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PER CURI AM

M chael O DeVaughn appeals his conviction and six-nonth
sentence followng his guilty plea to possessing marijuana in a
federal correctional facility in violation of 18 US C § 1791
(2000). DeVaughn's attorney has filed a brief pursuant to Anders

v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), addressing the adequacy of

DeVaughn’s pl ea hearing. DeVaughn has filed a supplenental pro se
brief asserting clains under the Interstate Agreenent on Detainers
Act, as anended, 18 U . S.C., app. 2, 88 1-9 (2000), and a breach of
his plea agreenent. W affirm

Qur reviewof the record reveals no error. At DeVaughn's plea
hearing, the district court ascertained DeVaughn’s conpetency to
enter a plea, that he had adequately reviewed his case with his
attorney, that his plea was freely and voluntarily given, and
reviewed with DeVaughn the rights he would forego by pleading
guilty, the elenents of the crine, the statutory maxi mum sentence,
t he i npact of the Sentencing Guidelines, and the terns of his plea
agreenent. Gven this, the district court adequately discharged
its obligations under Fed. R Cim P. 11. Further, a know ng and
voluntary guilty pl ea wai ves ant ecedent non-jurisdictional errors,

including clainms of unlawful search and seizure. See Tollett v.

Henderson, 411 U.S. 258, 267 (1973). Hence, the clains raised in



DeVaughn’s pro se supplenental brief regarding his conviction and
plea are without nerit.”

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 DeVaughn's 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. Finally, although we grant DeVaughn’s
nmotion to anmend, we dispense with oral argunent because the facts
and |l egal contentions are adequately presented in the nmaterials

before the court and argunment woul d not aid the deci sional process.

AFFI RVED

" To the extent DeVaughn alleges the United States failed to
honor its agreenent to make a non-binding reconmendation to the
Bureau of Prisons that his forfeited good tinme credits be restored,
the record indicates DeVaughn has m s-characterized the nature of
the United States’ obligation. Rather, the United States agreed to
recommend to the district court that DeVaughn “recei ve any and al
good tinme credit that nay be available to him” Because the record
reflects that the United States made such a recommendati on,
DeVaughn’s claim for specific performance is neritless.



