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PER CURI AM *

Al berto Reyna Al ani z, federal prisoner # 12429-077, appeal s
fromthe district court’s denial of relief on his petition for a
wit of coramnobis and fromthe denial of his FE. R CQv. P
60(b) notion seeking relief fromjudgnent. Alaniz filed the
petition to challenge his 1982 conviction for conspiracy to
distribute heroin. Alaniz has conpleted his sentence for that
offense and is currently incarcerated pursuant to a sentence

i nposed by a federal court in Mssouri.

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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In his petition, Alaniz clainmed that the district court
| acked jurisdiction to try himon the heroin conspiracy charge
because the offense occurred in the State of Texas. He clained
that his trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance by not
raising the jurisdictional issue. Alaniz also clainmed that his
trial counsel was ineffective with respect to his guilty plea and
t hat counsel coerced the plea by urging himto plead guilty to
the drug conspiracy. He contended that his co-defendants were
governnent informants and that conspiracy charges against the co-
def endants had been dropped for |ack of evidence.

In his appellate brief, Alaniz argues the nerits of his
clains and contends that he did not |learn of the facts supporting
his clainms until the latter part of 2003. He argues
conclusionally, and without citation to supporting evidence,
that he could not be guilty of conspiring with his co-defendants
because they were governnent informants, and he contends that
charges agai nst his co-defendants were dropped for |ack of
evi dence.

Alaniz’s jurisdictional claimis frivolous, and his
associ ated claimof ineffective assistance is therefore w thout

merit. See United States v. Madkins, 14 F.3d 277, 278-79 (5th

Cir. 1994); Koch v. Puckett, 907 F.2d 524, 527 (5th CGr. 1990).

Aside from his conclusional and unsubstanti ated statenents,
Al ani z has made no attenpt to show that his co-conspirators were

governnent informants or that the district court’s determ nation
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that his co-conspirators pleaded guilty to related charges was
incorrect. Alaniz's unsupported, conclusional assertions do not
show error on the part of the district court. See Koch 907 F.2d
at 530.

Alaniz has failed to show that there was any error
associated wth his 1982 conviction, |let alone an error

“resulting in a conplete mscarriage of justice.” Jimnez v.

Trom nski, 91 F.3d 767, 768 (5th Gr. 1996). Nor has Al aniz
shown that the district court abused its discretion in denying
his Rule 60 notion seeking relief fromthe judgnment denying his

petition for a wit of coramnobis. See Aucoin v. K-Mrt Apparel

Fashion Corp., 943 F.2d 6, 8 (5th Gr. 1991). Accordingly, the

judgnment of the district court is AFFI RVED



