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Bef ore GARZA, DeMOSS, and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Brandon M Hol | ywood appeals his guilty plea conviction and
sentence for aiding and abetting the distribution of and
distributing less than five grans of crack cocaine in violation
of 18 U S.C. 8 2 and 21 U S.C. § 841(a)(1).

Hol | ywood contends that the district court erred when it
denied his notion to wthdraw his guilty plea. “[A] district
court may, in its discretion, permt withdrawal [of a guilty

pl ea] before sentencing if the defendant can show a ‘fair and

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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just reason.’”” United States v. Powell, 354 F.3d 362, 370 (5th

Cir. 2003) (citing FED. R CRM P. 11(d)(2)): see also United

States v. Carr, 740 F.2d 339, 343-44 (5th Cr. 1984). The

district court did not abuse its discretion when it deni ed

Hol | ywood’ s notion to withdraw his guilty plea. See Powell, 354

F.3d at 370.

Further, Hollywood contends that the district court erred in
determ ning the quantity of drugs attributable to himas rel evant
conduct. He also contends that the district court erred when it
i ncreased his base offense level pursuant to U S. S G
§ 2D1.1(b) (1) for possession of a weapon in connection with a
drug-trafficking offense. Hollywod s sentence was not
determ ned based on the drug quantity cal culation or the two-
| evel increase pursuant to U S.S.G 8 2D1.1(b)(1). Instead,

Hol | ywood’ s sentence was determ ned based on his status as a
career offender pursuant to U.S.S.G 8§ 4B1.1. Therefore, these
argunents are irrel evant.

Accordingly, the district court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED



