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PER CURI AM

Roderick Lanont Lattinore appeals his conviction and
sentence for possession with intent to distribute crack cocaine.
Lattinmore’s attorney has filed a brief pursuant to Anders V.
California, 386 US. 738 (1967), stating that there are no
meritorious issues for appeal, but raising the issue of whether

Lattimore’'s sentence violated Blakely v. Washi ngton, 542 U S. 296

(2004). Lattinmore filed a pro se supplenental brief, contending
that his right to confront w tnesses was viol ated. Fi ndi ng no
reversible error, we affirm’

Lattinore first asserts that the district court’s

conclusion that he was a career offender violated Bl akely. Thi s
claimis foreclosed by circuit precedent. See United States v.

Collins, 412 F.3d 515, 521-23 (4th GCr. 2005) (holding that
defendant’s Sixth Amendnent right to trial by a jury was not
violated by district court’s reliance on his prior convictions for

purposes of sentencing as career offender); see also United

States v. Thonpson, 421 F.3d 278, 285-86 (4th Cr. 2005) (holding

that prior convictions could not be severed fromtheir essential
conmponent s, such as separat eness, |ocation, and dates of offenses,
and that, therefore, no finding of fact is made wth respect to

t hese inherent facts). Mreover, Lattinore did not challenge any

“Lattinore’s plea agreement contained an appellate waiver
provi sion, but because the Governnent has failed to assert the
wai ver, we address the substance of Lattinore’s clains.
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factual findings regarding the prior convictions, and he did not
di spute the factual basis for the district court’s concl usions that
he was a career offender. Accordingly, Lattinore s assertion that
his career offender enhancenment violated the Sixth Amendment is

without nmerit. See Collins, 412 F.3d at 523 (holding that, where

def endant did not dispute any facts supporting the career offender
status in district court, there is no constitutional violation in
relying on defendant’s prior convictions).

Lattinmore also challenges various other sentencing
enhancenments under Bl akely. However, because Lattinore’ s career
of fender status determned his sentencing range, any inproper
factual findings regarding other enhancenents did not inpact his
sentence. Thus, any error was harnl ess.

Finally, Lattinore contends that the district court
violated his right to confront the witnesses agai nst him However,
Lattinmore’s guilty plea waived this claim |In fact, Lattinore was
specifically informed of this fact during his guilty plea hearing,
and he stated that he understood.

I n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire
record in this case and have found no neritorious issues for
appeal. W therefore affirmlLattinore’ s conviction 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 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 argument would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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