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PER CURIAM:*

Enell Riley appeals his guilty plea conviction of aggravated

assault.  He contends the district court erred in denying his

motion to withdraw his guilty plea.  

Under Rule 32(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure,

the district court may grant a motion to withdraw a guilty plea

before a defendant is sentenced if the defendant shows “any fair

and just reason.”  FED R. CRIM. P. 32(e).  Of course, there is no
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absolute right to withdraw the plea.  E.g., United States v. Grant,

117 F.3d 788, 789 (5th Cir. 1997).  The denial of a Rule 32(e)

motion is reviewed for abuse of discretion.  Id. 

Riley contends: (1) although he admitted to committing the

charged offense, he had an insanity defense; (2) any delay in

filing the motion to withdraw his plea was due to his attorney’s

failure to file it; and (3) the attorney who represented him when

he entered his guilty plea was ineffective.  (Riley pleaded guilty

approximately two and one-half months before filing the motion to

withdraw the plea.  In the interim, his first attorney was allowed

to withdraw.)  Riley’s assertions are not supported by the record.

The district court considered the seven factors set out in

United States v. Carr, 740 F.2d 339, 343-44 (5th Cir.), cert.

denied, 471 U.S. 1004 (1984), and the district court’s conclusions

with respect to those factors are supported by the record.  The

district court did not abuse its discretion in denying the motion

to withdraw.  See United States v. Grant, 117 F.3d 788, 789-90 (5th

Cir. 1997); United States v. Thomas, 13 F.3d 151, 153 (5th Cir.

1994); United States v. Rinard, 956 F.2d 85, 88-89 (5th Cir. 1992).

AFFIRMED   


