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PER CURI AM

Charl es Stewart Wel |l ons appeals fromthe district court’s
order revoking his supervised rel ease and sentencing himto fifteen
months’ inprisonnent after he admtted to violations of his
supervi sed release. Wllons’ attorney has filed a brief pursuant

to Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), representing that, in

her view, there are no neritorious issues for appeal, but raising
the i ssue of whether the district court erred in inposing Wllons’
sentence. Wl lons has filed a pro se suppl enental brief, asserting
that counsel was ineffective with respect to this appeal and that
the court erred in determ ning the maxi num sentence avail able in
this case. Finding no neritorious issues and no error by the
district court, we affirmthe revocation order and the fifteen-
nont h sent ence.

In light of Wellons’ admission that he commtted the
violations of his supervision terns, we find no error by the
district court in revoking his supervised rel ease. See 18 U. S.C A

§ 3583(e)(3) (West 2000 & Supp. 2005); United States v. Davis, 53

F. 3d 638, 642-43 (4th Cr. 1995). Wellons challenges the | ength of
t he sent ence, which exceeds the three-to-nine nonth range suggest ed

by the Sentencing Quidelines. See U.S. Sentencing GCuidelines

Manual 8§ 7Bl1.4(a) (2000). However, the sentencing ranges in
Chapter 7 of the Sentencing Quidelines are not binding on the

sentencing court. Davis, 53 F.3d at 640-41. Rather, upon finding



a violation, the district court may revoke supervised rel ease and
resentence the defendant to any sentence within the statutory
maxi mum for the original offense. 18 U.S.C. 8§ 3565(a) (2000);

United States v. Schaefer, 120 F.3d 505, 507 (4th Gr. 1997).

Because the district court inposed a sentence within the properly
determ ned statutory maxi mum we find no abuse of discretion. See
USSG § 7B1.4, coment. (n.4).

Wl | ons al so contends that counsel was ineffective with
respect to this appeal. A claim of ineffective assistance of
counsel must first be raised in the district court in a notion
under 28 U . S.C. § 2255 (2000), unless the record conclusively

establ i shes i neffective assi stance. United States v. Richardson,

195 F. 3d 192, 198 (4th Gr. 1999); United States v. King, 119 F. 3d

290, 295 (4th Gr. 1997). Because the record does not concl usively
show t hat counsel was ineffective, we decline to address this claim
at this tine.

I n accordance wi th Anders, we have i ndependent|y revi ened
the entire record and find no neritorious issues for appeal.
Accordingly, we affirmthe district court’s order revoki ng Wl l ons’
supervised release and inposing a fifteen-nonth sentence. Thi s
court requires that counsel informher 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,

but counsel believes that such a petition would be frivol ous, then
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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.
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