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PER CURI AM

Chri st opher Wodberry appeals fromthe two judgnents of
the district court convicting him of conspiring to distribute
cocai ne and ecstasy and possessing a firearmas a convicted fel on,
in violation of 21 U S C. 88 841, 846 (2000), and 18 US.C
§ 922(g) (2000) (No. 03-4333); and revoking his supervised rel ease
on a prior conviction for conspiring to defraud the United States,
in violation of 18 U S.C. § 371 (2000) (No. 03-4157). Finding no
error, we affirm

Wbodberry clains that the district court erred in denying
his various notions to withdraw his guilty plea. Qur reviewof the
pl ea colloquy discloses that it was conducted in full conpliance
with Fed. R Crim P. 11. Mreover, Wodberry makes no cl ai m of
actual innocence and raises no additional factors that call into
guestion the validity of his plea. Accordingly we deny relief on

this claim See United States v. More, 931 F.2d 245, 248 (4th

Cr. 1991).

Whodberry also clains that the district court erred in
denying his notion for recusal and that it became an “advocate for
the plea agreenent.” (Appellant’s informal br. at 18). Nothing in
our review of the record of the district court discloses a
reasonabl e factual basis for doubting the judge' s inpartiality.

Consequently, we deny relief on this claim See In re Beard, 811

F.2d 818, 827 (4th G r. 1987).



We affirm the judgnment of the district court. W also
deny Wodberry’s pending notions for discovery, to correct
transcripts, to supplenment the record on appeal with the nane of a
confidential informant, for a copy of the Governnent’s i nfornmation,
to hold the case in abeyance pending resolution of outstanding
notions, to file a second suppl enment seeki ng an audi ot ape copy of
hi s sentencing proceedi ng, and to conpel a Governnent response to
pendi ng notions. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials

before the court and argunment woul d not aid the deci si onal process.
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