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PER CURI AM

Li nda El ai ne M nor appeal s her conviction, entered upon
a witten plea agreenent, of distribution of cocaine base, in
violation of 21 U . S.C. 8 841 (2000). As part of her witten plea
agreenent, M nor expressly waived her right to appeal her sentence,
and acknow edged that drug weight was a factual matter to be
determ ned by the district court, that the court could find her
responsible for a higher or Jlower anount, and that such
determ nation of drug weight by the district court was not a basis
on which she could rely to seek to withdraw her plea. Follow ng a
proper Fed. R Crim P. 11 hearing, the district court accepted
M nor’s plea and sentenced her to forty-six nonths' inprisonnent,
three years of supervised rel ease, and a $100 speci al assessnent.

M nor clains on appeal that the district court erred in
adopting the drug weight set forth in her presentence report,
rat her than that set out in her plea agreenent. As to this claim
we find that M nor know ngly and voluntarily waived her right to

appeal. United States v. Marin, 961 F.2d 493, 496 (4th Cr. 1992).

We therefore dismss Mnor’'s appeal. W dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and Ilegal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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