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PER CURI AM

Jorge Reynoso seeks to appeal the 135-nonth sentence he
received after he pled guilty to one count of conspiracy to possess
with intent to distribute over fifty grams of cocaine base, in
violation of 21 US C 8§ 846 (2000). Reynoso argues that the
district court conmitted plain error in declining to find he net
the criteria for a two-level adjustnent under the safety valve

exception of U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual 8§ 5C1.2 (2003). For

t he reasons expl ai ned bel ow, we dism ss the appeal.

Under the terns of his plea agreenent, Reynoso wai ved t he
right to appeal his sentence. In his plea agreenent, Reynoso
agreed that he was “know ngly and voluntarily waiving any right to
appeal sentencing guidelines factors, and [was] voluntarily willing
to rely on the Court in sentencing [him] under the Sentencing
Quidelines.” (JA 40). At his plea hearing, the district court
reviewed the plea with Reynoso and determined that it was
knowi ngly and voluntarily entered. Further, the district court
specifically inquired as to Reynoso' s know edge of the waiver
provi si on and Reynoso acknow edged t hat he understood the appel |l ate
wai ver provi sion.

“‘“Pl ea bargains rest on contractual principles, and each
party should receive the benefit of its bargain.’” Uni t ed

States v. Blick, 408 F.3d 162, 173 (4th G r. 2005) (quoting United

States v. Ringling, 988 F.2d 504, 506 (4th Cr. 1993)). \Were the




United States seeks to enforce an appeal waiver, and there is no
claimthat the United States breached its obligations under the
pl ea agreement, this court wll enforce the waiver to preclude a
def endant fromappealing a specific issueif the record establishes
he know ngly and intelligently agreed to wai ve the right to appeal,
and the issue being appealed is within the scope of the waiver.
Id. at 168-69. On appeal, Reynoso does not chal |l enge his wai ver as
unknowi ng or involuntary or allege that his issue is not within the
scope of the waiver. Because Reynoso expressly agreed to waive his
appellate rights in regard to sentenci ng gui deline issues, we find
hi s argunment squarely forecl osed by our recent decision in Blick,
408 F.3d at 171-72.

Accordi ngly, while we grant Reynoso’s May 6, 2005" notion
to supplenent his brief, we dismss this appeal. W dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED

‘W& deny Reynoso’s March 31, 2005 notion to supplenent as
noot .
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