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PER CURI AM

Rodney Lanont Caneron appeal s his conviction and sentence on
a charge of possession of a firearm by a convicted felon, in
violation of 18 U S.C. 88 922(g)(1), 924(e)(1l) (2000). He was
sentenced to 208 nonths’ inprisonnent, five years of supervised
rel ease, and a $100 special assessnent. Caneron’s attorney has

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

(1967), discussing the propriety of Canmeron’s status as an arned

career offender crimnal, but concluding that there are no
nmeritorious grounds for appeal. Caneron was notified of his right
to file an additional brief, and he has done so. |In addition to

review of the issues raised by Caneron and by his attorney, in
accordance with the requirenents of Anders, we have exam ned the

entire record and find no neritorious issues for appeal.

By counsel, as well as pro se, Caneron challenges his
classification as an arned career crinmnal. W have revi ewed the

record and conclude that Canmeron satisfied the criteria for
statutory enhancenent under 18 U.S.C. § 924(e) (2000), as an arned

career crimnal. United States v. Bowden, 975 F.2d 1080, 1085 (4th

Cir. 1992); United States v. Taylor, 495 U S. 575 (1990). In

addi tion, Caneron has raised a claimof ineffective assistance of
counsel . Such clainms are not properly raised on direct appea
where, as here, they do not appear on the face of the record

United States v. King, 119 F.3d 290, 295 (4th Cr. 1997).




Accordingly, we affirm Caneron’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 argument would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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