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PER CURI AM

Andre Rice pled guilty to conspiracy to possess wth
intent to distribute cocaine base, in violation of 21 U S.C. § 846
(2000). He was sentenced to 210 nonths i nprisonnent and five years
of supervised rel ease. Rice’s attorney has filed a brief in

accordance with Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), stating

that, in his view, there are no neritorious grounds for appeal, but
rai sing the i ssue as to whether the district court erred i n denying
Rice’s notionto withdraw his guilty plea. Rice has filed a pro se
suppl emrental brief.

On appeal, R ce asserts that the district court erred in
denying his notion to withdraw his guilty plea. W review this

claimfor abuse of discretion. United States v. Ubakanma, 215 F. 3d

421, 424 (4th Cir. 2000). Because we find that the Rule 11
proceedi ng was adequate, and Rice failed to provide a fair and j ust
reason to withdraw his guilty plea, we find no abuse of discretion
by the district court in its failure to allow the wthdrawal.

United States v. Lanbey, 974 F.2d 1389, 1394 (4th Gr. 1992);

United States v. More, 931 F.2d 245, 248 (4th Gr. 1991).

In accordance with the requirenments of Anders, we have
reviewed the record for potential error and have found none. W
further find no nerit to the clains raised in Rce's pro se
suppl enental brief. Therefore, we affirm Rice’'s conviction and

sentence. This court requires that counsel informhis client, in
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witing, 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
frivol ous, then counsel may nove this court for |eave to wthdraw
from representation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a copy
t hereof was served on the client. W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunent would not aid in the
deci si onal process.
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