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PER CURI AM

Ral ph H Cowgill pled guilty to one count of sending
witten threatening communi cations through the Postal Service in
violation of 18 U . S.C. 8 976 (2000). He received a sixteen-nonth
sentence. Cowgill’'s attorney has filed a brief in accordance with

Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), stating that, in her

opi nion, there are no neritorious issues for appeal, but asserting
that the district court failed to neet the requirenments of Rule 11
of the Federal Rules of Crim nal Procedure at the plea hearing and
failed to properly calculate Cowgil|l’s sentence. Cowgill has filed
a pro se supplenental brief. Finding no reversible error, we
affirm

Nei t her cl ai m presented by counsel was preserved in the
district court. Therefore, they are reviewed for plain error.

United States v. Martinez, 277 F.3d 517, 526-27 (4th Gr.), cert.

deni ed, 537 U S. 899 (2002). First, Cowgill contends his Fed. R
Crim P. 11 plea hearing was inadequate. In light of the district
court’s thorough plea colloquy, we find Cowgi || was fully aware of
his rights and the consequences of his plea and that his plea was
knowi ng and voluntary. W find the district court conplied with
the requirenents of Fed. R Cim P. 11 in accepting Cowgill’s
pl ea.

Next, Cowgill chall enges the district court’s cal cul ation

of the guideline range and the specific sentence i nposed. W find



that the guideline range was correctly cal culated. Furthernore,
because the sentence is within the properly cal cul ated guideline
range and the statutory maxi nrumpenalty for the offense, this court

has no authority to reviewthe district court’s inposition of this

specific sentence. United States v. Porter, 909 F.2d 789, 794 (4th
Cr. 1990).

W have reviewed the entire record in this case in
accordance with the requirenents of Anders and find no neritorious
i ssues for appeal. W further find Cowgill’s clains in his pro se
suppl emental brief wthout nerit. Accordingly, we affirm the
judgnment of the district court. This court requires that counsel
informher client, inwiting, 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 may nove in this court
for leave to withdraw fromrepresentation. 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 materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid in the decisional process.
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