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PER CURI AM

Truman Crowder appeals the district <court's order
revoking his supervised release, sentencing him to twenty-four
nmont hs’ i nprisonnent, and reinposing a thirty-six nmonth term of
supervi sed rel ease. In his appeal, filed pursuant to Anders v.
California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), counsel for Crowder clains there
are no non-frivol ous grounds for appeal. W have reviewed the
record and concl ude that Crowder’s sentence is within the statutory
maxi mum sentencing range, and the district court’s revocation
proceedi ngs otherw se conport with due process. See 18 U.S.C
§ 3583 (2000). Finding no neritorious issues, we affirm the
j udgnment of the district court.

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 thdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a
copy thereof was served on the client. We dispense with ora
argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argument woul d not

ai d the decisional process.
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