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PER CURI AM

Eddi e Sweeny Choi ce appeal s his convi ction and ei ghty-two
nmonth sentence after pleading guilty pursuant to a witten plea
agreenent to unl awful possession of a firearmin violation of 21
US C 8922(g)(1) (2000). His attorney has filed a brief pursuant

to Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), stating that there

are no neritorious issues for appeal, but raising the issue of
whet her the district court failed to follow the requirenments of
Fed. R Crim P. 11 at the plea hearing. Although notified by both
this court and his attorney of his right to file a pro se
suppl enental brief, Choice has not done so. Finding no reversible
error, we affirm

Choi ce contends his plea hearing failed to conport with
Rule 11. As Choice raised no objection to the Rule 11 proceedi ng

below, we review this claim for plain error. United States V.

Ceneral, 278 F.3d 389, 394 (4th Cr.), cert. denied, 536 U S. 950

(2002). In light of the district court’s thorough plea coll oquy,
we find Choice 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 Rule 11 in
accepting Choice’'s plea.

W have reviewed the entire record in this case in
accordance with the requi renents of Anders, and find no neritorious

i ssues for appeal. Accordingly, we affirm Choice s conviction and



sentence. This Court requires that counsel informhis client, in
witing, of his right to petition the Suprenme 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
frivolous, then counsel may nove in this court for |eave to
wi t hdraw from representation. We 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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