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PER CURI AM

Ri chard Aaron McCray appeal s his conviction, pursuant to
a guilty plea, for one count of bank robbery in violation of 18
US C § 2113(a) (2000). McCray was sentenced to seventy-eight
nmont hs’ i nprisonnent and $5391 in restitution.

On appeal, MCray asserts the district court erred by
failing to adequately inquire into his conpetency. Because MCray
did not object during the plea colloquy or seek to withdraw his
pleainthe district court, this court’s reviewis for plain error.

United States v. Vonn, 535 U S. 55, 59 (2002). Consequent |y,

McCray must show (1) error; (2) that was plain; (3) that affected
his substantial rights; and (4) the error seriously affected the
fairness, integrity, or public reputation of judicial proceedings.

ld. at 62-63; United States v. dano, 507 U. S. 725, 732 (1993). To

establish that his substantial rights were affected, MCray nust

denonstrate that absent the errors, he would not have entered his

guilty plea. United States v. Martinez, 277 F.3d 517, 524 (4th

Cir. 2002).

“Before a court nay accept a guilty plea, it nmust ensure
that the defendant is conpetent to enter the plea.” United States
v. Danon, 191 F.3d 561, 564 (4th Gr. 1999). The test for

conpetency is “whether [the defendant] has sufficient present
ability to consult with his lawer with a reasonable degree of

rational understandi ng--and whether he has a rational as well as



factual understanding of the proceedings against him” Dusky v.

United States, 362 U S. 402 (1960). “As in any crimnal case, a

conpetency determ nation i s necessary only when a court has reason

to doubt the defendant's conpetence.” Godinez v. Mran, 509 U S

389, 401 n.13 (1993). The record reflects that McCray was found
conpetent in two nental eval uations, and that he was responsi ve and
coherent during the plea hearing. Further, at the plea hearing,
McCray’'s counsel did not raise any concerns regarding MCray’s
ability to conprehend t he proceedi ngs when gi ven the opportunity to
do so. | ndeed, the record is devoid of any facts establishing
either that McCray was inconpetent or that the district court
failed to adequately inquire as to his capacity to understand the
charges against him or the consequences of his guilty plea.
Accordingly, we conclude McCray’ s plea was know ng and vol untary.

We affirmMCray’ s conviction and sentence. W di spense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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