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PER CURI AM

Kat hy Courtright appeals her conviction and 188-nonth
sentence followi ng her guilty plea to a single count of aiding and
abetting the distribution of crack cocaine within 1000 feet of a
school zone, in violation of 18 U . S.C. §8 2 (2000) and 21 U. S.C
88 841(a)(1), 860 (2000). Finding no error, we affirm

In her appeal, filed pursuant to Anders v. California,

386 U.S. 738 (1967), counsel for Courtright asserts there are no
non-frivol ous issue for appeal but raises first the question of
whet her Courtright’s plea was nmade knowi ngly and voluntarily. W
have reviewed the record and conclude that the district court’s
pl ea colloquy with Courtright fully conplied with Fed. R Cim P
11. Accordingly, we deny this claim

Courtright’s remaining issue questions the district
court’s application of a career offender enhancenent pursuant to

U.S. Sentencing Quidelines Mnual § 4B1.1 (2002). Crim nal

def endants may wai ve their statutory right to direct appeal as part

of a plea agreenment with the Governnent. United States v. Marin,

961 F.2d 493, 496 (4th CGr. 1992). Courtright’s plea agreenent
clearly waives her right to challenge either her sentence or its
calculation as long as it does not exceed the naxi mum sentence
provi ded by | aw. Because Courtright’s sentence does not exceed the
statutory maxi mum and because we find that Courtright entered her

pl ea knowi ngly and voluntarily with full know edge of the effect of



t he wai ver provision in the plea agreenent, we conclude that she is
precluded fromraising this claimon appeal.

Finding no neritorious issues upon our review of the
record, we affirm the judgnment of the district court.” W also
deny Courtright’s notion to relieve and substitute her attorney.
This court requires that counsel informhis client, in witing, of
her 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 would be frivol ous, 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. W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and |legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.

AFFI RVED

"Courtright has filed a nmotion to file a supplenmental brief
addressing the issues raised by the Suprenme Court’s recent ruling
in Blakely v. Washington, 124 S. . 2531 (2004). W grant her
notion and deemit to provide the suppl enental argunent regarding
the effects of Blakely. W have considered the applicability of
Bl akely to the federal sentencing guidelines and have concl uded
that their application by a district court conports with the
requi renents of the Sixth Amendnent. See United States v. Hammoud,

__F.3d ___, 2004 W. 2005622, at *28 (4th Cir. Sept. 8, 2004) (No.
03-4253) (en banc); United States v. Hammoud, 378 F.3d 426 (4th
Cir. 2004) (order), petition for cert. filed, US LW

(U.S. Aug. 6, 2004) (No. 04-193). W therefore deny relief on
Courtright’s Blakely claimand deny her notion to hold her appeal
i n abeyance.
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