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PER CURI AM

Ryan Martais Nesbitt appeals fromhis one hundred twenty
mont h sentence inposed following his guilty plea to conspiracy to
distribute and to possess with intent to distribute fifty granms or
nmore of cocai ne base (crack) and five kilograns or nore of cocaine
inviolation of 21 U.S.C. § 846 (2000). Nesbitt’s counsel filed a

brief pursuant to Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738, 744 (1967),

stating that there were no neritorious issues for appeal, but
addressing the propriety of the colloquy pursuant to Fed. R Crim
P. 11. Nesbitt was infornmed of his right to file a pro se brief,
but has not done so. Because our review of the record discloses no
reversible error, we affirmNesbitt’s conviction and sentence.

W find that Nesbitt’s guilty plea was know ngly and
voluntarily entered after a thorough hearing pursuant to Rule 11
Nesbitt was properly advised as to his rights, the of fense charged,
and the maxinmum sentence for the offense. The court also
determ ned that there was an i ndependent factual basis for the plea
and that the plea was not coerced or influenced by any prom ses.

See North Carolina v. Aford, 400 U S. 25, 31 (1970); United

States v. DeFusco, 949 F.2d 114, 119-20 (4th Cr. 1991).

W find that the district court properly conputed

Nesbitt’s offense | evel and crim nal history category and correctly



det erm ned t he applicabl e gui deline range of one hundred twenty” to
one hundred thirty-five nonths. Nesbitt’s sentence was within this

range. See United States v. Jones, 18 F.3d 1145, 1151 (4th Grr.

1994) (holding that inposition of a sentence within the properly
cal cul ated range is not reviewable).

As required by Anders, we have reviewed the entire record
and have found no neritorious issues for appeal. We therefore
affirmNesbitt’s conviction and sentence. This court requires that
counsel informhis client, inwiting, of hisright to petition the
Suprene 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 frivolous, then counsel may nove in this
court for leave to withdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel’s notion
must state that a copy thereof was served on the client. W
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

"Nesbitt was subject to a mandatory m ni mum sentence of one
hundred twenty nonths. See 21 U.S.C A 8 841(b)(1)(A (West 1999
& Supp. 2004).
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