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PER CURI AM

Darryl Evans seeks to appeal his conviction and 120-nonth
sentence inposed after a jury found himguilty of ten counts of
knowi ngly shipping child pornography in interstate comrerce by
means of a conputer, two counts of publishing a notice offering to
buy or exchange child pornography and one count of possession of
child pornography. See 18 U.S.C. 88 2252A(a)(1), 2252A(a)(5)(B),
2251(c) (1) (A), 2251(d), and 2256 (2000).

Evans’ counsel filed a brief pursuant to Anders v.
California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), stating that there were no
meritorious grounds for appeal but raising four potential issues:
(1) whether statenents Evans nmade to Governnment officials should
have been suppressed; (2) whether Evans knowi ngly and intelligently
waived his right to counsel; (3) whether Evans was properly
subjected to the ten-year mandatory m ni num sentence set forth in
18 U.S.C. § 2251(d); and (4) whether the Governnent condones child
por nogr aphy by not shutting down all internet “chat roons” that may
pertain to child pornography. Evans has filed a supplenental
brief, alleging that he should not have been subjected to the ten-
year mandatory mninmum his sentence is excessive when conpared
with the sentences received by simlarly situated offenders, and
hi s standby counsel was ineffective.

W have reviewed the record and conclude that the

district court did not err in refusing to suppress statenments Evans



made to Governnent officials. Evans nmade the statenents, which
indicated his culpability, voluntarily and, at one point, even
af ter havi ng been advi sed by his counsel not to speak. A review of
the record al so discloses that Evans knowi ngly and intelligently

wai ved his right to counsel. See United States v. Jennings, 323

F.3d 263, 275 (4th Gr.), cert. denied, 124 S. C. 531 (2003).

Additionally, Evans was properly subjected to the ten-year

mandat ory m ni num sentence set forth in 8§ 2251(d). See United

States v. Rast, 293 F.3d 735, 737-38 (4th Cr. 2002). Evans has

not denonstrated that other offenders, convicted under § 2251(d),
were not also subjected to the mandatory mninmum sentence.
Counsel s suggestion that the Governnment’'s failure to elimnate
chil d pornography fromthe internet is tantanount to condonati on of
the crime is patently neritless. Finally, Evans’ allegation that
hi s standby counsel was ineffective is not appropriately raised on
direct appeal. Evans is free to raise this claimin the district

court in a notion under 28 U.S.C. 8§ 2255 (2000). See United States

v. Richardson, 195 F.3d 192, 198 (4th G r. 1999).

I n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire
record in this case, including the transcripts, and have found no
meritorious issues for appeal. W therefore affirm Evans’
conviction and sentence. W deny the notion to withdraw as counsel
at this tinme. This court requires that counsel informhis client,

in witing, of his right to petition the Suprenme Court of the
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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 in this court to withdraw from
representation at that tinme. Counsel’s notion nmust state that a
copy thereof was served on Evans. W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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