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PER CURI AM

Mal col m Eugene Gol son pled guilty to distributing fifty
grans of crack cocaine, in violation of 21 US. C § 841(a)(1),
(b)(1) (A (ii1) (2000). The presentence investigation report
(“PSR’) recommended that Gol son be sentenced as a career offender
based on the instant offense and his prior felony convictions. The
district court adopted the findings in the PSR and sentenced CGol son
to 263 nont hs’ inprisonnent.

Gol son’s 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 one issue: whet her
CGol son received ineffective assistance of counsel. Gol son was
advised of his right to file a pro se supplenental brief but has
declined to do so.

Gol son’s claim of ineffective assistance of counsel
should be brought, if at all, in a proceeding under 28 U S. C
§ 2255 (2000), because the record in this appeal does not
conclusively establish ineffective assistance of counsel. United

States v. King, 119 F.3d 290, 295 (4th Cir. 1997).

In accordance with the requirenments of Anders, we have
reviewed the entire record in this case and have found no
meritorious issues for appeal. Accordingly, we affirm Golson’s
conviction and sentence. This court requires that counsel inform

his client, inwiting, of his right 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
woul d be frivol ous, then counsel may nove in this court for |eave
to withdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel’s notion nust state that
a copy thereof was served on the client.

We dispense 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.
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