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PER CURIAM:

Gary Duane Cool pled guilty, pursuant to a plea agreement, to possession with intent
to distribute more than 50 grams of methamphetamine, in violation of 21 U.S.C. § 841(a),
(b)(1)(A). The district court sentenced Cool to 188 months’ imprisonment, within his
advisory Sentencing Guidelines range. On appeal, Cool’s counsel has filed a brief pursuant
to Anders v. California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967), stating that there are no meritorious grounds
for appeal but questioning whether Cool’s guilty plea is valid. Cool was advised of his
right to file a pro se supplemental brief, but he has not done so. The Government has
declined to file a brief. We affirm.

Because Cool did not move to withdraw his plea “or otherwise challenge his plea
before the district court,” our review is for plain error. United States v. Garrett, 141 F.4th
96, 103 (4th Cir. 2025). Before accepting a guilty plea, the district court must conduct a
plea colloquy in which it informs the defendant of—and ensures that the defendant
understands—the nature of the charge to which he is pleading guilty, the minimum and
maximum penalties he faces, and the rights he is relinquishing by pleading guilty. Fed. R.
Crim. P. 11(b)(1). The court must also ensure that the plea is voluntary and not the result
of threats, force, or promises outside of those in the plea agreement, Fed. R. Crim. P.
11(b)(2), and that a sufficient factual basis supports the plea, Fed. R. Crim. P. 11(b)(3).
“[A] properly conducted Rule 11 colloquy raises a strong presumption that the plea is final
and binding.” United States v. Taylor-Sanders, 88 F.4th 516, 522 (4th Cir. 2023) (internal

quotation marks omitted).



Here, the magistrate judge fully complied with Rule 11 and properly found that
Cool’s plea was knowing, voluntary, and supported by an independent factual basis.”
Accordingly, we conclude that the district court did not err—plainly or otherwise—in
accepting the plea.

In accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire record in this case and have
found no meritorious grounds for appeal. We therefore affirm the district court’s judgment.
This court requires that counsel inform Cool, in writing, of the right to petition the Supreme
Court of the United States for further review. If Cool 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 Cool.

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

AFFIRMED

" Cool consented to proceed before a magistrate judge.



