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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Marion Aiken pled guilty to conspiracy to possess with intent to
distribute cocaine base, in violation of 21 U.S.C.A.§ 846 (West Supp.
1999); and distribution of cocaine base, in violation of 21 U.S.C.A.
§ 841 (West 1981 & Supp. 1999). He was sentenced to 360 months
imprisonment followed by five years of supervised release. Aiken
appeals. His attorney has filed a brief in accordance with Anders v.
California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967), raising two claims but stating that
there are no meritorious issues for appeal. Aiken has filed a pro se
supplemental brief raising one other issue. After a thorough review of
the record, we affirm Aiken's conviction and sentence.

Counsel presents as a potentially meritorious issue the adequacy of
the district court's compliance with Fed. R. Crim. P. 11 in accepting
Aiken's guilty plea. Our review of the transcript discloses that the dis-
trict court fully complied with the Rule. See United States v.
DeFusco, 949 F.2d 114, 116 (4th Cir. 1991). Counsel also raises the
district court's compliance with the sentencing guidelines in sentenc-
ing Aiken. We accept the district court's findings of fact unless they
are clearly erroneous and give due deference to the district court's
application of the guidelines to the facts. United States v. Cutler, 36
F.3d 406, 407 (4th Cir. 1994). Legal issues are reviewed de novo.
United States v. Blake, 81 F.3d 498, 503 (4th Cir. 1996). Here, the
district court's factual findings are not clearly erroneous and we per-
ceive no error in its application of the guidelines to these facts. There-
fore, this allegation is without merit, as well. In his pro se submission,
Aiken challenges the district court's computation of the amount of
drugs for which Aiken should be held liable at sentencing. Again, we
perceive no error in the court's findings.

As required by Anders, we have independently reviewed the entire
record in this case and find no reversible error. We therefore affirm
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the conviction and sentence. This court requires that counsel inform
his client in writing of his right to petition the Supreme Court of the
United States for further review. If the client requests that a petition
be filed, but counsel believes such a petition would be frivolous, then
counsel may move in this court for leave to withdraw from represen-
tation. Counsel's motion must state that a copy thereof was served on
the client.

We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal conten-
tions are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
oral argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
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