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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

Terrance Orlando Davis pled guilty to one count of conspiracy to
possess with intent to distribute and to distribute more than 500 grams
of cocaine, in violation of 21 U.S.C. § 846 (2000). The district court
sentenced him to 120 months in prison. Davis now appeals. His attor-
ney has filed a brief pursuant to Anders v. California, 386 U.S. 738
(1967), stating that in his opinion there are no meritorious issues for
appeal but asserting that Davis’ guilty plea was not knowing and vol-
untary because the district court failed to advise him at the Fed. R.
Crim. P. 11 hearing about the elements of the offense. Davis was
advised of his right to file a pro se supplemental brief but declined to
do so. For the reasons that follow, we affirm. 

Davis contends that his guilty plea was not knowing and voluntary
because the district court failed to inform him of the critical elements
of the crime with which he was charged. Because Davis never sought
to withdraw his guilty plea in the district court, his claim is reviewed
for plain error. United States v. Martinez, 277 F.3d 517, 524, 527 (4th
Cir.), cert. denied, 123 S. Ct. 200 (2002). Failure to explain the ele-
ments or nature of the offense during the Rule 11 hearing is per se
error. United States v. Carter, 662 F.2d 274, 276 (4th Cir. 1981). We
find that the error did not affect Davis’ substantial rights, however,
because the elements were set out in the written plea agreement that
he signed and he stated under oath at the Rule 11 hearing that he read
the agreement and understood its contents. Cf. United States v. Goins,
51 F.3d 400, 402-04 (4th Cir. 1995). 

We have reviewed the entire record in this case in accordance with
the requirements of Anders, and find no meritorious issues for appeal.
Accordingly, we affirm. This court requires that counsel inform his
client, in writing, of his right to petition the Supreme Court of the
United States for further review. If the client requests that a petition
be filed, but counsel believes that such a petition would be frivolous,
then counsel may move in this court for leave to withdraw from repre-
sentation. 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
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