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PER CURI AM

CGeorge Alfred Tinbers pled guilty to distribution of
crack, and aiding and abetting the same, in violation of 21
U.S.C A § 841 (West 1999 & Supp. 2004) and 18 U.S.C. § 2 (2000).
The district court sentenced himto 101 nonths in prison. Under
the terns of his plea agreenent, Tinbers waived the right to appeal

any sentence wthin the statutory maxi num Tinbers’ attorney has

filed a brief pursuant to Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738
(1967), stating that in his opinion there were no neritorious
i ssues for appeal, but questioning whether the district court
conplied with the requirenents of Rule 11 of the Federal Rules of
Crimnal Procedure in accepting Tinbers qguilty plea. Tinbers has
been informed of his right tofile a pro se suppl enental brief, but
he has not done so. W affirm Tinbers’ conviction and sentence.
In his plea agreenent, Tinbers waived his right to appeal

his sentence. A defendant may waive his right to appeal if the

wai ver is knowi ng and voluntary. United States v. Brown, 232 F. 3d

399, 403 (4th Gr. 2000); United States v. Marin, 961 F. 2d 493, 496

(4th Cr. 1992). OQur reviewof the record discloses that Tinbers’
wai ver of his right to appeal his sentence was know ng and
vol untary. Moreover, we find that Tinbers plea hearing was
adequate under Fed. R Cim P. 11.

I n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire

record in this case and have found no neritorious issues for



appeal . W therefore affirm Tinbers’ conviction and sentence.
This court requires that counsel informhis 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
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.

We dispense with oral argunment because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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