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PER CURI AM

M sty C. Barracl ough appeal s her convictions and one-year
probationary sentence inposed after she pled guilty to
comuni cating a threat and reckless driving, in violation of 18
USC § 13 (2000) (assimlating, respectively, N C Gen. St.
§§ 14-277.1, 20-140(b) (1993))." W affirm

Barracl ough essentially asserts that her guilty pl ea was
i nvoluntary because the district court refused to conduct an in
canera review of a social services report involving the victim of
the offenses, in violation of the Confrontation and Conpul sory
Process C auses of the Sixth Amendnent, thereby forcing her to
choose between seeking a continuance or entering a guilty plea.
Because Barracl ough did not nove in the district court to wthdraw

her gquilty plea, our review is for plain error. See United

States v. Martinez, 277 F. 3d 517, 525 (4th Gr.), cert. denied, 537

U S. 899 (2002). OQur reviewof the transcript of the plea hearing
convinces us that the district court did not plainly err in finding
that Barracl ough voluntarily entered her guilty plea.

Barracl ough al so chal | enges as unreasonabl e the district
court’s inmposition of a special condition of probation, which
required her to perform 100 hours of comrunity service, wthout

considering the factors set forth in 18 U S.C A § 3553(a) (West

"Barracl ough also was charged with assault with a deadly
weapon, but the district court dismssed that charge on the
Government’ s noti on.



2000 & Supp. 2004). Barraclough did not object to her sentence;

thus, our reviewis for plainerror. United States v. Osborne, 345

F.3d 281, 284 (4th Cr. 2003) (citing United States v. O ano, 507

U S 725, 732 (1993)). After a thorough review of the record, we
find that the district court properly considered the nature and
ci rcunst ances of Barraclough’s offenses, Barraclough’s personal
circunstances, and all other relevant factors before requiring

Barracl ough to perform comrunity service. See United States V.

Davis, 53 F.3d 638, 642 (4th Cr. 1995) (“A court need not engage
inritualistic incantation in order to establish its consideration
of a legal issue. It is sufficient if . . . the district court
rul es on issues that have been fully presented for determ nation.
Consideration is inplicit in the court’s ultimate ruling.”). W
therefore find no plain error in the sentence.

Accordingly, we affirm Barraclough’s convictions and
sentence. W 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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