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PER CURI AM *

David L. Shepard appeals his sentence following a guilty
plea to sinple assault. See 18 U S.C. § 113(a)(5). Shepard
argues that the district court’s inposition of the $1000 fine
violated his oral plea agreenent for a “specific sentence.” See
FED. R CRM P. 11(c)(1)(C . Because Shepard did not object in
the district court to the inposition of a fine on the ground that
it violated his plea agreenent, we review for “plain error” only.

See United States v. Geen, 324 F.3d 375, 381 (5th Gr.), cert.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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denied, 124 S. . 152 (2003); see also United States v. Rhodes,

253 F. 3d 800, 804 (5th Cr. 2001). Under the plain error
standard, the defendant bears the burden of show ng that
(1) there is an error, (2) the error is plain, and (3) the error

af fects substantial rights. United States v. Q4 ano, 507 U. S

725, 732 (1993).
A pl ea agreenent arising under FED. R CRM P. 11(c)(1) (0O,
“binds the court once the court accepts the plea agreenent.”

FED. R CRM P. 11(c)(1)(C; Mdure v. Ashcroft, 335 F.3d 404,

413 (5th Gr. 2003); Rhodes, 253 F.3d at 804. “‘Plea bargain
agreenents are contractual in nature, and are to be construed

accordingly.’”” Hentz v. Hargett, 71 F.3d 1169, 1173 (5th Cr

1996) (citation omtted). Although the parties reached a plea
agreenent as to a specific termof inprisonnent, nanely three
mont hs, the record does not suggest that the plea agreenent

i nvol ved any understanding regarding a fine. Thus, the district
court’s acceptance of the plea agreenent did not preclude the
inposition of a fine. Shepard has not denonstrated error, plain
or ot herw se.

AFFI RVED.



