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PER CURI AM

Wllie Lee Herriott pled guilty to possession with intent to
distribute of over 500 grans of cocaine and was sentenced to 225
nmont hs i npri sonnent. Herriott’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
raising the issues as to whether the district court conplied with
the requirenents of Fed. R Crim P. 11 in accepting Herriott’s
guilty plea, and whether the district court inproperly sentenced

Herriott as a career offender under U.S. Sentencing GCuidelines

Manual 8§ 4B1.1 (2001). Herriott has filed a pro se suppl enental
brief.

Follow ng a de novo review of the record, we find that the
district court conplied with all the nandates of Rule 11 in

accepting Herriott’s guilty plea. See United States v. Goins, 51

F.3d 400, 402 (4th Cr. 1995) (providing standard); Fed. R Crim
P. 11. W also find that the district court did not conmmt
reversible error in sentencing Herriott as a career offender under
USSG § 4B1.1. He was over eighteen years old when he commtted the
i nstant felony offense, which involved a controll ed substance, and
he had two qualifying prior felony convictions. USSG § 4B1. 1.

In accordance with the requirenents of Anders, we have
reviewed the record for potential error and have found none. W

further find no nerit to the clains raised in Herriott’s pro se



suppl enental brief. Therefore, we affirmHerriott’s conviction and
sentence. This court requires that counsel informhis client, in
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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