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PER CURI AM *

TimC WIIlians appeals fromhis judgnent of conviction and
sentence and final order of crimnal forfeiture following his
guilty plea to conspiracy to | aunder noney and conspiracy to
possess with intent to distribute nore than five kil ograns of
cocaine. 18 U.S.C. 8§ 1956(a)(1)(A) (i) and (h); 21 U S. C
88 841(a)(1l), (b)(1)(A), 846. W affirm

WIllians argues that Pefia violated his duty of loyalty to

hi m by testifying against himbefore the grand jury and at his

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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sentencing hearing; WIllians al so contends that the Governnent

i nproperly exploited Pefia’s “conflict” by calling Pefia as a
witness. WIIlianms has not denonstrated that his former counsel,
Al bert Pefa, had an actual conflict of interest arising from
Pefia’ s representation of nmultiple clients with conflicting

interests. See Cuyler v. Sullivan, 446 U S. 335, 349-50 (1980).

Furt her, because Pefia’s testinony did not involve comrunications
protected by the attorney-client privilege, WIllianms’s argunents

lack nmerit. See United States v. Edwards, 303 F.3d 606, 618 (5th

Cr. 2002) (“Under the crinme-fraud exception to the
attorney-client privilege, the privilege can be overcone where
comuni cation or work product is intended to further continuing
or future crimnal or fraudulent activity.”) (internal quotations

and citation omtted), cert. denied, 537 U S. 1192 (2003).

Wllianms’s witten plea agreenent, in which he agreed, inter
alia, tothe forfeiture of one mllion dollars, supports the
district court’s determnation as to the anmount of the nonetary
forfeiture. See FED. R CRM P. 32.2 (b)(1). To the extent that
WIIlians suggests, in a one-sentence footnote in his original
appel l ate brief, that the Governnent breached the plea agreenent,
thereby relieving himof his own obligations in the agreenent,
WIllianms has not adequately briefed the issue in his initial

brief on appeal and it is abandoned. See G nel v. Connick, 15

F.3d 1338, 1345 (5th Cr. 1994); United States v. Brace, 145 F. 3d

247, 255-56 (5th CGr. 1998)(en banc) (observing that this court
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is not required to search the record to find a |legal and factual
basis for an issue that is inadequately briefed).

WIllians’s “Unopposed Mdtion to Suppl enent the Record with
Governnent’s Motion and District Court’s Order Unsealing
Sentencing Transcripts” is DENIED AS UNNECESSARY because the
Governnent’s notion and district court’s order are now part of
the record on appeal.

AFFI RVED; MOTI ON TO SUPPLEMENT THE RECORD DENI ED AS

UNNECESSARY.



