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PER CURIAM: 
 
  Aldo Enamorado-Ramirez appeals his conviction, 

pursuant to a guilty plea, for possession with intent to 

distribute five kilograms or more of cocaine, in violation of 21 

U.S.C. § 841(a)(1) (2006).  Enamorado-Ramirez, a Spanish-

speaking defendant who used a translator during court 

proceedings, argues that the district court violated his rights 

by relying on written documents and representations of counsel 

rather than addressing him directly during the Fed. R. Crim. P. 

11 hearing.  Because his substantial rights were not thereby 

affected, we affirm. 

  Enamorado-Ramirez did not move in the district court 

to withdraw his guilty plea.  Thus, we review the Rule 11 

hearing for plain error.  United States v. Martinez, 277 F.3d 

517, 525 (4th Cir. 2002).  “To establish plain error, [he] must 

show that an error occurred, that the error was plain, and the 

error affected his substantial rights.”  United States v. 

Muhammad, 478 F.3d 247, 249 (4th Cir. 2007).  Even when a 

defendant meets these three criteria, we “may exercise [our] 

discretion to correct the error only if it ‘seriously affects 

the fairness, integrity or public reputation of judicial 

proceedings.’”  United States v. Lynn, 592 F.3d 572, 577 (4th 

Cir. 2010) (quoting United States v. Massenburg, 564 F.3d 337, 

343 (4th Cir. 2009)). 
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  Here, Enamorado-Ramirez complains that, rather than 

addressing him personally, the district court relied on the 

contents of a completed “Petition to Enter a Plea of Guilty,” 

along with the representations of defense counsel, to establish 

that his plea was knowing and voluntary.  The record reveals 

that Enamorado-Ramirez communicated with the district court 

through an interpreter and that he assured the court that he 

understood the nature of the proceedings, the rights he waived 

and the penalties he faced, and was satisfied with his 

attorney’s performance.  See United States v. Cotal-Crespo, 47 

F.3d 1,8 (1st Cir. 1995) (holding that district court’s use of 

written document, in conjunction with colloquy with defendant, 

satisfied Rule 11).  Enamorado-Ramirez had ample opportunity to 

alert the district court to any misunderstanding of or 

disagreement with the terms of his plea but did not do so.  

Moreover, he admitted that the facts proffered by the Government 

supported his guilty plea.  Enamorado-Ramirez has failed to 

demonstrate a reasonable probability that he would have insisted 

upon a trial if the district court itself had summarized the 

Petition.  See United States v. Hairston, 522 F.3d 336, 341 (4th 

Cir. 2008) (discussing factors courts consider in determining 

whether defendant’s substantial rights were affected).  

Accordingly, we affirm the judgment of the district court.   
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  We dispense with oral argument because the facts and 

legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials 

before the court and argument would not aid the decisional 

process. 

AFFIRMED 


