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PER CURIAM:*

Jose Parra-Cortez (Parra) appeals his guilty-plea conviction

and sentence for importing 100 kilograms or more of marihuana and

assaulting a federal officer.  Parra argues that his guilty plea

was not knowingly and voluntarily entered, that the district

court failed to comply with FED. R. CRIM. P. 11, and that, with

respect to his sentence, the district court erred by not allowing

him a downward adjustment pursuant to the safety valve provision,

U.S.S.G. § 5C1.2.  Acknowledging the waiver-of-appeal provision
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in his plea agreement, Parra also couches his arguments on appeal

in terms of ineffective assistance of counsel and prosecutorial

misconduct.

Parra’s contention that the district court failed at

rearraignment to advise him of the mandatory minimum sentence or

to discuss the fact that the safety valve adjustment was not

included in the plea agreement is belied by the record.  Indeed,

Parra presents no evidence of any Rule 11 violation.  The record

also establishes that Parra knowingly and voluntarily waived the

right to appeal his sentence on any ground except for

prosecutorial misconduct or ineffective assistance of counsel. 

See United States v. Melancon, 972 F.2d 566, 568 (5th Cir. 1992). 

His contention that the prosecutor committed prosecutorial

misconduct by stating that Parra qualified for the safety valve

adjustment but not arguing on his behalf at sentencing for

application of the adjustment is without merit.  Furthermore,

there is no evidence in the record that the Government or the

judge made any promise relating to the safety valve adjustment.

In sum, the only thing that remains of any claims made by

Parra in this proceeding is his ineffective assistance claim

relating to the safety valve adjustment.  The record is not

adequately developed for us to address this issue on direct

appeal.  See United States v. Sanchez-Pena, 336 F.3d 431, 445-46

(5th Cir. 2003). 

AFFIRMED.  


