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PER CURIAM: 

  Dwight Eugene Mason pled guilty to possession with 

intent to distribute cocaine base in violation of 21 U.S.C. 

§ 841(a)(1) & (b)(1)(B) (2006).  He appeals the imposition of 

concurrent sentences of 262 months’ imprisonment for that 

offense, and twenty-four months’ imprisonment for violation of a 

supervised release term imposed following a prior conviction for 

possession of firearm by a convicted felon in violation of 18 

U.S.C. § 922(g)(1) (2006).     

  On appeal, counsel filed a brief pursuant to Anders v. 

California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967), noting no meritorious issues 

for appeal, but questioning whether the district court erred in 

denying a downward departure based upon Mason’s career offender 

designation, resulting in a sentencing range more severe than 

necessary in light of the factors set forth in 18 U.S.C. § 3553 

(e) (West 2000 & Supp. 2008).∗  Mason filed a pro se supplemental 

brief, contending that the district court erred in sentencing 

him as a career offender, and that the sentence imposed was 

unreasonable.  Finding no error, we affirm.   

                     
∗ Given the nature of counsel’s arguments we construe his 

contention as a request for a downward variance.  We note that a 
district court’s decision not to depart downward from the 
Sentencing Guidelines is unreviewable so long as the district 
court understood it possessed the authority to depart.  See 
United States v. Allen, 491 F.3d 178, 193 (4th Cir. 2007). 

3 
 



4 
 

  We have reviewed the record and conclude that the 

district court complied with the requirements of Fed. R. Crim. 

P. 11.  We further find that the district court did not abuse 

its discretion in sentencing Mason as a career offender, and 

imposed sentences that are procedurally and substantively 

reasonable.  See Gall v. United States, 128 S. Ct. 586, 597 

(2007) (review of sentence is for abuse of discretion).   

  In accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire 

record in this case and have found no meritorious issues for 

appeal.  We therefore affirm the district court’s judgment.  

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 filing 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 the client.  

  We dispense with oral argument because the facts and 

legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials 

before the court and argument would not aid the decisional 

process. 

AFFIRMED 


