IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 93-1075
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
JAMVES DAVI D DANI EL,
Def endant - Appel | ant.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:93-CV-157-E
~ June 24, 1993
Before POLI TZ, Chief Judge, WENER, and DeM3SS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
By this 28 U.S. C. 8§ 2255 action, Janes David Dani el chall enges
the inposition of the term of special parole pursuant to a
conviction for aiding and abetting and di stri bution of anphet am ne.
Daniel's argunent is prem sed on the fact that special parole is
i napplicable to an aiding and abetting conviction. Dani el was
found guilty of a 1986 distribution offense.
Prior to 1984, section 841(b) provided for the inposition of

a special parole termon a convicted drug distributor. See United

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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States v. Byrd, 837 F.2d 179, 180 (5th Gr. 1988). On CQctober 12,

1984, Congress anended the penalty provisions of 8§ 841(b), deleting
the provision for inposition of special parole terns. The
effective date for the anendnent was Novenber 1, 1987, naking the
anendnent i napplicable to this case.

In addition, Daniel asserts a failure to conply with Rule 11
argunent. Daniel did not plead guilty but was found guilty by a

jury. Therefore, Rule 11 is not a concern. United States v.

Heki main, 975 F.2d 1098, 1100 (5th Gr. 1992).
Accordingly, the trial court did not err in inposing a speci al
parole term nor violate Rule 11; therefore, the judgnment of the

district court is AFFl RVED



