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PER CURI AM *

Ri cardo Vega-Ni eto was charged, along with three co-
def endants, with possessing with the intent to distribute 50
kil ograns or nore of marijuana and aiding and abetting. On the
morning of his trial, Vega-Nieto attenpted to enter a guilty
plea. After substantially conplying with FED. R CRM P. 11, the
district court determ ned that Vega-N eto' s plea was not entered
voluntarily and that Vega-Nieto did not admt the elenents of his
of fense. The district court thus refused to accept Vega-N eto’'s

guilty plea, and Vega-N eto was convicted by a jury and sentenced

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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to 46 nonths of inprisonnent, three years of supervised rel ease,
and a $100 speci al assessnent.

Vega-Ni eto argues that the district court abused its
discretion in refusing to accept his plea. “A court may reject a

plea in the exercise of sound judicial discretion.” Santobello

v. New York, 404 U. S 257, 262 (1971). A district court’s “broad

di scretion” in deciding whether to reject a guilty plea “is
limted only by the procedural requirenents of Rule 11.” United

States v. WId, 92 F.3d 304, 308 (5th Gr. 1996). “A district

court ‘abuses its discretion if it bases its decision on an error

of law or a clearly erroneous assessnent of the evidence.

United States v. Smth, 417 F.3d 483, 486-87 (5th Gr.), cert.

denied, 126 S. Ct. 713 (2005).

Vega- Ni et o concedes that the district court substantially
conplied with Rule 11. Vega-N eto has not addressed the district
court’s reasons for rejecting his plea. He has therefore not
shown that the district court’s findings were clearly erroneous
or that the decision to reject his plea was an abuse of

di scretion. The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED



