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PER CURIAM:

John David Tutterrow appeals from the district court's judg-

ment entered pursuant to a plea agreement in which Tutterrow pled

nolo contendere to wire fraud in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1343

(1994). Tutterrow later moved to withdraw his guilty plea. The

district court denied the motion. Tutterrow was sentenced to

eighteen months of imprisonment. The only issue in this appeal is

the propriety of the court's denial of Tutterrow's motion to with-

draw his plea of nolo contendere.

We review the denial of Tutterrow's motion for abuse of dis-

cretion. See United States v. Craig, 985 F.2d 175, 178 (4th Cir.

1993). A defendant does not have an absolute right to withdraw a

plea, see United States v. Ewing, 957 F.2d 115, 119 (4th Cir.

1992), but must present a "fair and just" reason. See Fed. R.

Crim. P. 32(e); United States v. Hyde, 520 U.S. 670, 671 (1997).

We find that the district court did not abuse its discretion in

denying Tutterrow's motion to withdraw his plea. See United States

v. Moore, 931 F.2d 245, 248 (4th Cir. 1991). Accordingly, we

affirm Tutterrow's conviction and sentence. 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


