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PER CURI AM

Joseph Conway Wi ght pleaded guilty to one count of possession
of a firearmby a convicted felon, 18 U S C 8§ 922(g)(1) (2000).
He was sentenced to 112 nonths in prison. Wight appeals. Hi s

attorney has filed a brief in accordance with Anders v. California,

386 U.S. 738 (1967), raising two clains but stating that there are
no neritorious issues for appeal. Wight has filed a pro se
suppl emrental brief. W affirm

Wight, a convicted felon, entered a store carrying a gun.
Wight admits that he “showed” the gun to a store enployee who
confronted him In South Carolina, pointing or presenting a firearm
at another person is a felony punishable by five years in prison.
S.C. Code Ann. § 16-23-410 (2003).

Qur review of the record discloses full conpliance with Fed.
R Cim P. 11. Further, the four-level enhancenent under U.S.

Sentencing Guidelines Manual § 2K2.1(b)(5) (2002) was proper, in

light of Wight's violation of § 16-23-410. Finally, because
i neffective assistance of counsel is not apparent on the face of
the record, Wight should raise this claim if at all, in a notion
brought pursuant to 28 U . S.C. § 2255 (2000), rather than on direct

appeal. See United States v. Richardson, 195 F.3d 192, 198 (4th

Cr. 1999).
We therefore affirm As required by Anders, we have revi ewed

the entire record and have found no neritorious issues for appeal.



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 Wight requests that a petition be filed, but
counsel believes that such a petition would be frivol ous, counsel
may nove in this court to wthdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel’s
notion must state that counsel served a copy of the notion on
Wight. W dispense wth oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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