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PER CURI AM *

Regi nal d Chri st opher Harris appeal s his guilty-plea conviction
for making a threat against the President of the United States, in
violation of 18 U S. C § 871. (Wiile incarcerated on state
charges, Harris mailed a letter to the Wihite House, threatening to
take the life of the President.)

First, Harris contends that the district court failed to

inquire, as FED. R CRM P. 11(d) requires, whether Harris’ qguilty

"Pursuant to 5TH QR 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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THQR R 47.5. 4.



plea resulted from prior discussions wth the Governnent. e
review the Rule 11 plea colloquy for harmess error. FED. R CRM
P. 11(h); United States v. Johnson, 1 F.3d 296, 298 (5th Cr. 1993)
(en banc). Harris does not contend that any prom ses, threats, or
agreenents were nmade to himprior to his guilty plea; and the plea
hearing record evi dences no outside influences or indications that
the plea was not voluntary. |In short, the failure to address the
effect of prior discussions on Harris’ plea did not affect his
substantial rights. See United States v. Henry, 113 F. 3d 37, 40-42
(5th Gir. 1997).

Second, Harris presents three bases for his claim that the
district court erred by applying the U S.S.G § 3Al1.2 three-Ileve
“official victinm upward adjustnent: because of fense quideline
2A6.1 incorporates the factor; because the President was not
harmed; and because Harris was not notivated by the President’s
status as President. O course, we reviewlegal questions, such as
the applicability of a sentencing guideline, de novo; findings of
fact, only for clear error. E.g., United States v. Stevenson, 126
F.3d 662, 664 (5th Gr. 1997). None of the three bases have nerit.
First, CGuideline 2A6.1 does not incorporate the “official victinf
factor. U S.S.G § 3Al1.2, application note 3. Second, Guideline
3Al1.2 applies even where a victimis unharnmed. United States v.
Pol k, 118 F.3d 286, 297-98 (5th Cr. 1997). And third, because
Harris did not present to the district court his | ack of notivation
by the President’s official status, we review this point only for
plain error, FED. R CRM P. 52(b); we find none.

AFFI RVED



