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PER CURI AM

Wlliam Eric Frazier appeals his conviction for
possession of afirearmaffecting interstate comrerce, after having
been convicted of a crinme punishable by a term of inprisonnent
exceeding one year, in violation of 18 U S C 88 922(g)(1),
924(a)(2), and 924(e) (2000). He asserts that the district court
erred by finding an adequate factual basis for his guilty plea
under Fed. R Cim P. 11 and by not permitting himto withdraw his
pl ea.

Qur review of the record discloses that, after filing a notion
to wthdraw his plea, Frazier subsequently noved to w thdraw the
nmotion, which the district court granted. Accordi ngly, the
district court properly did not act on Frazier’s notion to w thdraw
his plea. Frazier’s Rule 11 challenge to his guilty plea thus
constitutes a challenge to forfeited error, which is properly

reviewed for plain error. See United States v. General, 278 F.3d

387, 394 (4th Cir. 2002); United States v. Martinez, 277 F.3d 517,

524 (4th Cir.), cert. denied, 537 U S. 899 (2002).

Under the plain error standard, this court determ nes
(1) whether there was error; (2) whether it was plain; (3) whether
it affected Frazier’s substantial rights; and (4) whether, if the
first three criteria are net, this court should exercise its
di scretion to notice the error. Mrtinez, 277 F.3d at 529 (citing

United States v. O ano, 507 U. S. 725, 732 (1993)).




A review of the transcript of the guilty plea hearing
confirmse that the district court fully conplied wth the
requi renents of Rule 11, including a determ nation of the factual
basis for the plea under the elenments of the offense charged.
Thus, we find no error commtted by the district court.

Accordingly, the judgnment of the district court is
affirmed. We 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 decisional process.
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