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Rodney Davis, also known as Arthur Carl Davis, pleaded
guilty without a witten plea agreenent to possession with intent
to distribute five grans or nore of a m xture or substance
cont ai ni ng cocai ne base, and he was sentenced to 90 nont hs’

i mprisonment, five years’ supervised release, and a $100 speci al
assessnent. At rearraignnent, before the district court accepted

his guilty plea, Davis asserted that he did not actually have
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possessi on of the drugs, although he admtted that he arranged
the neeting at which the drugs were sold and that he was present
at the neeting. The district court then asked hi m whet her he
“knew what it was they were doing,” and Davis responded
affirmatively.

Davi s argues on appeal that his denial at rearrai gnnent of
havi ng possessed the drugs indicates that his guilty plea was not
made knowi ngly and voluntarily. However, aiding and abetting “is
an alternative charge in every count, whether explicit or
inplicit, and the rule is well-established, both in this circuit
and others, that one who has been indicted as a principal nmay be
convi cted on evidence showi ng that he nerely aided and abetted

the comm ssion of the offense.” United States v. Bullock, 451

F.2d 884, 888 (5th Gr. 1971). Davis admtted facts sufficient
to support a conviction as an aider an abettor. See 18 U S . C

8§ 2(a); United States v. Sorrells, 145 F.3d 744, 753 (5th Cr

1998). Although the trial court did not informDavis of the

el enrents of aiding and abetting, his substantial rights were not
vi ol ated because it is unlikely that his know edge of the

el enrents of aiding and abetting woul d have affected his

W llingness to plead guilty. See United States v. Johnson,

1 F.3d 296, 302 (5th Cr. 1993) (en banc). Therefore, the
district court did not conmt plain error and its decision is

AFFI RVED.



