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PER CURI AM

Yusef Jamal Gordon entered a conditional plea of guilty
to being a felon in possession of a firearmin violation of 18
US CA 88 922(g)(1), 924(e) (West 2000 & Supp. 2005). He now
appeals the district court’s denial of his notion to suppress and
from his 180-nonth sentence. Gordon’s attorney filed a brief

pursuant to Anders v. California, 386 U S 738, 744 (1967),

addressi ng these i ssues, but stating that there were no neritorious
i ssues for appeal. Gordon declined to file a pro se suppl enent al
bri ef. At our direction, the parties filed supplenental briefs

addressing the inpact of United States v. Booker, 125 S. . 738

(2005) on this appeal. Because our review of the record discl oses
no reversible error, we affirm Gordon’s conviction and sentence.
The district court properly denied Gordon’s notion to
suppress the evidence of the gun, which was di scovered in a jacket
t hat CGordon di scarded as he ran fromthe officers. Because he had
abandoned the jacket, Gordon |acked standing to challenge the

search of the jacket. See Abel v. United States, 362 U. S. 217, 241

(1960); United States v. Flowers, 912 F.2d 707, 711 (4th GCr.

1990). Thus, the evidence was adni ssi bl e.

Based on Gordon’s prior convictions, the district court
properly found that he qualified as an arnmed career crimnal. See
18 U.S.C. § 922(e)(1). Accordingly, Gordon’ s guideline sentencing

range was properly determned to be 168 nonths to 210 nonths. The



district court inposed the statutory mninmm sentence of 180
nont hs. 18 U.S.C. § 924(e). In addition, because the record
provi des no nonspecul ative basi s suggesting that the district court
woul d have inposed a |lesser term of supervised rel ease under an
advi sory guidelines schene, the nmandatory application of the
sentenci ng gui delines did not affect Gordon’s substantial rights.

See United States v. Wite, 405 F. 3d 208, 216-24 (4th Cr. 2005).

As required by Anders, we have reviewed the entire record
and have found no neritorious issues for appeal. We therefore
af firm Gordon’ s conviction and sentence. This court requires that
counsel informhis client, inwiting, of hisright 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 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
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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