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Before DAVIS, SMTH, and DENNIS, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM ~

Derrick Smth, proceeding pro se, appeals his guilty-plea
convi ction and sentence for being a felon in possession of a fire-

armand possession with intent to distribute nore than 50 grans of

" Pursuant to 5THQR R 47.5, the court has deternined that this opinion
shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under the limted circum
stances set forth in 5THAOQR R 47.5.4.
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cocai ne base. Pursuant to a stipulated sentence in his plea
agreenent, Smth recei ved a sentence of 327 nonths of inprisonnent.

Smth alleges that his retained counsel was ineffective.
Al though this court generally will not entertain clains of in-

ef fective assi stance on direct appeal, see United States v. Bounds,

943 F.2d 541, 544 (5th Cr. 1991), the record is sufficiently
devel oped to dispose of Smth' s clains.

Smith first asserts that if counsel had informed himthat the
governnment was seeking to enhance his sentence as a career
of fender, he would not have pleaded guilty. As long as the defen-
dant understood the length of tinme he mght possibly receive

however, he was aware of the plea’ s consequences. United States v.

Santa Lucia, 991 F.2d 179, 180 (5th Gr. 1993). Smth was inforned
during rearrai gnnment of both the maxi num possi bl e sentence and the
stipul ated sentence to which he had agreed in his plea agreenent.
He was thus inforned of the consequences of his plea. Smth has
not established that counsel provided ineffective assistance or
that, but for the alleged ineffectiveness, he woul d have proceeded

totrial. See Hill v. Lockhart, 474 U.S. 52, 59 (1985). His plea

is valid.

Smth asserts that counsel was ineffective for failing (1) to
informhimthat the governnent was seeking to enhance his sentence
as a career offender, (2) to investigate or challenge the

enhancenent, (3) toreviewthe PSRwth him and (4) to present his
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objections. Smth also argues that the district court erroneously
found that he was subject to the career offender enhancenent.
Smth may not raise these clains, because his plea agreenent
generally waived the right to appeal his sentence. A def endant
must know that he had “a right to appeal his sentence and that he

was giving up that right.” United States v. Portillo, 18 F.3d 290,

292 (5th Cr. 1994) (internal quotation nmarks and citation
omtted). Because the district court plainly explained the waiver
provi sion at rearraignnent and Smth stated he understood it, the
wai ver provision is valid and bars our consideration of these
issues. Even if the waiver did not apply, however, Smth cannot
denonstrate any prejudice resulting from counsel’s alleged
deficiencies, because he received the sentence to which he had
sti pul at ed.

Finally, Smth argues that counsel was ineffective for failing
to informhimof the 10-day period for filing a notice of appeal
and for failing to nove to wthdraw pursuant to Anders v.
California, 386 U S. 738 (1967). Assum ng that counsel did fail to
informSmth of thetinme limts, Smth was not prejudi ced, because
he filed a tinmely pro se notice of appeal. |In addition, Smth’'s
retai ned counsel was not required to conply with Anders in order to
wi t hdr aw.

Smth's notion for leave to file a supplenental brief is
DENI ED

AFFI RVED.



