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Before JOLLY, WENER, and DENNI'S, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Arrick Hillard appeals his guilty-plea conviction for
conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute cocaine. Hillard
argues that the nmagistrate judge commtted reversible error at
the rearrai gnnment proceedings by failing to 1) informhimthat he
had the right to plead not guilty or to persist in his not-guilty
pl ea, 2) advise himof the effects of supervised rel ease, and

3) fully explain the nature of the conspiracy charge. Hillard
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al so contends that the magistrate judge erred in del egating and
permtting the Governnment to conduct certain FED. R CRM P. 11
adnoni shnents, and he asserts that there was an insufficient
factual basis for his plea. Hillard argues that the nagistrate
judge’s flawed conpliance with the requirenents of FED. R CRM
P. 11 renders his guilty plea involuntarily made. Hillard
further asserts that his case should be remanded to the district
court for disposition of his outstanding pro se notion to
wthdraw his guilty plea, which Hllard filed subsequent to his
rearrai gnment and prior to his sentencing.

We have reviewed the record and the briefs submtted by the
parties and hold that the magi strate judge's alleged FED. R CRM
P. 11 errors/om ssions do not rise to the |level of plain error.

See United States v. Vonn, 122 S. C. 1043, 1046 (2002); United

States v. Reyes, 300 F.3d 555, 558 (5th Cr. 2002); United States

v. Marek, 238 F.3d 310, 315 (5th Gr.)(en banc), cert. denied,

534 U.S. 813 (2001); United States v. Cuevas- Andrade, 232 F.3d

440, 444 (5th Cir. 2000).

Because Hillard was represented by counsel during the
crimnal proceedings, his pro se letter to withdraw his guilty
pl ea was an unaut hori zed notion that the district court was

permtted to ignore. See United States v. QOgbonna, 184 F.3d 447,

449 & n.1 (5th Gr. 1999); United States v. Early, 27 F.3d 140,

142 (5th Gir. 1994).

AFFI RVED.



