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PER CURI AM *

Al fredo Quezada appeals his 212-nonth sentence for
possession with intent to distribute heroin pursuant to 21 U S. C
8§ 841(b)(1)(C. The CGovernnent does not seek enforcenent of the
sentence appeal waiver provision of the witten plea agreenent.

Quezada contends that his trial counsel was ineffective for
failing to seek a downward departure or an offense |evel
reduction pursuant to U S.S.G § 3B1.2 and for failing to object
to the calculation of Quezada’s crimnal history points.

However, Quezada does not chall enge the application of the career

of fender guideline, U S S. G 8§ 4Bl1l.1, nor does he argue that

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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counsel was ineffective for failing to object to the application
of this guideline. Quezada' s offense |level and crimnal history
category were dictated by 8§ 4B1.1. Accordingly, Quezada was not
prejudi ced by any allegedly deficient performnce by counsel
regardi ng the cal cul ati on of a guideline range that woul d have
been applicable otherw se, but was not. Quezada has failed to

show t hat counsel was ineffective. See Strickland v. Washi ngt on,

466 U.S. 668, 694 (1984).

Quezada nmakes no argunent showing that a limted role in an
of fense, which is provided for in 8 3B1.2, is not adequately
taken into consideration under the Sentencing Guidelines. He has
not adequately briefed any argunent that counsel was ineffective
for failing to nove for a downward departure based on Quezada’s
[imted role in the offense, and we wi |l not address the issue.

See United States v. Brace, 145 F.3d 247, 255-56 (5th G r. 1998)

(en banc); FebD. R Aprp. P. 28(a)(9).

The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED



