or that
a showi ng of prejudice should not be required because the error
was structural. W have previously rejected this contention.

See Martinez-Lugo, 411 F.3d at 601; see also United States v.

Mal veaux, 411 F.3d 558, 560 n.9 (5th G r. 2005), petition for

cert. filed (July 11, 2005) (No. 05-5297). Jeffries has not

shown that his substantial rights were affected because the
district court sentenced him pursuant to a nmandatory gui deline

schene. See Martinez-Lugo, 411 F.3d at 601. The judgnent is

AFFI RVED
Jeffries has filed a pro se notion for substitution of
counsel. The notion i s DEN ED. Because Jeffries is not entitled

to hybrid representation, the substantive issues raised by
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Jeffries in his pro se filings have not been considered. See

United States v. Qgbonna, 184 F.3d 447, 449 & n.1 (5th Gr.

1999); 5THCAGR R 28.7.

AFFI RVED; MOTI ON DENI ED.



