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PER CURIAM:

Craig Okeido Anderson appeals his conviction after pleading
guilty to possession of a firearm by a convicted fTelon.
Anderson claims that the district court erred by denying his
motion to withdraw his plea and by denying him the right to
counsel at the hearing on that motion. Finding no reversible
error, we affirm the district court’s judgment.

We review the denial of a motion to withdraw a guilty plea

for abuse of discretion. United States v. Nicholson, 676 F.3d

376, 383 (4th Cir. 2012). *“A defendant has no absolute right to
withdraw a guilty plea, and the district court has discretion to
decide whether a fair and just reason exists upon which to grant

a withdrawal.” Id. at 383-84 (internal quotation marks

omitted); see Fed. R. Crim. P. 11(d)(2)(B). “The most important
consideration in resolving a motion to withdraw a guilty plea is
an evaluation of the Rule 11 colloquy at which the guilty plea
was accepted.” Nicholson, 676 F.3d at 384 (internal quotation
marks omitted) (setting forth factors courts consider). “Thus,
when a district court considers the plea withdrawal motion, the
inquiry 1is ordinarily confined to whether the underlying plea
was both counseled and voluntary.” Id. (internal quotation
marks omitted).

Anderson contends that his plea colloquy was defective

because, after he stated under oath that he was a U.S. citizen,
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the district court did not warn him of the potential Immigration
consequences of pleading guilty. See Fed. R. Crim. P.
11(b) (1) (0). Upon review of the record, we conclude that any
such error is harmless because Anderson had actual notice of
these possible i1mmigration consequences because they were
included iIn the plea agreement. We further conclude that
Anderson entered his guilty plea voluntarily and that the
district court was within 1ts discretion to deny his motion to
withdraw 1t. Finally, we reject Anderson’s claim that, at the
plea-withdrawal hearing, he suffered a complete deprivation of
his right to counsel when counsel iInformed the district court
that he ethically could not present Anderson’s arguments. To
the extent Anderson wishes to argue that his counsel’s
performance was ineffective, that claim should be raised, if at

all, 1n a 28 U.S.C. § 2255 (2012) motion. See United States V.

Baptiste, 596 F.3d 214, 216 n.1 (4th Cir. 2010) (providing
standard for ineffective-assistance-of-counsel claims raised on
direct appeal).

Accordingly, we affirm the judgment of the district court.
We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

this court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



