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PER CURI AM
Darrell Lanmont WIlianms appeals fromhis conviction and 240-
month sentence pursuant to a gquilty plea to the charge of
conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute and to distribute
five kilograns or nore of cocaine and fifty granms or nore of crack
cocaine, in violation of 21 U.S.C. 88 841(a), 846 (2000).
WIllianms’ counsel has filed a brief pursuant to Anders v.

California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), in which he raises the issue of

whether the district court correctly applied the Sentencing
Gui del i nes. The mandatory statutory mninmum for conspiracy to
distribute nore than fifty grans of cocaine base is twenty years.
21 U.S.C. 8 841(b)(1)(B)(iii) (2000). Therefore, the district court
did not err by sentencing Wllians to a termof 240 nonths.

I n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire record
in this case and have found no neritorious issues for appeal. W
therefore affirm WIllianms’ conviction and sentence. This court
requires that counsel informhis client, in witing, of his right
to petition the Suprene Court of the United States for further
revi ew. If the client requests that a petition be filed, but
counsel believes that such a petition would be frivolous, then
counsel nmay nove in this court for leave to wthdraw from
representation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a copy thereof

was served on the client.



We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and |ega
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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