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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Bennie T. Woods appeal s from his conviction, pursuant to a guilty

plea, of possession of afirearm by a convicted felon, in violation of
18 U.S.C.A. § 922(g) (West Supp. 1998). Woods was sentenced to
thirty-seven months' imprisonment, three years supervised release,

and a $100 special assessment. Finding no error, we affirm.

Counsel for Appellant hasfiled a brief pursuant to Andersv.
California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967), addressing whether the district court
conducted a proper plea hearing pursuant to Fed. R. Crim. P. 11, and
whether the district court erred in sentencing Woods to the high end
of the applicable guideline range. Counsel concedes, however, that
there are no meritoriousissues for appeal. Woods was informed of his
right to file a pro se supplemental brief, but failed to file one.

We accord great deference to the district court's conviction of the
Rule 11 hearing, and evaluate alleged Rule 11 violations under a
harmless error standard. See United States v. DeFusco, 949 F.2d 114,
116-17 (4th Cir. 1991). We will vacate a conviction resulting from a
guilty pleaonly if thetrial court's violation of Rule 11 affected a
defendant's substantia rights. 1d. at 117. Our review of the record
reveals that the district court fully discussed the nature and elements
of the charge against Woods, the applicable penalties, including the
effect of supervised release, and ensured that he consulted with and
was satisfied with his counsel. The court also addressed the rights
Woods forfeited by virtue of his plea, discussed the impact of the
Sentencing Guidelines, and ascertained that there was afactua basis
for the plea. Finally, the court questioned Woods to ensure that his
pleawas voluntary. Accordingly, we find no violation of Rule 11,
much less one that affected Woods' substantial rights.

Counsel also raises as a potentia claim the district court's imposi-
tion of a sentence at the high end of the applicable guideline range.
We lack authority, however, to review a sentence that falls within a
correctly calculated guideline range and applicable statutory maxi-
mum. See United States v. Porter, 909 F.2d 789, 794 (4th Cir. 1990).
Woods applicable guideline range was thirty to thirty-seven months
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imprisonment, and the maximum statutory term of imprisonment was
ten years. See 18 U.S.C.A. § 922(g). Accordingly, because Woods
sentence did not exceed the maximum provided by the guidelines or
the statute, we lack authority to review it.

In accordance with the requirements of Anders, we have reviewed
the record for potential error and have found none. Therefore, we
affirm Woods' conviction and sentence. This court requires that coun-
sel inform his client, in writing, of his right to petition the Supreme
Court of the United States for further review. If the client requests
that a petition be filed, but counsel believesthat such a petition would
be frivolous, then counsel may move this court for leave to withdraw
from representation. Counsel's motion must state that a copy thereof
was served on the client. We dispense with oral argument because the
facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials
before the court and argument would not aid in the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



