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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

Zaubralinda Faison appeals from her conviction following her
guilty plea to embezzlement of public money, 18 U.S.C. § 641
(1994), and conspiracy to defraud the United States government, 18
U.S.C. § 371 (1994), for which she was sentenced to concurrent terms
of eighteen months imprisonment. Faison claims that the district court
abused its discretion in denying her motions to withdraw her guilty
plea and for substitution of counsel. 

This court reviews the denial of a motion to withdraw a guilty plea
for abuse of discretion. United States v. Craig, 985 F.2d 175, 178 (4th
Cir. 1993). Based on the factors set out in United States v. Moore, 931
F.2d 245, 248 (4th Cir. 1991), we find that the court did not abuse its
discretion in denying that motion. 

This court also reviews the denial of a motion for substitution of
counsel for abuse of discretion. United States v. DeTemple, 162 F.3d
279, 288 (4th Cir. 1998), cert. denied, 526 U.S. 1137 (1999). Our
review of the record discloses no abuse of discretion by the district
court in denying Faison’s motion for substitution of her court-
appointed attorney with privately-retained counsel. See United States
v. Mullen, 32 F.3d 891, 895 (4th Cir. 1994) (setting forth the factors
for review of motions for the appointment of substitute counsel).
Accordingly, we affirm Faison’s conviction and sentence. We dis-
pense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and argument
would not aid the decisional process. 

AFFIRMED
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