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PER CURI AM

Lord Justice Suprene appeals fromhis conviction and sentence
to seventy nonths in prison and three years of supervised rel ease
followng his guilty plea to one count of making a fal se statenent
inconnection with the attenpted purchase of a firearmin violation
of 18 U S.C A 88 922(a)(6), 924(a)(2) (West 2000). Suprene’s at-

torney filed a brief in accordance with Anders v. California, 386

U S 738 (1976), raising the issue of conpliance with Fed. R Crim
P. 11, but stating that, in his view, there are no neritorious
i ssues for appeal. Suprene filed a supplenental pro se brief
arguing he did not intend to violate the law and that a nenta
defect prevented himfrom understanding the judicial process.

I n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire record
and have found no neritorious issues for appeal. We therefore
affirmSuprene’ s conviction and sentence. This court requires that
counsel informhis client, inwiting, of hisright 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 petition would be frivolous, then counsel may nove in this
court for leave to withdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel’s notion
must state that a copy thereof was served on the client. W dis-

pense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions



are adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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