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CGRAY M DOTSON, al so known as Bi g Daddy,
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Bef ore DAVI S, BARKSDALE and BENAVI DES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Gray M Dot son appeals fromhis conviction by guilty plea of
conspiring to possess with intent to distribute nethanphetam ne,
maki ng a false statenent to a firearns deal er, possessing with
intent to distribute nmethanphetam ne, possessing a firearmin
furtherance of a drug-trafficking offense, and w tness-tanpering.
Dot son contends that the district court erred by denying his
motion to withdraw his guilty plea.

The district court did not abuse its discretion by denying

Dotson’s notion to withdraw his plea. See United States V.

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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Gant, 117 F.3d 788, 789 (5th Gr. 1997). The district court
held a | engthy hearing on Dotson’s notion to w thdraw and

correctly determned that the factors enunerated in United States

v. Carr, 740 F.2d 339, 343-44 (5th Cr. 1984), weighed agai nst
Dotson. Dotson’s notion to withdraw relied primarily on his
assertion that he received ineffective assistance of trial
counsel. The district court’s inplicit factual findings based on

the testinony of Dotson’s two attorneys are not clearly

erroneous. See United States v. Cuyler, 298 F.3d 387, 389 (5th

Cr. 2002). On those inplicit factual findings, Dotson has
failed to denonstrate that his attorneys’ performance was
deficient or that his plea was involuntary because, but for
counsel’s alleged errors, he would have pl eaded not guilty and

proceeded to trial. See Hill v. Lockhart, 474 U S. 52, 59

(1985) .

AFFI RVED.



