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Bef ore GARWOOD, JOLLY, and CLEMENT, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Ant hony Thomas appeal s his guilty-plea conviction of one count
of conspiring to possess with the intent to distribute 50 grans or
nmore of cocai ne base and quantities of cocai ne hydrochl ori de.

Thomas argues that the district court violated his due process
rights, as well as 18 U S. C. § 4241(a), in failing to order a

conpet ency hearing sua sponte. He contends that the district court

"Pursuant to 5THCQR R 47.5 the Court has determ ned 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opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under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.



shoul d have questioned his conpetence in viewof his conflicts with
his attorneys, his refusal to cooperate with the probation offi cer,
his attenpt to withdraw his guilty plea even though he m ght have
received a |life sentence had he gone to trial,! his attorney’s
expression of concern regarding his conpetence, and information
regarding head injuries and possible brain danmage. Thomas’ s
appel l ate counsel also represents that Thomas has engaged in
“Irrational” behavior during the course of his representation.

Consi dering the absence of any indication of a prior history
of irrational behavior, Thomas’s l|lucid responses during district
court proceedings, matters reflected at the Rule 11 and notion to
W t hdraw hearings, and the lack of any prior nedical opinion on
conpetency, the district court did not abuse its discretion in not
ordering a conpetency hearing sua sponte.? See United States v.
Messervey, 317 F.3d 457, 463 (5th Cr. 2002). Accordi ngly, the
judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RVED.

. Thomas was ultimately sentenced to 175 nonths
i npri sonnent .

2 \We note that the district court remarked in passing during
the hearing to withdrawthe guilty plea that “I can’'t force you to
have a [ psychological] exam nation.” Wile this statenent may be
overly broad as a general matter, the circunstances of this case
are not such as to have required or clearly warranted a nandatory
psychol ogi cal eval uati on.



