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PER CURI AM

Felipe Aurelio Hernandez pled guilty to conspiracy to
di stribute and possess with intent to distribute 500 grans or nore
of met hanphet am ne and was sentenced to 240 nont hs of i nprisonnent.
Her nandez rai ses two i ssues on appeal. He argues that the district
court erred: (1) by denying his notion to withdraw his guilty plea
and (2) in its determnation of the anmount of drugs for which he
was hel d responsi ble at sentencing. For the reasons that follow,
we affirm

W find that the district court did not abuse its
di scretion in denying Hernandez’'s notion to withdraw his guilty

pl ea. United States v. Ubakanma, 215 F.3d 421, 424 (4th Grr.

2000). The court properly conduct ed Hernandez’ s pl ea heari ng under

Fed. R Cim P. 11. United States v. Puckett, 61 F.3d 1092, 1099

(4th Gr. 1995). In addition, the court carefully and correctly

anal yzed the notion, using the relevant factors articulated inthis

Court’s opinion in United States v. More, 931 F.2d 245, 248 (4th
Cr. 1991). Accordingly, this claimis without nmerit.

The court did not clearly err in determ ning the quantity
of drugs attributable to Hernandez for sentencing purposes. United

States v. Randall, 171 F.3d 195, 210 (4th Cr. 1999). The court’s

drug quantity findings were supported by testinony at the

sentencing hearing, United States v. Falesbork, 5 F.3d 715, 722

(4th Cr. 1993), and by anounts listed in the presentence report.



United States v. LlLove, 134 F.3d 595, 606 (4th CGCr. 1998).

Accordingly, this claimfails.
Her nandez has noved for leave to file a supplenental

brief addressing the inpact of Blakely v. Washington, 124 S. C.

2531 (2004), on this case. The notion is both granted and deened
to be the supplenental brief. In light of our recent order in

United States v. Hammoud, No. 03-4253, 2004 W. 1730309 (4th G

Aug. 2, 2004) (order), petition for cert. filed, _ USLW__,

(U.S. Aug. 6, 2004) (No. 04-193), relief under Blakely is denied.

Accordingly, we affirm Hernandez’s conviction and
sent ence. We di spense 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 decisional process.
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