IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 00-51218
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,

ver sus

ROBERT LEE MORRI SON,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeals fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. A-00-CR-62-All-JN

Septenber 27, 2001

Bef ore GARWOOD, JONES and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Robert Lee Morrison appeal s his conviction, follow ng entry of
a guilty plea, for possession with intent to distribute nore than
50 granms of crack cocaine. Morrison contends that his plea was
i nvol untary because he was not adnoni shed at rearrai gnnent of his
ri ghts under Apprendi v. New Jersey, 530 U S. 466 (2000), to have

the CGovernnment prove and the jury determne the drug quantity

"Pursuant to 5THCQR R 47.5 the Court has determned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunmstances set forth in 5THAQR R 47.5. 4.



beyond a reasonabl e doubt. Morrison contends that the superseding
information was fatally defective because it reported that he
commtted the drug offense four nonths after he entered a plea to
the charge. Morrison contends that his attorney provided
i neffective assistance because counsel did not object to the |ack
of an Apprendi adnonishnment and did not challenge the alleged
defective charging instrunent.

We have reviewed the record and the briefs submtted by the
parties and hold that all requirenents of Rule 11 were net in this
case. See Rule 11(c); United States v. Cuevas-Andrade, 232 F.3d
440, 444 (5th Cr. 2000). Moreover, any error would be harnl ess.
United States v. Reyna, 130 F.3d 104, 112 (5th GCr. 1997); United
States v. Coronado, 554 F.2d 166, 173 (5th G r. 1977). W further
hold that Morrison has not shown reversible error in conjunction
with his claimthat the obviously typographical date error in the
superseding information rendered the charging instrunent void.
Berger v. United States, 55 S. . 629, 630 (1935), overruled on
ot her grounds, Stirone v. United States, 80 S. C. 270 (1960)
Russell v. United States, 429 F.2d 237, 238 (5th GCr. 1970).
Finally, Morrison has not shown that counsel’s performnce was
obj ectively unreasonable. See Strickland v. Washington, 104 S. C
2052, 2065-68 (1984); United States v. WIlkes, 20 F.3d 651, 653
(5th Gr. 1994) (counsel not deficient for failing toraise legally

meritless claim. Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court



AFF| RMED.



