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PER CURI AM

Chri stopher Quinn Mses appeals his convictions and
sentence following his guilty plea to four counts of armed bank
robbery, in violation of 18 U S.C. § 2113(d) (2000), and using or
brandishing a firearm during and in relation to a crime of
violence, in violation of 18 U S.C. § 924(c) (2000). Moses’ s

attorney has filed a brief in accordance with Anders v. California,

386 U.S. 738 (1967). Al t hough counsel states there are no
meritorious issues for appeal, he challenges the district court’s
cal cul ation of Mdses’s crimnal history category, its application
of various sentencing enhancenents, and whether counsel rendered
effective assistance. The Covernnent elected not to file a
respondi ng brief and, although informed of his right to do so,
Moses did not file a pro se supplenental brief. In accordance with
Anders, we have considered the brief and exam ned the entire record
for nmeritorious issues. Finding no error, we affirm

In a witten plea agreenent, Mses waived his right to
appeal his conviction and sentence either directly or in post-
conviction proceedi ngs, with the exception of «clains of
prosecutorial m sconduct and i neffective assi stance of counsel. It
is well-settled that a defendant may, in a valid plea agreenent,
wai ve the right to appeal under 18 U . S.C. § 3742, as long as it is
the result of a knowng and intelligent decision to forego the

right to appeal. United States v. Wessells, 936 F.2d 165 (4th G r




1991). Because Mbses’s wai ver was knowi ng and intelligent, he may
not appeal the district court’s cal culation of his crimnal history
category or its application of various sentence enhancenents.
Wiile Mses did not waive the right to appeal on the
basis of ineffective assistance of counsel, such clains generally
should be asserted on collateral review, not on direct appeal
unless the record conclusively shows ineffective assistance.

United States v. King, 119 F.3d 290, 295 (4th Gr. 1997). Mses’s

present counsel had not yet been appointed to represent himat the
time of the alleged ineffective assistance. Moreover, even if she
is deenmed to have been representing Mbses at the tine she rendered
advice that he now asserts was defective, he cannot nmnake the

requi site showi ng under Strickland v. Washington, 466 U S. 668,

687-88 (1984), that he was prejudiced as a result of counsel’s
al | eged deficient performance. Thus, because the record does not
conclusively show ineffective assistance, we dismss this claim
W t hout prej udice.

I n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire
record in this case, including the Fed. R Cim P. 11 and
sentencing transcripts, and have found no neritorious issues for
appeal . W therefore affirm Mdses’s convictions 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 review If the client requests that a petition be filed,
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but counsel believes that such a petition would be frivol ous, then
counsel may nove in this court to withdraw fromrepresentation at
that tine. Counsel’s notion nust state that a copy thereof was
served on Mbses.

We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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