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PER CURI AM

Robert Franklin Gaul den was convi cted of possession with
intent to distribute marijuana, 21 U S. C § 841(a) (2000) and
failure to appear, 18 U . S.C. § 3146 (2000). Gaulden’ s counsel has

filed a brief in accordance with Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738

(1967), raising one i ssue on appeal, but stating that, in his view,
there are no neritorious issues for appeal. Gaulden was inforned
of hisright to file a pro se supplenental brief but has failed to
do so.

Gaul den failed to appear for his initial trial date in
2001. At trial after his apprehension, counsel from the
proceedings leading to the 2001 trial date testified it was
i nconcei vabl e that he failed to inform Gaul den of the trial date.
Gaul den asserts the district court erred in permtting testinony
that violated the attorney client privilege. There is no attorney

client privilege applicable to the comrunication of trial dates.

United States v. Gray, 876 F.2d 1411, 1415-16 (9th Cr. 1989);

United States v. lInnella, 821 F.2d 1566, 1567 (11th Cr. 1987);

United States v. Bourassa, 411 F.2d 69 (10th G r. 1969).

I n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire
record in this case and have found no neritorious issues for
appeal . We therefore affirm Gaul den’s 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. W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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