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PER CURIAM: 

  Jokari Lee Barnett pleaded guilty pursuant to a 

written plea agreement to distribution of crack cocaine, in 

violation of 21 U.S.C. § 841(a)(1) (2006).  The district court 

sentenced Barnett to 132 months’ imprisonment.  Barnett appeals, 

arguing that the Government breached the terms of the plea 

agreement and that the district court erred in both applying a 

two-level enhancement for obstruction of justice and in 

declining to apply a three-level reduction for acceptance of 

responsibility.  Further, Barnett argues that his rights under 

the double jeopardy clause of the Fifth Amendment were violated 

because he was punished twice for the same criminal conduct.  

The Government, in its response, asserts that Barnett waived his 

appellate rights and that his claims are within the scope of the 

waiver.  In light of the waiver, the Government urges dismissal 

of this appeal.  

  A defendant may waive the right to appeal if that 

waiver is knowing and intelligent.  United States v. Poindexter, 

492 F.3d 263, 270 (4th Cir. 2007).  Generally, if the district 

court fully questions a defendant regarding the waiver of his 

right to appeal during the plea colloquy performed in accordance 

with Fed. R. Crim. P. 11, the waiver is both valid and 

enforceable.  See United States v. Johnson, 410 F.3d 137, 151 

(4th Cir. 2005).  The question of whether a defendant validly 
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waived his right to appeal is a question of law that this court 

reviews de novo.  United States v. Blick, 408 F.3d 162, 168 (4th 

Cir. 2005). 

  After reviewing the record, we conclude that Barnett 

knowingly and voluntarily waived the right to appeal his 

sentence, and that the magistrate judge fully questioned Barnett 

regarding the appeal waiver at the Fed. R. Crim. P. 11 hearings. 

Accordingly, the waiver is valid.  We further find that the 

Government did not breach the plea agreement.  Because Barnett’s 

challenges to the calculation of his sentence and his double 

jeopardy claim fall within the waiver’s scope, we dismiss the 

appeal. 

  We dispense with oral argument because the facts and 

legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials 

before the court and argument would not aid the decisional 

process. 

DISMISSED 


