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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Terry Dennis appeal s from a twenty-four month sentence imposed
following his guilty pleato conspiring to possess with the intent to
distribute and to distribute cocaine. Dennis' attorney has filed a brief
in accordance with Andersv. California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967). Coun-
sel states that there are no meritorious grounds for appeal but
addresses the following issue: whether the district court erred in fail-
ing to order that Dennis be placed in a drug treatment program. Den-
nisfiled a pro se supplemental brief claiming that the district court
erred in failing to include in the judgment a notation that Dennis be
placed in adrug treatment program in a particular institution, and that
the court should have sua sponte departed downward based on post-
conviction rehabilitation and because Dennis criminal history score
over-represented his criminal history. Because our review of the
record reveals no reversible error, we affirm.

The power to designate an inmate's place of incarceration rests

solely with the Bureau of Prisons. See 18 U.S.C.A. § 3621(b) (West
1985 & Supp. 1999). We further find that the court fully complied
with the requirements of 18 U.S.C.A. 8 3553 (West 1985 & Supp.
1999). A review of the record reveals that Dennis was properly sen-
tenced, and thereis no evidence that the district court misapprehended
its authority to downwardly depart below the applicable guideline
range. See United Statesv. Jones, 18 F.3d 1145, 1148 (4th Cir. 1994).

We have examined the entire record in this case in accordance with
the requirements of Anders, and find no meritorious issues for appeal.
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 that such a petition would be frivolous, then counsel may
move in this court for leave to withdraw from representation. Coun-
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sel'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
argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



