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PER CURIAM: 
 

Kenneth Lamont Chaplin pled guilty to bank robbery, 

for which he received a 144-month sentence.  On appeal, Chaplin 

argues that his guilty plea and sentence must be set aside 

because the district court impermissibly and prejudicially 

participated in plea negotiations in violation of Fed. R. Crim. 

P. 11(c)(1).   

  As Chaplin did not object to the district court’s 

alleged involvement in plea discussions, nor attempt to withdraw 

his plea, we review the alleged violation of Rule 11 under the 

plain error standard.  United States v. Bradley, 455 F.3d 453, 

462 (4th Cir. 2006).  “[I]n order to prevail, [Chaplin] must 

demonstrate not only the existence of plain error but also that 

this error affected [his] substantial rights; . . . [and] that a 

refusal to notice the error would seriously affect the fairness, 

integrity, or public reputation of judicial proceedings.  Id.   

We have reviewed the record and conclude that the 

court was not impermissibly involved in plea negotiations.  

Furthermore, Chaplin cannot establish that the district court’s 

alleged Rule 11(c)(1) error affected the fairness, integrity, or 

public reputation of the judicial proceedings.  Accordingly, we 

affirm.  We dispense with oral argument because the facts and 

legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials 
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before the court and argument would not aid the decisional 

process. 

AFFIRMED 


