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PER CURIAM:

Demorius Lamar Anderson pled guilty to conspiracy to
possess with intent to distribute a controlled substance, 21
U.S.C. 88 841(a)(1), 846 (2006), and possession of a firearm in
furtherance of a drug trafficking offense, 18 U.S.C. 8§ 922(9)
(2006). The district court sentenced Anderson to a total of 248
months iImprisonment, consisting of 188 months on the conspiracy
charge and a mandatory consecutive 60 months on the Ffirearm
charge. Anderson’s counsel filed a brief iIn accordance with

Anders v. California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967), stating that, 1in

counsel’s view, there are no meritorious issues for appeal, but
questioning whether  Anderson’s sentence was reasonable.
Anderson Tfiled a pro se supplemental brief challenging his
sentence and asserting an entrapment defense. Finding no
reversible error, we affirm.

Our review of the transcript of the plea hearing leads
us to conclude that the district court fully complied with Fed.
R. Crim. P. 11 1n accepting Anderson’s guilty plea. The court
ensured that Anderson understood the charges against him and the
potential sentences he faced, that he entered his plea knowingly
and voluntarily, and that the plea was supported by an

independent factual basis. See United States v. DeFusco, 949

F.2d 114, 116, 119-20 (4th Cir. 1991). The entrapment claim

Anderson asserts in his pro se brief is barred by his entry of a
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valid guilty plea. See United States v. Willis, 992 F.2d 489,

490 (4th Cir. 1993). Accordingly, we affirm Anderson’s
convictions.

We have reviewed Anderson’s sentence and find that it
was properly calculated and that the sentence 1i1mposed was

reasonable. See Gall v. United States, 552 U.S. 38, 51 (2007);

see United States v. Llamas, 599 F.3d 381, 387 (4th Cir. 2010).

Anderson challenges on appeal the drug quantity attributed to
him and the enhancement he received for his leadership role in
the offense. Because Anderson filed no objections to the
presentence report and did not object at sentencing, he has
waived appellate review of these issues absent plain error. See

United States v. Perkins, 108 F.3d 512, 516 (4th Cir. 1997). A

review of the presentence report and sentencing Guidelines
reveals no plain error.

Moreover, the district court followed the necessary
procedural steps iIn sentencing Anderson, appropriately treated
the Sentencing Guidelines as advisory, properly calculated and
considered the applicable Guidelines range, and weighed the
relevant 18 U.S.C. 8 3553(a) (2006) factors 1in light of
Anderson’s individual characteristics and history. We reject
Anderson’s claim of sentence disparity and conclude that the
district court did not abuse its discretion in imposing the

chosen sentence, which was within the advisory Guidelines range.
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See Gall, 552 U.S. at 41; United States v. Allen, 491 F.3d 178,

193 (4th Cir. 2007) (applying appellate presumption of
reasonableness to within-Guidelines sentence).

In accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire
record In this case and have found no meritorious Iissues for
appeal . This court requires that counsel inform Anderson, in
writing, of the right to petition the Supreme Court of the
United States for further review. IT Anderson 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. Counsel’s motion must
state that a copy thereof was served on Anderson. We dispense
with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented 1in the materials before the court and

argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



