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PER CURIAM:

Ricardo Mendez-Valdez appeals his conviction and
sentence of 235 months” imprisonment for one count of conspiracy
to possess with 1iIntent to distribute methamphetamine and
cocaine, in violation of 21 U.S.C. 88 841(b)(1))(A) and (©)
(2006), one count of possession with intent to distribute
methamphetamine, in violation of 21 U.S.C. 88 841(a)(1) and
IBIOGE and possession with intent to distribute
methamphetamine and cocaine, in violation of 21 U.S.C.
88 841(a)(1), (M@, and (L)) (). For the reasons that
follow, we affirm.

Mendez-Valdez Tirst alleges error in the district
court’s denial of his motion to withdraw his guilty plea. He
claims that he believed he was agreeing to a plea bargain, and
not simply pleading guilty. We review for abuse of discretion.

United States v. Ubakanma, 215 F.3d 421, 424 (4th Cir. 2000).

During the colloquy performed during his plea hearing
pursuant to Fed. R. Crim. P. 11, the district court repeatedly
asked Mendez-Valdez (through a translator) whether he understood
that he was not entering a plea bargain with the Government, and
Mendez-Valdez repeatedly answered in the affirmative. Mendez-
Valdez’s claim that he did not receive his change of plea notice
in his native Spanish is of no moment. Even 1f he did not

receive a written translation, his attorney translated the
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document orally, and the district court meticulously ensured
that he understood it prior to his entry of a plea. We thus
find no abuse of discretion.

Next, Mendez-Valdez argues that the district court
improperly adopted a finding in his presentence report (“PSR™)
that he was a manager iIn a drug conspiracy and subjected him to
a two-point enhancement for his role. We review for clear

error. United States v. Sayles, 296 F.3d 219, 224

(4th Cir. 2002). After reviewing the record and the factors for

a manager/director enhancement found in U.S. Sentencing

Guidelines Manual 8§ 3B1.1, cmt. n.4 (2009), we find that the

district court did not clearly err in enhancing Mendez-Valdez’s
sentence.
Finally, Mendez-Valdez alleges error in the district

court’s attribution of 19,820.19 grams of methamphetamine and

1031.89 grams of cocaine to him. Again, we review for clear
error. United States . Kellam, 568 F.3d 125, 147
(4th Cir. 2009). We have reviewed the record, and find no

error. The district court’s conclusion was based on the PSR,
which was in turn based on evidence that would have been offered
at trial by cooperating withesses. These witnesses would have
testified as to discrete transactions involving drugs that, when
their amounts are combined, reach the quantities listed above.

Thus, there is no showing of clear error.
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We dispense 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



