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

No. 95-30831
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
SHERVMAN A. BERNARD

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
USDC No. 92-CR-558
February 21, 1996
Bef ore DAVI S, BARKSDALE and DeM3SS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Sherman A. Bernard, fornerly Comm ssioner of |nsurance for
Loui si ana, appeals the denial of his notion for relief fromhis
federal conviction pursuant to 28 U. S.C. § 2255. Bernard has
failed to brief for appeal his contentions that his conviction
violated the political question doctrine and the Tenth Amendnent,
that his plea was involuntary because entered under the threat of

a 40-year prison term that the district court did not informhim

of his right to appeal, and that the district court failed to

Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in Local Rule
47.5. 4.
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explain its reasons for sentencing himat the top of the
appl i cabl e guideline sentencing range. Because he has failed to
brief those contentions, Bernard has abandoned them Yohey v.
Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Cir. 1993).

Bernard al so contends that his conviction was precluded by
the McCarran- Ferguson Act, 15 U S.C. § 1012(b); that the
Governnent coul d not prove the interstate-comrerce nexus
necessary to create federal jurisdiction over his offense; that
the Governnent could not prove that Bernard accepted canpai gn
contributions as quid pro quo for his actions; that the
Governnment breached its plea agreenent with hinm that he received
i neffective assistance of counsel; and that he was entitled to an
evidentiary hearing in the district court.

We have reviewed the record and the briefs of the parties
and we find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirm
essentially for the reasons given by the district court.

Finally, because the record was sufficient for the district court
to determine that Bernard was entitled to no relief, Bernard was
not entitled to an evidentiary hearing.

AFFI RVED.



