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PER CURI AM

Joseph Dale Antley pled guilty to using and carrying a
firearmin relation to a drug trafficking crime (Count 1)," to
possessing with intent to distribute cocaine (Counts 2, 3), and
possessing with intent to distribute marijuana (Count 4). Antley
was sentenced to 132 nonths inprisonnent, twelve nonths for Counts
2, 3, and 4 and 120 nont hs consecutively for Count 1. On appeal he
all eges that the district court erred in accepting his guilty plea
to Count 1 because there was an i nadequate factual basis to support
the plea. For the reasons that follow, we affirm

Because Antley did not attenpt to withdraw his guilty
plea in the district court, we review the issue for plain error.

United States v. Martinez, 277 F.3d 517, 527 (4th Cr.), cert.

denied, 537 U S. 899 (2002). A district court possesses w de
discretion in determning whether a sufficient factual basis
exists, and its acceptance of a guilty plea will be reversed only

for an abuse of that discretion. United States v. Mtchell, 104

F.3d 649, 652 (4th Cr. 1997).

Antley alleges that there was insufficient evidence to
show t hat he possessed and di scharged his firearmin furtherance of
his drug trafficking crimes. W find that there was a sufficient

factual basis given at the plea hearing to support the fact that

“The i ndi ct ment noted t hat because the firearmwas di scharged,
Antley faced an enhanced ten-year sentence under 18 U. S C
8§ 924(c)(1)(A)(iii) (2000).



Antley’'s weapon was possessed in furtherance of his drug

trafficking business. United States v. Lomax, 293 F.3d 701, 705

(4th Cr.), cert. denied, 537 U S. 1031 (2002) (citing factors).

Thus, we find that the district court did not plainly err by
accepting Antley’'s guilty plea to Count 1. Martinez, 277 F.3d at
527. Accordingly, we affirm

We dispense with oral argunment 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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