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PER CURIAM:

Leonel Damian Bravo pled guilty to possession with
intent to distribute marijuana, 21 U.S.C. § 841(a)(1) (2006),
and carrying and using firearms during and in relation to a drug
trafficking crime, 18 U.S.C. 8§ 924(c)(1)(A) (1) (2006). Bravo
was sentenced to eleven months for the drug offense and sixty
months, consecutive, for the firearms offense. He now appeals.

Counsel has filed a brief 1In accordance with Anders v.

California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967), raising two issues but stating
that there are no meritorious issues fTor appeal. Bravo was
advised of his right to file a pro se brief but has not filed
such a brief. We affirm.

Bravo first claims that the evidence was insufficient
to support his guilty plea to the firearms offense. Upon
review, we conclude that, by pleading guilty, Bravo waived his
right to contest the sufficiency of the evidence underlying the

conviction. See United States v. Willis, 992 F.2d 489, 490 (4th

Cir. 1993) (“[A] guilty plea constitutes a waiver of all
nonjurisdictional defects, including the right to contest the
factual merits of the charges.”) (internal citation and
quotation marks omitted).

Bravo also contends that his sentence is unreasonable
because i1t is disproportionately high when compared with

similarly situated defendants who have committed similar



offenses. We note that the eleven-month sentence for the drug
offense falls within Bravo’s advisory Guidelines range of 8-14
months. This is strong evidence that there was no sentencing

disparity. See United States v. Johnson, 445 F.3d 339, 343 (4th

Cir. 2006) (““[B]ly devising a recommended sentencing range for
every type of misconduct and every level of criminal history,
the Guidelines as a whole embrace “the need to avoid unwarranted
sentencing disparities among defendants with similar records who
have been found guilty of similar conduct.””). Further, Bravo

received a consecutive sixty-month sentence for the firearms

offense, as was statutorily required. See 18 U.S.C.
8§ 924(c)(L)(D)(11). We accordingly reject his claim of
sentencing disparity. Further, having considered the record,

including the presentence investigation report and the
sentencing transcript, we conclude that Bravo’s sentence 1s

procedurally and substantively reasonable. See Gall v. United

States, 552 U.S. 38, 51 (2007); United States v. Lynn, 592 F.3d

572, 575-6 (4th Cir. 2010).

In accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire
record for meritorious issues and have found none. We therefore
affirm. This court requires that counsel inform his client, 1iIn
writing, of his right to petition the Supreme Court of the
United States for further review. If the client requests that a

petition be Tfiled, but counsel believes that such a petition



would be frivolous, then counsel may move in this court for
leave to withdraw from representation. Counsel”’s motion must
state that a copy was served on the client. We dispense with
oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented i1n the materials before the court and
argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



