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Before JoLLY, WILLETT, and ENGELHARDT, Circuit Judges.
PER CURIAM:*

Marcelino Esteban Medina-Castillo pleaded guilty to one count of
illegal reentry, in violation of 8 U.S.C. § 1326(a) and (b)(1), and was

sentenced within the guidelines range to 37 months of imprisonment and

three years of supervised release. On appeal, he argues that the district court

" Pursuant to 5TH CIRCUIT RULE 47.5, the court has determined that this
opinion should not be published and is not precedent except under the limited
circumstances set forth in 5TH CIRCUIT RULE 47.5.4.
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plainly erred by failing to provide him with various admonishments required

by Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 11(b)(1), at his rearraignment hearing.

Because Medina-Castillo did not raise any Rule 11 issues in the district
court, our review is limited to plain error. See United States v. Vonn, 535 U.S.
55,58-59 (2002). To show plain error, Medina-Castillo must show a forfeited
error that is clear or obvious and that affects his substantial rights. See Puckett
. United States, 556 U.S. 129, 135 (2009). If he makes such a showing, we
have the discretion to correct the error but will do so only if it seriously affects

the fairness, integrity, or public reputation of judicial proceedings. See 7d.

In order to demonstrate that an error affected his substantial rights,
Medina-Castillo must show that there is a “reasonable probability” that he
would not have pleaded guilty “but for the error.” Unsted States v.
Dominguez Benitez, 542 U.S. 74, 76 (2004). In analyzing whether a
defendant’s substantial rights were affected, we examine the entire record.
Id. Assuming that Medina-Castillo has shown that the district court’s
omission of various admonishments required by Rule 11(b)(1) were clear or
obvious errors, he has failed to establish that such errors affected his

substantial rights. See id.
The judgment is AFFIRMED.



